
 

 

 

 

 

City Council Memo           

 
Date:  August 22, 2013 
 
From:  Bart Stepp, PE, Public Works Director 
 
To:  City Council, Mayor, and Department Heads 
 
Subject: Solid Waste Issues and Waste Control 
 
Headquarters Landfill Costs 

On August 14th I attended a meeting of the Cowlitz County Solid Waste Advisory Committee.  
The primary purpose of the meeting was to receive an update on the Headquarters Landfill 
Acquisition and Re-permitting Project and to make an advisory recommendation to the Cowlitz 
County Commissioners on a rate increase to support the purchase and operation of the new 
Headquarters Landfill.  Attached with this memo is a copy of the packet for that meeting. 

The current tipping fee that the City of Woodland and all other municipalities pay in Cowlitz 
County is $37.30/Ton of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW).  This is the cost to process waste at the 
transfer facility and to dispose of it at the landfill.  The variable cost between the Cities is the 
cost to collect MSW and haul it to the transfer facility for processing. 

In late November of 2013 the current landfill at Tenant Way will be full and have to close.  The 
goal of the county is to have the Headquarters Landfill purchased and operational by that time.  
The proposed tipping fee to use the Headquarters Landfill which was voted on by the Solid 
Waste Advisory Committee, which I am not a voting member, is $49/Ton.  The increase is 
needed to pay for the debt on the $35 Million Bond to purchase the landfill, a $10 Million 
project to install a leachate line from the landfill to the Three Rivers Treatment Plant, other 
capital upgrades, as well as the additional hauling costs to transport MSW to the Headquarters 
Landfill.  At the rate of $49/Ton the price is still the cheapest of any county in Western 
Washington.  Clark County is at $87.31/Ton, Lewis $84.95/Ton, Skamania $150/Ton, and 
Wahkiakum $140/Ton.  The alternative to purchasing the Headquarters Landfill was long 
hauling the waste by train to Eastern Washington which was substantially more expensive than 
the landfill.  A chart in the meeting attachment illustrates the difference in costs over time. 

While the tipping fee increase is over 32%, residents will not see that level of increase in their 
bills.  This is because the tipping fee is only a portion of the costs to determine garbage rates.  
The spreadsheet on the next page shows the increase to the resident to pay for the tipping fee 
increase would be $0.48 a month or 4.4%.   
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Impacts to Woodland Solid Waste Rates  

2013 Residential Garbage Rate:  $          10.96  per month 

Woodland Municipal Solid Waste Handled:                2,370  tons in 2013 (est.) 

Revenue from rates:  $      720,823  $ in 2012 

Increase in revenue needed:  $        27,729  (=2,370 tons*$11.70) 

15% Administration Fee  $         4,159.35 Existing percentage 

Total New Revenue Needed  $       31,888.35  

Percentage increase in revenue: 4.4% (= $31,888/$720,823) 

Rate increase needed:  $                 0.48 (=$10.96 *4.4%) 

Rates after new tip fee  $               11.44  (=$10.96 + $0.48) 

The 4.4% increase would apply equally to all residential and commercial rates. 

 
Study into allowing the use of smaller garbage cans 
 
Last year council asked staff to look into the use of smaller garbage cans for residents.  Staff 
discussed the issue with Waste Control and reviewed options.   
 
Waste Control’s costs can be broken down into two major components.  The first component 
would be the tipping fee which is the cost to process MSW at the transfer facility and dispose of 
it at a landfill.  This cost is based upon the tonnage Waste Control receives from Woodland.  
Allowing residents to use a smaller can would not lower these costs because people would not 
be using less waste, just a smaller can. 
 
The second component is the cost to collect the waste and dispose of it at the transfer facility.  
Waste Control would be using the same vehicles and manpower to collect waste from a smaller 
can as they do for a larger can.  In addition there would be some capital cost involved with 
supplying the smaller cans and retrofitting their trucks to be able to grab the smaller cans.  For 
this component costs would actually increase because of the upfront capital costs. 
 
Thus the City would receive no reduction in cost from Waste Control for allowing a smaller can 
size, in fact costs would increase.  Other issues would include customers who need a larger can 
size signing up for the smaller size and packing garbage in so tightly the garbage is stuck inside 
and does not fall out when lifted by the truck.  
 
Staff recommends that the City stick with the current policy on garbage can size. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Bart Stepp, PE  
City of Woodland 
Public Works Director 
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