[bookmark: _GoBack]WRITTEN TESTIMONY IN REGARD TO 
THE EAGLE NEST SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION
and its inclusion in the Baltimore County Solid Waste Management Plan
[Note: The oral testimony given on February 17, 2022, during the public hearing, was in the same order of this written testimony, albeit it was a much, abbreviated version.]
My name is Stephen Lippy, a County resident residing at 1323 Warwick Drive in Lutherville. I am a civil engineer, a registered professional engineer in Maryland, certified in solid waste management by the American Academy of Environmental Engineers & Scientists (AAEES), certified as a Manager of Landfill Operations by the Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA), and a Fellow in the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE).  I have been in the solid waste field for almost 50 years, of which 40 years was with the County Bureau of Solid Waste Management (BSWM); as a result, I am familiar with the development of the County solid waste management system, including overseeing the writing of some of the solid waste plans and amendments to the plans, albeit, of course, not knowing all the details of the system in the nearly ten years since I have been retired.
I was somewhat surprised to see the advertisement in the paper of this public hearing for a request of a privately owned transfer station to be included in the County Solid Waste Management Plan.
The County has three County-owned and County-operated transfer stations which are funded by the County’s operating and capital budgets, with commercial transfer/disposal fees as a source of revenue offsetting some of those costs:
· Western Acceptance Facility (WAF), located in Halethorpe
· Central Acceptance Facility (CAF), located in Cockeysville
· Eastern Transfer Station, at the Eastern Sanitary Landfill Solid Waste Management Facility (ESL),
located in White Marsh

The total permitted transfer capacity of these three County facilities, as reported to me by the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) and per the three State operating permits, is over 1.2 million (1,228,955) tons per year.
· WAF: 376,625 tons
· CAF:  382,330 tons
· ESL:   470,000 tons
Based on the latest posted MDE figures on its website for a five-year period, the total transferred quantities from these three sites have been as follows (In parentheses is the approximate percentage of the total permitted capacity.):
· 2015: 721,792 tons (59%)
· 2016: 722,295 tons (59%)
· 2017: 753,117 tons (62%)
· 2018: 736,001 tons (60%)
· 2019: 710,313 tons (58%)
In addition, I have heard that the funding to transfer residential waste from ESL has significantly decreased or was no longer available from 2020-2021, as that refuse, instead of being transferred, was just landfilled on-site at ESL; this has resulted in even less total tonnage being transferred from the three stations, and would possibly be in the 650,000 - 700,000 tons range, or 53-57% of the permitted transfer capacity.
Consequently, I have seven questions/series of questions (one of which was addressed by the other speaker at the public hearing), which should be considered, if not already, in regard to this proposed Eagle Nest transfer station:
1. Over the years, there have been several requests for the construction and operation of private transfer stations to be included in the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan.  The County has not supported them in the past as the County believed that there was sufficient transfer capacity within the County with its three County sites. What has occurred to change that position? 
2. Based on the permitted capacities of the three facilities and the annual high of 753,000 tons transferred (the maximum tonnage in the past seven years), there appears to be more than 450,000 tons per year of unused capacity at the three County transfer stations. Therefore, is there truly a need for additional solid waste transferring capacity within the County, albeit there is no transfer station located in the southeastern part of the County? If more of the following potential emerging movements/initiatives/concepts/actions become more prevalent and an established part of societal goals in the future, whether by legislative actions or regulations, then there may be less and less solid waste which is generated and would be needed to be transferred, even if there were an increase in population: source reduction, deconstruction, reuse, repurpose, recycle, recover, rethink, regenerate, composting (of garbage, as well as yard materials), bottle deposit bills, disposal waste bans, extended producer responsibility, climate change mitigation (including reducing methane generation), circular economy, green solutions, less materialism, 3-D printing (to reduce construction waste), life cycle cost analyses, etc. 
3. Would the operation of this proposed Eagle Nest transfer station adversely affect the operation of the three existing County transfer stations?  Would it reduce the commercial input(s) into the three stations? If so, would that result in less gross revenues, which in turn would result in increased costs per ton (if full-cost accounting is used) for the other waste being transferred?  If so, then would that either possibly result in the need for increasing the commercial disposal rates and/or the County increasing the BSWM’s operating funding to offset the loss of revenue?  In addition, since the total tonnage handled by the County may decrease, would that potentially increase the per ton cost if, in the future, the County were to issue a RFB or RFP (request for bids or request for proposals) for final disposal alternatives?  Would taxes need to be increased to offset any loss revenue?
4. If it were approved, would it set a precedent for future transfer station requests and their approvals? Would there be a possibility that the County would be “over-run” with requests for private solid waste transfer stations to be placed in the Solid Waste Management Plan?  Would the County have a basis to deny them? Would there be even more excessive transfer station capacity within the County’s boundaries?  Would it adversely affect the viability even more of the County’s three stations?  How many transfer stations are needed in the County? If there is a number, what is the basis of that number?
5. Typically, a transfer station is not economically viable unless the waste is being transferred more than 20 miles.  Consequently, will this waste be transferred out-of-the-region or out-of-state?  Will it be by truck or rail, as there is a rail in close proximity to the proposed location? Rail haul is probably more environmentally friendly than truck haul, plus reduces congestion on the road system. [At the public hearing, Jack Haden in his testimony mentioned that their goal would be eventually to use rail haul, which would imply using out-of-state disposal sites.]
6. It was noted that it would be a regional facility.  Due to its proximity to Baltimore City, would this station, as a result, benefit the City the most, with essentially most of its waste stream from the City?
7. The County 2030 Master Plan now being drafted has three main principles:
· equity 
· sustainability 
· vibrant communities 
with a slew of potential goals, as well as possible actions to achieve those goals.  The draft Master Plan refers to resiliency, transparency, environment friendly activities, increased recycling and composting, etc.  Is this proposed Eagle Nest transfer station location and operation (whether truck haul or rail haul), compatible with the general intent and desire of the draft of the new 2030 Master Plan? (The transfer station does potentially support the goal of regionalism.)
Before making your decision whether to support the amendment to the County Solid Waste Management Plan,  I believe that your consideration of all of the previous questions would be appropriate.  Since I have never been to the proposed location, I am not commenting on the suitability of the site as a transfer station, e.g., in regard to increased traffic, proximity to the residential neighborhood of Colgate, potential transfer station nuisances, etc.; instead, I am commenting on the general concept and need for a fourth municipal solid waste (MSW) transfer station within Baltimore County, as well as concerns with any potential negative fiscal ramifications that it may have on the present County solid waste management system.
Sincerely,

Stephen G. Lippy

Stephen G. Lippy, P.E., BCEE, S.C. F.ASCE
