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Why Look Beyond the South'Wake Landfill

* South Wake Landfill Life is
Projected to 2045+
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* A conservative approach
reduces this to 2040

* Itis notanticipated that a new
landfill will be permitted in
Wake County



BOC Goal: Growth & Sustainability

GS 5: Promote sustainability and
address issues associated with climate
change.

Objectives:

« GS 5.2: Implement procedures to
minimize odors associated with the
South Wake Landfill.

* Prior year goal related to updating the
Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan
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Per Capita Disposal Rate Peer Comparison
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Residential Recycling and Yard Waste Trends

Residential Recycling Rate (pounds/person/year)
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Impact on SWLF Life
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Risks and Rewards of Future Opportunities

* Increase SWLF capacity
« Temporary solution

« Haul waste out of Wake County
* Increased costs and price fluctuations

« Evaluate Energy from Waste (EfW) alternatives
« Some environmental groups could oppose combustion
* Increased return on investment through energy production
 Increased efficiency of pollutant removal from exhaust gases
* Proven methodology in the European Union, Canada and the US



Estimated Costs for Future Waste Management
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Regional (NC) Landfill Disposal Options

East Carolina
Reg. Landfill

40 Upper Piedmont
Reg. Landfill

WAKE COUNTY

53 Great Oak Landfill

Uwharrie Env.
Reg. Landfill

WM Sampson Co.
Disposal Inc.

45

Projected lifespan per FY1g Landfill Capacity Report



Energy from Waste (EfW)

Figure 1. Hillsborough County, Florida RRF Facility provides 2 MW of Renewable Electricity to 12 MGD
AWWTP and other adjacent Public Works



Energy from Waste (EfW)

« Avariety of methods exist within this process

 Wake County has evaluated some form of this for 20
years

« CDM Smith recommends the combustion of

unprocessed municipal solid waste (Massburn
Waterwall Combustion)



Previous EfW Evaluations

2000

2002 ——me A Wake County study determined that EfW, while
technically feasible, was not cost competitive with

2005 [l landfilling
Request for Expressions of Interest resulted in only

e landfilling options being proposed

| CDM Smith developed and applied a financial model
to identify potential EfW cost per ton range

2015

2020 [ 2020 === Ef\W financial model was updated

2022



Financial Feasibility of EfW

« Model Assumptions
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1,800 tons per day

592,00 tons per year based on 90% availability

37% of waste generated in Wake County is available for EfW processing
700 kWh/ton gross generation

609 kWh/ton net generation (13% parasitic load)

22% ash generation rate



Financial Feasibility of EfW

Model Variable 2012 Analysis (Base Case) 2020 Analysis (Base Case)
Capital Cost $250,000 per tpd of capacity t $285,00 per tpd of capacity
O&M Fee $32.50 per tpd of capacity t $37.50 per tpd of capacity
Interest Rate 5% ‘ 4.5%
Financing Term 20 years t 25 years
Sales Price of Electricity 6 cents per kWh l 3 cents per kWh
Sales price of Ferrous Metal $150 per ton l $100 per ton
Sales price of Non- Ferrous Metal $1,000 per ton l S500 per ton
Ferrous Metal Recovery Rate 2.0% t 4.0%
Non-ferrous Metal Recovery Rate 0.35% t 0.70%
Sale of Renewable Energy Credits None None




Financial Feasibility of EfW

Financial Model Results
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Recent Considerations

e Utilities Goals
o Electric — carbon neutral

o Municipality — high reliability

* Increase In fuel prices will make hauling to out-of-county LF less
attractive

* Regqgulatory Support/Bans
o Florida

o Baltimore



Emissions from EfW Facilities

Emission Trends, 1990 to 2005
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Other “Emerging” Technologies

Waste to Bio-ethanol Waste to Syngas Waste to Biofuels
INEOS Tees Valley Enerkem
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Courtesy of Biocycle Courtesy of Plastics Today
Courtesy of Let's Recycle.com



Next Steps

* Actively engage our consultants in this initiative
* Discuss and solidify methodology with the general public

« Discuss and solidify methodology with Triangle Area
Governments

* Actively monitor and advocate for beneficial legislative
actions as needed



Project Development Timeline 7 to 10 Years

 Phase 1 — Feasibllity, scoping, and public input: Years 1 to 3
* Phase 2 — Procurement and financing: Year 3

* Phase 3 — Construction and commissioning: Years 4 — 10

Useful life — 50 Years



northwest distrigt feltonsville district northeast district

* Total Acres - U2

* Totol Acres « 135 * Yotal Acres « 954

* Pre-Chasurp Opsortunfes + ProClomrs Depermntins » Pre-Chasure Cppomunties
Recteston Recreaton Develcpment (pabiic or private)
Encegy Apgicatans Enargy Asplicasons

« Prorsqusie

* Precequises Cemvenmnce Cormer Redesign
Public aceess for recreation

opaotanties wil be required

- By,
%'ﬂvq,

andfill with | '

Litthe Branch
Creek . "'c,Cusa'Lﬂmrmmm,
Enargy Aspicanons

+ Pagt Cossre Ospersunitas
Recreanon

Energy Asplicatons

* Proveagl
Candidl Clssare

e Pmﬂé" = >
. Accass Rowd —
e -

el T P

southeast district

Wosds Creek Ad' \o —— i S 7 AV S A== -
i ~ - X _* Towd Acres < 85

t Poss Coses Opporienties:
Develepment [public ar prvane}
Recreation

Waka Cosnty + Prerequisos:
Complanon of borrow matucial /
aedii coerations

#ong Range

Methane Extraction
Faciity

Lanchais Tank

east district

* Totel Acres =805

| ¢+ Pre-Casiee Opgotynties
Dwvalapenact [pubie: or privane)
| Recreaton

LFG 0 Emrgy Facibly

NC 55 Bypass

¢ Propequsny
Cemplenon of Sorrow material
cparatiors  agrammnen

west district

* Totsd Acres =973

2
Exising Underpass —. /8%

I~ | central district

* Total Acres = 477

Fre. Closute Dpgortinties
Develapmen (pabic or prvate)

+ Pre Cossrs Ogoarmun
Energy Aopcags

Racranso

stream
corridor district

* Totaf Acres « 327

south district

* Total Acres = 284 —

“ * PrgQosurs Oppprunitis
eve opmect (pudlc or grivae|

. P

te
§ CORSIrUcSon may requite
of ensang lardbll cel

mnng

* Pro-Chasure Opaonyg Pacranion

Ey;nm‘-w 113 > o

o * Preeqsisia
M ctochon %.r, Access Roat
iy
09.'
£
Bansatt Knoll Parkway
! 4
@
- =t
on =
foeg - - -

ol T 1 A o~ e
. —




Existing RRF

(1,800 TPD / 47 MW)




