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Presentation Notes
On February 24, 2015, City Council adopted the SW Master Plan and Rate Study. The plan established broad goals and detailed objectives and recommendations, including the assessment of potential alternatives to enhance Solid Waste operations, such as implementation of a fleet replacement program, further analysis of Single Stream Recycling, a Material Recovery facility analysis (otherwise known as a (MRF)) and current and future rate Solid Waste Rate adjustments. 
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1.

Solid Waste Collection

' Key Items / Considerations

Fleet is older than recommended
resulting in increased maintenance
and performance issues.

Size of fleet and current routing
may need to be re-evaluated in
the near future.

Container maintenance is a
challenge with current facilities.

Loss of revenue due to temporary
roll-off containers.

Alternatives to Enhance System
Develop a fleet replacement plan
that will update and maintain the
fleet, improving performance and
decreasing maintenance costs.

Perform a route optimization study
and audit of equipment to determine
appropriate levels of equipment for
the system in 2 — 3 years.

Consider use of old transfer station
as a container maintenance facility.

Review State/local ordinances to
determine if franchise fees are
applicable.

2. Recycling Program Low recycling rate and high cost of | Expand current programs and
operation relative to material recovery with new initiatives or phase
d aut the current program as new
T —— recycling programs are impremented.
3. Curbside Recycling City has limited subscription service | Replace subscription service with new |
that is costing more than the recycling program that is consistent
e program charges. with goals and objectives. AR
4. Househota-Hezeardaus Current program costs $50,000 Evaluate glternate-estection and
Waste Collection per year. disposal options.
5. Commercial Recycling Amount of material recycled is very | Review existing programs and assess

limited but revenue from this waste
stream offers potential to increase
diversion with small amount of
capital.

the demand for additional recycling
of specific high-value materials.

SCS ENGINEERS

2
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As background, as you may recall with direction from City Council, SCS Engineers further investigated Scenario #3 of the Solid Waste Master Plan and explored the possibility of a jointly operated MRF with Ft. Hood and surrounding communities in more detail.  SCS analyzed the joint development and operation of a MRF that would be built near the City’s existing Transfer Station to receive and process single-stream recyclables from the City, Fort Hood and surrounding communities.  This analysis was consistent with the recommendations in the Solid Waste Master Plan and was a key component in considering the viability of implementing a single-stream curbside recycling program to serve Killeen residences. As part of this analysis, the elimination of the existing curb-side subscription service was contemplated, as the existing service would have been replaced by the new service if a regional MRF program was established. 
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- waste diversion and recycling rates in a cost effective
manner to reduce the amount of solid waste that is
transferred for disposal.

Make measurable and steady progress in a cost
effective manner towards reducing the percentage of
the City’s solid waste that is hauled for landfill
disposal from the Transfer Station

Evaluate various options for curbside collection and
processing of recyclables and implement a program
consistent with the City’s vision of cost effective
service.
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SCS Engineers’ MRF analysis was predicated on Goal #2 of the City’s adopted Solid Waste Master Plan, which generally provides a goal to increase waste diversion by increasing recycling rates in a cost effective manner. Following completion of the analysis, SCS Engineers presented the findings to City Council which, in essence, determined the cost to build, straff and operate a MRF facility combined with the cost to provide additional trucks and carts to support a single stream recycling program had a projected cost of approximately $8 million to build the MRF and in excess of $5 Million to purchase additional trucks and recycling carts that would be necessary to implement the program. Based on the state of the commodities markets for recycled material, the participation to be realized from Fort Hood and surrounding communities, and the effect that implementation would have on the City’s Solid Waste Rates, City Council determined that a regional MRF concept was not feasible at the time (Early February 2016).
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Key Findings of Recommendation #2:

Finding: Current subscription service for curbside collection of
recyclable materials is not cost effective at several hundred dollars per
ton of material collected.

It costs the City more to provide the service than the City recovers in
revenue.

Options: Continue to subsidize the operation, eliminate curbside
recycling collection, or charge appropriate rate for the service provided.

Other recycling services, including drop-off collection and commercial
recycling, should be continued.

Savings in collection and processing costs should be applied to other
solid waste programs to better allocate resources.
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Following the MRF analysis, several Solid Waste Plan recommendations remain to be addressed, including the topic for tonight, which is considering the City’s existing curb-side subscription service (Recommendation #2 on the Slide) and a related topic of enhancing the City’s existing commercial recycling efforts (Recommendation #5). The SW Master Plan determined that the City’s current service is not effective and that it costs more to provide the service than the City charges its citizens for. This leads to three options: continue to subsidize the operation out of the Solid Waste Rates, eliminate the service, or charge the actual cost of the service. If the service is discontinued, City staff does recommend that drop off collection sites (KRC and Transfer Station) be continued (environmental benefits here – keeps HHW out of our streams, downside of illegal dumping, etc.) and commercial recycling efforts enhanced as commercial recycling (predominately cardboard) is still viable in the commodities markets.  


SOLID WASTE SERVICES
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In terms of cost savings, were City Council to determine that eliminating residential curbside recycling collection was the most prudent route to follow, this elimination will reduce the amount of recycling delivered to the KRC by approximately 30 tons per month (which will then be diverted to the transfer station as waste).  This diversion will reduce the amount of work at the KRC. This would also allow SW to eliminate the part-time recycling positions, saving approximately $48,959 per year.


Curbside Collection Cost

Curbside collection started as a pilot program in 2002
with 2,500 customers

Current number of curbside customers is 2804

Cost for 4 drivers with benefits is approximately
$128,867 per year.

Vehicle operating cost is approximately $65,000 per
year

Total collection cost is approximately $193,867

Subscription fee revenue for approximately 2800
customers per year is $88,000
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Presentation Notes
Several questions were received from Council Member Moore regarding the City’s existing curb-side service. In response, we offer the following information: 

Recycling cost for personnel since 2002 is approximately $1,536,000 based upon today’s dollars.
Vehicle operating cost since 2002 is approximately $780,000.
The total cost of collecting recycling since 2002 is approximately $2,316,000.
The total revenue collected since 2002 for curbside recycling services is approximately $1,056,000.
Without the KRC figured in, the City should be charging approximately $5.76 for the continued operation of the curbside collection service to break even.
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Cost

The KRC budget for 2016 is $428,761

The KRC has 1 Manager, 1 Supervisor, 3 recycling
attendants, and 2 part time employees

Revenue received for the sale of recyclables from the
KRC is approximately $85,000 annually
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The following services would be no longer available if the KRC were completely eliminated –such as TV’s , tires, oils, and antifreezes the City  would most likely see an increase in illegal dumping.  This not only harms our environment, but decreases the lifespan of the local landfill.

When KRC cost are added with collection cost, even when subtracting the revenue from subscription fees and sale of materials the cost jumps to approximately $13.36 per subscription service customer; however, not all people that use the KRC are subscription service customers and, therefore, a much broader number of citizens would be affected should the KRC not be available.

Two years ago the cost to collect was over $10 per customer, with the fall of recyclable prices and the recalculated number of actual recycling subscription participants, the cost has increased.

Eliminating the two part time employees would save $48,959 annually
Reducing the (supervisor) paygrade 57 to (crew leader) pay grade 55 would save an additional $7,409 annually.




Total Cost for Recycling

The total cost for recycling is approximately $622,448

Total revenue from the sale of materials and
subscription fees is approximately $173,000
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Presentation Notes
The final slide shows overall, what the cost of recycling is for the City to provide these services. This total includes the cost of the curb-side program and also the operation of the KRC and drop site located at the transfer station.

To recap, if the City were to eliminate the curbside recycling service and not repurpose the resources into other services (i.e.: commercial recycling enhancement), the City would stand to save approximately $185,000 per year after the program is ramped down.
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With that, we would be happy to take any questions regarding this agenda item.
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