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Welcome and Opening Remarks

www.frederickcountymd.gov/WhatsNext



Study Goals and Objectives

Study Goals and Objectives

ÅLƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term planning and decision making

ÅTwo-Phases

VPhase 1 ςPublic Input and Evaluation of Options

VPhase 2 ςIn-Depth Feasibility of Implementing Changes 

ÅActive Sharing of Ideas through Transparent Process

ÅFocused on:

VResidential and commercial trash

VRecycling

VYard waste

VFood waste



Brief Synopsis of Drivers for the Study

Maryland Recycling Act (MRA)

ÅThe MRA establishes recycling and 
waste diversion goals for all Maryland 
Counties based on population

ÅTo allow fair measurement across all 
counties, waste and recycling is 
divided into MRA and non-MRA 
materials

VFrederick County MRA Recycling 
Rate is currently about 50%

Maryland Zero Waste Plan (ZWP)

Åά½ŜǊƻ ²ŀǎǘŜ aŀǊȅƭŀƴŘΥ aŀǊȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
Plan to Reduce, Reuse, and Recycle 
Nearly All Waste Generated in 
Maryland by 2040έ

Å Issued December 2014
V 80% overall recycling goal
V 90% recycling goal for food scraps
V 90% recycling goal for yard 

trimmings
V 85% diversion goal

Å Incremental goals set between 2015 
and 2040



Where Does the County Need to Get To?

Study Goal: Achieve the ZWP Recycling Targets by 2025 (and 2040)

Category Current Rate
Required Rate 

by 2025
Improvement

Needed
Required Rate 

by 2040
Improvement

Needed

Overall Waste 
Diversion

55% 70% 15% 85% 30%

Overall 
Recycling

50% 65% 15% 80% 30%

Food Waste 
Recycling

<5% 60% ~60% 90% ~90%

YardWaste 
Recycling

Very High 80% Minor 90% Minor



Where Does the County Need to Get To?

Study Goal: Achieve the ZWP Recycling Targets by 2025 (and 2040)

2013 Waste Data

137,000 tons

Recycling
38.5%

Composting
30,000 tons

271,000 tons

Landfill
50.5%

104,000 tons

11%

Need to Recover at Least an 
Additional 40,000-45,000 
tons/year of Materials Currently 
in the Landfill Waste Stream:

VFood waste

VYard waste (if any)

VRecyclables

VOther Material Recovery 
and Reuse

Target

30%



Options Recommended from Phase 1

1. Expanded recycling program at public 
schools

2. Food waste collection from restaurants

3. Residential three-bin food/yard waste 
collection

4. Food waste co-digestion at expanded 
Ballenger-McKinney WWTP

5. Community-scale (decentralized) 
composting

6. Large-scale (centralized) composting

7. Resource recovery park



Phase 2 Scope of Work

ÅTask 2.1 ςOptions Screening and Feedstock Specification

ÅTask 2.2 ςScoping Four-Season Waste Sort*

ÅTask 2.3 ςFinancial Modeling and Detailed Analysis

ÅTasks 2.4 ςDraft Phase 2 Report

ÅTasks 2.5 ςPresent Draft Phase 2 Report

ÅTask 2.6 ςFinal Report

* Not performed as part of Phase 2: waste sorts are expensive and the options to be evaluated in 
detail in this phase will not benefit much from analysis of raw MSW at this stage



Options Not Selected for Detailed Analysis (Task 2.1)

1. Large-scale (centralized) composting
Å¦ƴŘǳŜ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǊƛǎƪΤ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘƛǾŜǊǘ ŦƻƻŘ ǿŀǎǘŜ
ÅLittle national experience with food waste composting at this scale
ÅRRP option includes large-scale composting facility

2. Food waste co-digestion at expanded Ballenger-McKinney 
WWTP
ÅSome experience nationally
ÅTiming and specifications for plant expansion are uncertain

3. Expanded recycling program at public schools
ÅSingle-stream recycling is required under existing Public Schools Recycling 

Plan (PSRP)
ÅExpansion and improvement of PSRP is important, but not a specific goal for 

analysis in Phase 2
ÅPhase 2 will focus on food scraps recovery and composting



Options Selected for Detailed Analysis (Task 2.3)

1. Single Stream Organics Collection
1. Public schools
2. Restaurants
3. Residential three-bin food/yard waste (single family 

homes)

2. Community-scale (decentralized) composting

3. Resource recovery park



Overview of Draft Report (Task 2.4)

Chapter 1:Introduction

Chapter 2:Technology Screening and Benchmarking

Chapter 3:Incremental Phase-in of Selected Options

Chapter 4:Detailed Financial Modeling and Analysis

Chapter 5:Model Results and Sensitivity Analysis

Chapter 6:Summary and Recommendations

7 
Options

3 
Options

Two Models:
1. Source-Separated Organics (SSO) Collection and Composting Program
2. Resource Recovery Park



Potential Contracting Mechanisms

Option 

Potential Contracting Mechanism 

County Owned 
and Operated 

Private DBO Contract 
Franchise 

Agreement 

SSO Collection 
Programs 
(Decentralized) 

Suitable Suitable Unsuitable Preferable 

Composting Facilities 
(Decentralized) 

Suitable 
Suitable 
(individual 
facilities only) 

Preferable Unsuitable 

Resource Recovery 
Park (Centralized) 

Suitable Unsuitable Suitable Unsuitable 

 

DBO = Design, Build, Operate (Public-Private Partnership)



Decentralized SSO Program

Recommended Implementation Schedule (Baseline Assumptions) 

Compost facilities limited to 10,000 CY/year output

Covered Aerated Static Piles (ASPs)

Voluntary

Mandatory



1-2

1-2

1-4

3-52

Compost 
Facilities



SSO Program: Model Input and Assumptions

Goal:  Estimate performance over service lifecycle through 2040

ÅUnit cost (per-household, per-student, per-restaurant)

ÅMRA waste and organics recycled, Change ƛƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ %

ÅAssumptions for Organics Generation and Capture Rates

ÅSchools, Restaurants, SFHs; Effect of Voluntary vs. Mandatory

ÅCapital Expenditure on Organics Collection

ÅBins, Dumpsters, Collection Trucks (10 CY capacity, e.g. Ford F-650)

ÅOperating Costs for Organics Collection

ÅLabor, Fuel, Truck Maintenance, Tipping Fee, Education/Outreach, Enforcement

ÅCapital Expenditure on Composting Facilities

ÅLand, Engineering/Site Prep, Compost System, Equipment, Utility Connections

ÅOperating Costs for Composting Facilities

ÅLabor, Fuel, Maintenance, Utilities, Disposal of residues



SSO Program Model: Summary of Performance



SSO Program Model: Summary of Costs



SSO Program Model: Sensitivity Analysis

ÅVariables assessed in sensitivity analysis:
1. Organic fraction of MRA waste
2. Fuel costs
3. Compost residuals requiring disposal (efficiency of composting)
4. Compost selling price and the fraction of compost product sold
5. Implementation schedule (i.e. length of each phase)
6. Voluntary versus mandatory participation

ÅFor each variable, an optimistic and pessimistic value above and 
below the expected baseline value was chosen

ÅFindings
ÅHighly sensitive to voluntary vs. mandatory participation
ÅSensitive to organic fraction of MRA waste (Ąmore collection)
ÅSensitive to composting efficiency (Ąmore facilities required)
ÅRobust to other variables



SSO Program Model: Sensitivity Analysis

Effect on Cost per Household of Varying Organic 
Fraction of MRA waste

Effect on Recycling Rates of Voluntary vs. Mandatory 
Participation


