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Introduced by: Lois North

Proposed No. 82-155

ORDINANCE NO. 5~)55
AN ORDINANCE related to Solid Waste;
authorizing the Executive to accept up
to 50,000 tons of Snohomish County Solid
Waste at the Cedar Hills Landfill; establish
ing solid waste rate policies regarding the
disposal of Snohomish County solid waste;
and adding a new section to K.C.C. 10.12.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. The King County Council hereby authorizes the.

acceptance of up to 50,000 tons of Snohomish County Solid Waste at

the Cedar Hills Landfill, on the following conditions:

A. Snohomish County supports all costs associated with

landfill depletion at Cedar Hills resulting from the delivery of

their solid waste;

B. Snohomish County supports all operating costs associated

with the disposal of Snohomish County Solid Waste in excess of the

current $7 per ton landfill charge;

C. Snohomish County supports all identifiable costs for

road depletion and any other adverse conditions brought about by

ncreases in hauler traffic at Cedar Hills;

D. The Solid Waste Division shall exercise every reasonable

ffort to mitigate any possible negative operational impacts to th

itizens of King County from the acceptance of the Snohomish Count

olid Waste;

B. The Executive shall propose solid waste rates at the

1st Avenue N.E. Transfer Station to reduce or eliminate the incen—

~ive for Snohomish haulers and citizens to bring solid waste to

:hat location and to charge such Snohomish haulers and citizens
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5955

1 for all of King County costs associated with disposing of addi—

2 tional Snohomish tonnage delivered to 1st Avenue N.E.

3 INTRODUCED AND READ for the first time this ~ of

~~Z?~ , 1982.

5 PASSED this /~áday of ____________________ , 1982.

6 KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

7

8

Chairman

10 ATTEST:

11

D~ut~erk of the Council

14 ~ this 23 day of t~/L._- , l9~~

~7 Vetoed ..—~Th
15 ~ —~ /
16 ___________________

17 Kihg Coun~~xeciti~ve
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KingCountyExecutive
Randy Revelle I”-) ~

_~r1, (_~.) ~ 1•.

:~
April 23, 1982 ~ ~ r~.

2 rJ
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The Honorable Lois North
Chairman, King County Council
BUILDING

RE: Ordinance 5955

Dear Madam Chairman:

Enclosed is Ordinance 5955 which I have vetoed under the authority
granted to me by the King County Charter, Section 230.20.

I have vetoed Ordinance 5955 because it is an unnecessary and
unacceptable restriction on the authority previously granted to
me by the King County Council. In my judgment, moreover,
Ordinance 5955 jeopardizes the operational stpbility of the King
County Department of Public Works.

Resolution 24834, codified in theKing County Code 10.08.130, grants
the King County Executive the authority to accept solid waste from
other public agencies. Section 10.08.130 reads:

“Any commercial establishment or industry and/or any
public or private hospital or institution and/or any
other public or private agency or agencies desiring
to use official King County refuse disposal facilities
shall first make arrangements satisfactory to the King
County Sanitary Operation Department for use of such
facilities and comply with the service -fees required
under Chapter l0.12.~

Ordinance 5955 “authorizes” (not directs) the King County Executive
to carry out an activity already authorized by Resolution 24834.
Therefore, Ordinance 5955 is duplicative and unnecessary. Further
more, one condition to be imposed by Ordinance 5955 is unacceptable.

If I decide to accept Snohomish County’s solid waste, my acceptance
will be for a definite and realistic period of time. The period
will be of sufficient duration so as to allow predictability for
King County residents, -Snohomish County, and the Department of
Public Works.

400 King County Co~u’thouse 516 Third Avenue Seattle, Washington 98104 (206) 344-4040



The Honorable Lois North
April 23, 1982
Page Two

By limiting the acceptance of Snohomish County solid waste to a
total of 50,000 tons, Ordinance 5955 would restrict the ~epart
ment of Public Works’ ability to develop a stable fiscal and
management plan for the operation of Cedar Hills during the next
year. The King County Council’s tonnage limitation is set at a
level below the desires of Snohomish County, is not related to a
predictable time frame, and could create false expectations on
the part of King County residents.

Let me assure you that if my decision is to accept Snohomish
County solid waste at the Cedar 1-Tills landfill, the remaining
conditions outlined in Ordinance 5955 will be imposedadministra
tively by the King County Executive Branch. In fact, additional
conditions suggested by. my staff to protect the interests of King
County residents would likely be negotiated with Snohomish County.

My veto of Ordinance 5955 is by no means an indication of a~
decision not to accept Snohomish County solid waste at the Cedar
Hills Landfill. I have not yet made a decision. In fact, I am
currently evaluating a formal proposal from Snohomish County
Executive Willis Tucker and Council Chairman Cliff Bailey (a copy
of which is attached). I expect to make a final decision on the
Snohomish County proposal by no later than mid-May.

I will keep the King County Council informed about any and all
relevant developments regarding Snohomish County solid waste. In
the meantime, if you or any other members of the County Council
have any questions about my veto of Ordinance 5955 or the status
of my d-ecision on the Snohomish County proposal, please contact
me personally or Tom Fitzsimmons of my Executive Staff at 344-7590.

RR:TF: cc

Enclosure

cc: King County Councilmembers
Norm Maleng, King County Prosecuting Attorney
Cliff Bailey, Chairman, Snohomish County Council
Willis Tucker, Snohomish County Executive
Jim Guenther, Director, King County Department of Public

Works
Shelly Yapp, Director, King County Budget Department
Tom Fitzsinimons, Program Development Manager
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Hr. Randy Revelle
King County E~ecutivc
County Counthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA ~1O~

Dear Hr. flevelle:

2 C) ~982
ReceWed
~cING COUNTi EXECISflVE OFFiCE
To: i~~- ~Y
Due Date: ~//J- ~/~4’~

Author: Ti~~’ ~
Subject: 5i’~ ~
mit. Resp: Siaff Review:...........

LV’ Response For Ex~c. Sig.
_________Recommend Action
___________Other

Attached is backcround information and the outlines of a nro~osa1
addressing short and long terra asuroaches t~owards -loint count$~
cooperation in the area of solid waste disposal. T.’e have kept
this material brief and somewhat general, as specific details
will undoubtedly have to be neeotiated between the administrative
de~artrnents of the two counties.

We appreciate the oppor~unitv to further e~;Tlore this Subject
with our neighboring county and look forward to working closely
with you on many subjocrs of mutual interest and concern in the
aLLure. -

Sincerely,

SUOHOIIIS1! COUt.TTY COUKCIL

~ C~~f~a~an

SNOHOI;.ISu COUHT’J~ EKF~CUTIVE

t;Ir~r~iz :.

WILLIS 0. TUC1(ER
SNOHOMISH COUNTI EXECUTIVE

County Administration Building
Everett, lNashington 98201 • (206) 259-9460

April 19, 19C2

Action:



WILLIS 0. TUCI<ER
SNOHOMISH COUNTY EXECUTIVE

County Administration Building
Everett, Washington 98201 (206) 259-9460

April I~,.1~$2

flr. P.anciy P..evelle
King County Executive
County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
Seattle,

fl~: Dro~osa1 for a ~lni’~ Joi:~: :.:i~/ziiono~ish
County Sd id. ~aztc- Lizsos/Aecover~

Dear 1r. Aevelle:

1. Prorilein Statenent

The Snohomish County Council recently hired the fir~~ of
Arthur Young and COT.Ipany to conduct a rate stuuy and Llanageue~lt
audit of its solid waste transfer and cIis.;osal owerations.
Earlier staff assessments, addressed by the stuciy, indicated that
the life expectancy of our landfill at Cathcartr originally
estimated at ten additional years, flO~~i apj.ears to be redi~rced to
four. iith only four years of oPeratng life left in our only
major landfill, we must act immediately and decisively to
identify and pursue other• alternatives. The new ti:~e esti~::ate
points to financial mrohlem~ as well. Ue are earnestly eursuinc~
all viable recommendations contained in the consultant’s rerort
to help alleviate our short--term ~rob1ems. At ~he ~amo time, we
flE Vfl eden mo~Tin ~. ~ r~ 1- i.’~ ~ O~~:’ ) ‘~O ~c L~ ~ O~ /1Cc S

solution of resource rccover~’.

The consultant’ re:ort nredieted that Snohomish County’ s
disnosal rates woule have to be increased si~jnificantly even if
all to~sible ste;s wore ta~;en to extend tIie life of the landfill
or im lement icentificc elLoinati~e u13Dosal r’echanio~’s
Consecuently, the Snoho~izh County Council atproved a rate
increase from $20 to ~35 per ton, c-ffective A~ril 11, l~U2. This
new rate assumes that the County will be able to implement most
of the study recommendations. Obviously, the rates will have to
be further increased if this does not prove to be the case.
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Mr. Randy Revelle
Page 2
April 19, 1902

I.

2. Mutual Impacts

•~•• Our study indicates that user diversibn of wastes from
Snohomish to King County disposal sites will occur as a result of
substantial rate differeptials between the counties. llhile the
extent of: such diversion is unknown at this time, Snóhomish
County will lose waste volumes from its Southwest Trflsfer

• Station.in proportion to Xinq County’s increased waste volumes at
First Noflheast. However, it is not q,~ear to what extent this

• .,~ .. ... waste volume will increase revenue, to ICin3 County or would offset
:P~t~ttte additional costs, nor can the impact—en~ervice delivery or:..~c:,. staffing needs be assessed at this tine. Snohomish County could
4~.~.i-further..increase rates or close its Southwest Transfer Station.as

a response to revenue losses. Neither option is desirable.
Raising thá rates would undoubtedly result in increased user
diversion; closure of the station would have an oven greater
impact on King County’s facility.

The present circumstances dramatically point to the fac~.that
neither county can afford to look at its own solid waste disposal
system in isolation and further emphasizes the need for regional
cooperation and solutions. It is with the need for a regional
approach itt mind that we outline our short and long term
proposals. .

PROPOSALS

SPORT TERII . .

Snohomish County proposes €o temporarily transport
approximately 6,700 tons of solid waste per month (45% of the
total Cdunty waste) fr.om its Southwest Transfer Station to King
County’s Cedar Hills site for disposal. This temporary
arrangement would be made for a mutually acceptable period of
time. Snohoinish County transfer trucks would follow the same
Renton/liaple Valley route used in the Spring of 1981. Although
this route is longer than alternate routes, it was found to have
the least impact on traffic and citizens -in King.County. It is
our understanding that icing County’s current disposal rate is
adequate to cover direct Costs with some flexibility to cover
unanticipated expenses. Xt is also our understanding that the
First Northeast Station operates at a loss. In order to assure
no increased cost to King County residents while increasing King
County positive cash flow and stabilizing Snohomish County
expenditures, we would propose to reimburse King County at your
standard disposalrate of $7 per ton foi refuse transported by
Snohonish County to Ced4lr Hills for disposal.

During this period of interim operation, Snohomish County
would have the opportunity to pursue alternative means of

C... ••. •- ..

• . . 2. €. • .

• • . • ~ .••2. • :. • • ~.: ~ •.
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Mr. Randy Revelle
Page 3
April19, 1982

stabilizing its rates. The additional tine would be used to
actively pursue the possibility of acquiring a ne~’i lancif ill site
as well as to %implenent recornended operational changes. At the
same time, ting~.Coqnty would have time to adjust to the impact of
the diversion. Sing County could also use thp time to evaluate
the impact of Snohoatsh County solid waste on its operation
assesding the benefits of increased revenues versus possible
offsetting costs. This information would be used to determine if
continuation of ?uch an arrangement would be feasible or

• 2.1 desirable.

flost importantly, both counties could use this period to
pursue joint long—tern efforts.

LOnG-TSR!!

A study completed by C11211—Uill for Snohonish County has shown
resource recovery through incineration and electrical generat4en
to be feasible for, a plant in size ranging between 500 and 1200
tons per day. We are currently proceeding towardá
implementation. However, assurance of waste voiume and
availability of air shed capacity are key components to
successful implementation which appear to be elihancod through a
regional approach. Thus, a joint planning effort would appear to
be in’the best interest of the citizens of both counties.

Snohomish County’s need to stabilize uSer fees dictates that
we proceed expeditiously. While King County does not have the
same problems, the sense of urgency exists for both counties to
pursue resource recovery solutions in light of community,
environmental ‘and possibly financial considerations.

Snohomish County has pursued a phase two energy resource
recovery implementation study to the point of selecting a
nationally recognized consulting firm. This selection has not
been announced so that we nay fuither pursue the potential of a
joint project with King County. We have reviewed our proposed

-scope of work with your staff and found it to be compatible with
King County’s needs. Tie remain at a threshold where a joint
study, a sepatate’ but coordinated study, or a completely separate
study can be rapidly undertaken. While we cannot afford a
significant delay, we are most willing and anxious to pursue
various alternatives with King County. , ‘

Possible approaches would be 1) to e~pand the scope Of work’
of the Snohomish County study to include procurement planning for
a north King County site, with consideration of the benefits of a
joint operation, or 2) to bring the study efforts of the two
counties into synchronization,. so that there can be ónø
comprehensive study which explores and assesses all geographical
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and jurisdictional options. available to ~inq County, Snohoraish -

County and the city ot Seattle. I~ithcr cr both of those
approaches would enable iZinc County to aovc-~ towards resource
recovery more quickly, at less e~aense with a better and iaore
complete information base..

On the other hand, both counties have On—going orobiems with
their e:~isting landfill operations which seem to go ~iith the
11state of the art”. If Snohomish County can, by buying time,
identify a new landfill site, there would certainly be
consideration of future use tradeoffs with nina County. The
possibility of at any time only bavinq one landfill in operatjo~
fcr the entire re-ion re;aains both real and frightenir~c until
such a time as resource recovery is an aecorp-jlj~~ec: fact.
Ternoorary assistance to Snohomish County which would allow
selection of a ne~: site could be of real benefit ultimately to
both counties.

COIJCLUSIOII

Snohoraish Count~r lends its earnest su ort to any viable
short and long term efforrs ane cooperatIve solutlons to ti~i~
regional problem of solid waste disposal. It ~s hoped that this
material can serve as a basis for productive negotiations to take
-place in the very near future.

Sincerely,

SUOiIO~1ISH COUNTY COUUCIL SUONO~ISH COUNTY EXECUTIvE

By~Ll~l L,u~LLL~ ~
CLIr~3AILEY U1LLIS U. TUCI:En


