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| KI N G COU NTY ‘ 1200 King County Courvthou.se

516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Signature Report

October 16, 2001

Ordinance 14236

Proposed No. 2001-0228.3 Sponsors Gossett

AN ORDINAN CE relating to comprehensive sol.id waste
management planning; and adopting the Final 2000
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan for King
County as a revision éf the 1992 Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan; amending Ordinance 8891,
Section 3, as amended, and K.C.C. 10.04.020, adding a '
new chapter to K.C.C. Title 10, repealmg Ordinance 11949,
Section 9, and K.C.C. 10.22.075 and decodifying K.C.C.

10.24.050 and 10.24.060.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. Findings. The metropolitan King County council makes the |
following legislative findings:

A. The purpose of the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

is to establish the goals and policies that will guide solid waste and recycling programs
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and seryices in that portion of King County for which the county is the solid waste
planning aﬁthority.

B.1. The county’s Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was
prepared in accordance with RCW 70.95.080 which requires that each county within the
state, in coof)eration' with the various cities located within such county, prepare and
periodically update a coordinated, comprehensive solid waste management plan.

2. King County is the solid waste planning authority for unincorporated areas of
the county and also has been designated under the terms of solid waste interlocal
agreements as the solid waste planning authority for all of the cities in the county other
than the ciﬁes of Seattle and Milton. The agreements place responsibility for transfer and‘
disposal services with King County, and collection services with the interlocal agreement
cities, as provided for by statute.

3. The county’s Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan'was
prepared by the county in partnership with the thirty-seven solid waste interlocal
agreement cities, and input from solid waste industry representatives, the solid waste
advisory committee, unincorporated area councils and residents. The executive’s

submitted Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan has been renamed

“the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.

4. The county’s Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
comi)lies with the solid waste management plan policy directives set forth in K.C.C.
chapter 10.22, and the solid waste management plan content requirements of K.C.C.

10.24.030, RCW 70.95.090 and the Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement.
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5. The plan includes recommendations on how the region should address the
significant solid waste issues expected over the next twenty years. Issues of significance
addressed in the county’s Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
include, but are not limited to: |

a. The anticipated closure of the Cedar Hills landfill after it reaches its
permitted capacity in approximately 2012;
b. The need for waste export after the closure of the Cedar Hills landfill;
c. The necessity of upgrading the county’s existing transfer station system to
continue to meet regional demands for efficiency, capacity and service;
d. The development of aggressive and cost-effective strategies for continued
successful reduction of the amount of waste that requires disposal; and
e. The need to maintain quality service and reasonable rate stability over the
next twenty years.
C. The Determination of Significance issued on November 19, 1999, and related
“Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Pian” issued on February 28, 2001, are adequate for purposes of complying
with the state Environmental Policy Act and for making a decision to adopt the Final
2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.
SECTION 2. Ordinance 8891, Section 3, as amended, and K.C.C.
10.04.020 are each hereby amended as follows:
Definitions. The following deﬁnitions shall apply in the interpretation and

enforcement of this title:
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A. “Adjunct transfer station” means a privately owned and operated collection

and transportation facility authorized by the county to receive, consolidate and deposit

mixed municipal solid waste into larger transfer vehicles for transport to and disposal at

county authorized disposal sites.

B. "Agricultural wastes" means non((-))dangerous wastes on farms resulting from
the production of agricultural products including but not limited to manures and carcasses
of dead animals weighing each or collectively in excess of fifteen pounds.

((B-)) C. "Asbestos-containing waste material" means any waste that contains
asbestos. This term includes, but is not limited to, asbestos waste from control devices,
contaminated clothing, asbestos waste material, materials used to enclose the work area
during an asbestos project((;)) and bags or containers that previously contained asbestos.

((&))D. "Ashes" means the residue including any air pollution control equipment
flue dusts from combustion or incineration of material including solid wastes.

E. “Biomedical waste” means carcasses of animals exposed to pathogens, biosafety

level 4 disease waste, cultures and stocks of etiologic agents, human blood and blood

products, pathological waste, sharps waste and other waste determined to be infectious by

the generator’s infection control staff/committee.

((D:)) F. "Bulky waste" means large items of refuse, such as appliances,
furniture((;)) and other oversize wastes which would typically not fit into reusable solid
waste containers.

G. “Burn ban area” means an area of King County that the Puget Sound Clear Air

Agency has designated as a carbon monoxide non-attainment area where the burning of
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woody debris and other materials has been prohibited, except in limited circumstances, to

protect public heaith and the environment.
| ((E-)) H. "CDL" means construction, demolition and land clearing waste as defined
in this chapter.

(E)L "CDL receiving facility” means any properly Hcensed or permitted facility
that is designated by the county as the facility to which non-recyclable CDL waste,
including residual CDL waste, is required to be delivered pursuant to King County Code.

((&9) J. "CDL recycling facility” means any properly licensed or permitted facility
at which matertals are removed from mixed CDL waste for the purpose of reuse or |
remanufacture.

() K. "CDL waste" means construction, demolition and land ciearing waste as
defined in this chapter.

(@) L. "Certified hauler or certificated hauler" means any person engaged in the
business of solid waste handling having a certificate granted by the Washington Utilities
and Transportation Commission for that purpose. |

((F)) M. "Charitable organization" means any organizatioh which meets the
following criteria: must be defined by the Internal Revenue Service as a 501(c)3
charitable organization; must be engaged as a primary form of business in the processing
of abandoned goods for resale or reuse; and must have an account with the solid waste
division.

(&) N. "Clean mud and dirt" means mud and dirt that meet the soil cleanup
standards of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340-740 and WAC 173-

340-745 as currently enacted and as hereafter amended.
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(1)) O. "Clean soils and clean dredge spoils" means soils and dredge spoils
which are not dangerous wastes or problem wastes as defined in this chapter.

((M)) P. "Clean wood" means stumps and branches over four inches in diameter -
and construction lumber free of paint, preservatives, metals, concrete((;)) and other non-
wood additives or attachments.

(L)) Q. "Clean wood collection area”" means an area used by county residents,
businesses and institutions to deposit source separated clean wood.

R. “Closure” means those actions taken by the owner or operator of a solid waste

site or facility to cease disposal operations and to ensure that all such facilities are closed

in conformance with applicable regulations at the time of such closure and to prepare the

site for the post-closure period. -

((©5)) S. "Commercial hauler" means any person, firm or corporation inclﬁding
but not limited to ((%))certified hauler(G*-as-defined-herein)), cbllecting or transporting
solid waste for hire or consideration.

((®)) T. "Compacted waste" means any solid wasi:e whose volume is less than in
the loose condition as a result of compression

(@) U.L "Construction, demolition, and land clearing (CDL) waste" means any
recyclable or non((-))recyclable wasté that results from construction, remodeling, repair
or demolition of buildings, roads or other structures, or from land clearing for |
development, and requires removal from the site of conStruction, demolition or land
clearing. Except Where otherwise expressly provided, "CDL waste" or "county CDL
waste" means CDL waste generated in the county jurisdiction.. CDL waste includes, but '

is not limited to, the following listed materials:
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((3)) a. "Construction waste" includes wood, concrete, drywall, masonry,
roofing, siding, structural metal, wire, insulation((5)) and other buildihg material; and
plastics, styrofoam, twine, baling and strapping materials, cans, buckets((;)) and other
packaging materials and containers. It also includes sand, rocks and dirt that are used in
construction and that do not meet the definitions of clean mud and dirt or unacceptable
waste((=));

((2)) b. "Demolition waste" includes concrete, asphalt, wood, masonry, roofing,
siding, structural metal, wire, insulation((;)) and other materials found in demolished
buildings, roads((;)) and other structures. It also includes sand, rocks and dirt that resﬁlt
from demolition and that do not meet the deﬁnitions of clean mud and dirt or
unacceptable waste((:));&_d

((3)) c. "Land clearing waste" includes natural vegetation and minerals such as
stumps, brush, blackberry vines, tree branches, associated dirt and sand, tree bark, sod
and rocks.

MCDL waste" does not include clean mud and dirt, contaminated soil,
asbestos-containing waste material containing more than one percent of asbestos by
weight, unacceptable \;vaste((;)) or any other solid waste thqt does not meet the definition
of CDL waste.

(®=)) V. "Contaminated soil" is any soil that does not meet the soil cleanup
standards of the Washington Administrative Code as currently enacted and as hereafter
amended.

((S)) W. "Controlled solid waste" means all solid waste generated, collected or

disposed within the unincorporated areas of King County and all solid waste generated,
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152 collected or disposed within any other jurisdiction with which a solid waste interlocal
153 | agreement((;-as-defined-herein;)) exists.

154 | ((#)) X. "County jurisdiction” means the geographic area for which King County
155 government has comprehensive planning authority for solid waste rhanagement‘by law
156 and/or by interlocal agreement.

157 Y. “Curbside collection” means the pick-up of recyclables and garbage from a
158 household. This ‘pick-up may be at a curb, end of driveway or alleyway from either a
159 single family or multifamily dwelling.

160 ((B-)) Z. "Dangerous wastes" means any solid waste designated és dangerous
161 waste by the Washington ((S))§fate Department of Ecology under ((WAE)) chapter
162 173—303 WAC.

163 ((XL.)) AA. “Designated interlocal forum" means a group bf representatives of
164 unincorporated King County and of incorporated cities and towns within King County
165 designated by the council of King County and by interlocal agreement with the cities in
166 King County to discuss solid waste issues and facilitate regional interlocal cooperation 1n
167 solid waste management. Current interlocal agreements designate the regional policy
168 committee of the King County council as the solid waste interlocal forum.

169 ((W=) @ "Disposal" means the discharge, deposit, injection, dumping,

170 leaking((;)) or placing of any solid waste into or on any land or water.

171 (%)) CC. "Disposal facility" is a disposal site or interim solid waste handling
172 faciﬁty. This includes, but is not limited to, transfer stations included as part of the

173 cdunty disposal system, landfills, incinerators, composting plants((;)) and facilities for the
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recycling or recovery of resburges from solid wastes or the conversion of the energy from
such wastes to more useful forms or combinations thereof.

((3)) DD. "Disposal site" means a site or sites approved by the council of King
County where any final treatment, utilization, processing or disposition of solid waste
occurs.

(&) EE_ "Disposal system" means the system of disposal facilities, rules and
procedures established pursuant to this title.

FF. “Diversion rate” means a measure of the amount of waste material being

diverted for recycling compared with the total amount that was previously thrown away.

((AA)) GG. "Drop box facility" means a facility used for the placement of a
detachable solid waste container, ((i-es)) such as a drop box((es)), including the area

adjacent for necessary entrance and exit roads, unloading((;)) and turnaround areas. Drop

- box facilities normally serve the general public with loose loads and receive waste from

off-site. Drop box facilities may also include containers for separated recyclables.

((BB-)) HH. "Division" means the solid waste division of the King County ((pubkie

works)) department of natural resources and parks.

DD.)) II. “Franchise area” means a solid waste hauler’s territorial collection area,

which is delineated in the certificate of convenience and necessity issued by the

Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.
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JI. "Garbage" means unwanted animal and vegetable wastes and animal and
vegetable wastes resulting from the handling, preparation, cooking and consumption of
food, swill((;)) and carcasses of dead animals and of such a character and proportion as to
be capable of attracting of providing food for vectors, except sewage and sewage sludge.

((EE:)) KK. "Hazardous wastes" means and includes, but is not limited to
explosives, medical wastes, radioactive wastes, pesticides and chemicals which are
potentially harmful to the public health or the environment. Unless otherwise defined by
the Seattle-King County board of health, such waste shall have the meaning as defined by
the Washington ((S))state Department of Ecology and the Washington Administrative
Code.

((EF=)) LL. "Hazardous waste management plan" means a plan for managing

- moderate risk wastes, pursuant to RCW 70.105.220.

((6G&:)) MM. "Health department” means ((the)) public health — Seattle ((-)) &

King County ((health-department)). |
((HH)) NN. "Héalth officer" means the ((King-County)) director ((ef—p&blie

health)), public health — Seattle & King Countyor his or her authorized agent.

00. “Host city”’ means a city that has a county transfer facility within its

incorporated boundaries.

PP. “Household hazardous waste” means hazardous waste generated by individuals \

rather than businesses and institutions.

QQ. “Ilegal dumping” means disposing of solid waste in any manner other than in

a receptacle specifically provided for that purpose, in any public place, public road, public

10
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park or any private property or in the waters of King County, except as authorized by King

County or at the official solid waste disposal .facilities provided by the county. -

() RR. "Industrial solid wastes" means waste by((-))products from
manufacturing and fabricating operations such as scraps, trimmings, packing((;)) and othef
discarded materials not otherwise designated as dangerous waste under ((€))chapter 173-
303 WAC.

() SS. "Interim solid waste handling facility" means any interim treatment,
utilization or processing site engaged in solid waste handling which is not the final disposal
site. Transfer stations, drop boxes, baling and compaction sites, source separation centers,
intermediate processing facilities, mixed waste processing facilities and treatment facilities
are considered interim solid waste handling sites. |

(XK) I’_T_ "Intermediate processing facility" means any facility that sorts mixed
recyclables from source separation programs to divide them into individual component
recyclable materials or to process them for marketing.

(®&E)) UU. "King County ((S))solid ((W))waste ((A))advisory ((€))committee”

means the committee formed ((pussuant-te)) in accordance with King County Ordinance

-6862 and (REW-C))chapter 70.95 RCW to advise the county on solid waste management

planning, assist in the development of programs and policies concerning solid waste
management((;)) and review and comment on the plan and other proposed solid waste
management rules, policies or ordinance ((prier-te)) before adoption.

(@MM)) VV. "Landfill" means a disposal site or part of a site at which waste is

placed in or on land and which is not a landspreading disposal facility.

11
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WW. “Landfill gas” means gas produced by the microbial decomposition of

municipal solid waste in a landfill. It is comprised of fifty to sixty percent methane, forty

to fifty percent carbon monoxide and less than one percent hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen and

other trace gases.

(NNR)) XX. "Landspreading disposal facility" means a facility that applies sludge
or other solid wastes onto or incorporates solid waste into the soil surface at greater than
vegetative utilization and soil conditioners/immobilization rates.

((OG:)) YY. “Level of service” means the level and degree of service provided at

facilities, including hours of operation, classes of customers served and recyclables

collection available.

ZZ. "Liquid" means a substance that flows readily and assumes the form of its
container but retains its independent volume.

(®R)) AAA. "Littering" means to accumulate, or place, throw, deposit, put into or
in any land or water or otherwise dispose of refuse including rubbish, ashes, garbage, dead
animals, industrial refuse, commercial waste and all other waste material of every kind and
description in any manner except as authorized by this chapter.

((QQ-)) BBB. "Manager" means the manager of the solid waste division of the

department of natural resources and parks ((publie-werks)) of King County.

(RR.)) CCC. "Medical waste" means all waste so defined by the Seattle-King
County board of health rules and regulations.
((SS-)) DDD. "Mixed CDL waste" means CDL waste containing both recyclable

and non-recyclable CDL waste material that has not been separated.

12
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((FF)) EEE. "Mixed municipal solid waste" means waste consisting of solid waste |
generated by residences, stores, offices((;)) and other generators of wastes that are not
industrial, agricultural((;)) or CDL wastes.

((U-)) FFE. "Mixéd waste processing" means sorting of solid waste after
collection from the point of generation in order to remove recyclables from the solid waste
to be disposed.

((¥™5)) GGG. "Mobile yard waste facility” means a yard waste facility requiring
no above-grade construction and established on a temporary basis. For the purposes of
((Seetien)) K.C.C. 10.12.020, a mobile yard waste facility shall be considered to be a
disposai site without scales.

(W) HHH. "Moderate risk waste" means:

1. ((2))Any waste that exhibits any of the properties of hazardous waste but ié
exempt from regulation under ((RG—WLG))ghai)ter 70.105 RCW solely because the waste is
generated in quantities below the threshold for regulation(()); and

2. ((a))Any household wastes which are generated from the disposal of substances

identified by the Department of Ecology as hazardous household substances.

dwellingunits:))

X¥¥-)) Ill. “Noncommercial user" means any person not engaged in the business of

solid waste handling.

13
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((Z%:)) 111. "Non-recyclable CDL waste" means any CDL waste that is not

- recyclable CDL Waste.

KKK. “Organic materials” means any carbonaceous materials, consisting of

hydrocarbons and their derivatives. Examples include food waste, yard debris, soiled

paper, wood waste, biosolids and manures.

((AAA-)) LLL. "Operating hours" means those times during which disposal
facilities are normally open and available for the delivery of solid wastes.

MMM. “OMP” means Operational Master Plan.

((BBB:)) NNN. "Person" means any individual, association, firm, corporation,
partnership, poiitical subdivision, municipality, government agency, industry, public or
private corporation((;)) or any cher entity.

((€€€:)) O0O0. "Plan" means the coordinated comprehensive solid waste

management plan for the county as required ((byREW)) under ((€))chapter 70.95 RCW.

PPP. “Planning area or jurisdiction” means the geographical location designated by

a local solid waste management plan as the plan’s legal boundaries.

QQQ. “Post-closure” means the requirements placed upon disposal facilities after

closure to ensure their environmental safety for a number of years after closure.

RRR. ‘“Primary recyclables” means recyclable materials that are commonly

* collected and are included under the minimum service levels for recycling collection

_ programs. These include paper, cardboard, glass, tin and aluminum beverage containers,

HDPE and PET bottles and vard waste less than three.inches in diameter.

(®DBD-)) SSS. "Problem wastes” means:

14
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1. ((s))goils removed during the cleanup of a remedial action site, or a dangerous
waste site closure or other cleanup efforts and actions and which contain harmful
substances but are not designated dangerous wastes((;)); or

2. ((d))Dredge spoils resulting from the dredging of surface waters of fhe state
where contaminants are present in the dredge spoils at concentrations not suitable for open
water disposal and the dredge spoils are not dangerous wastes and are not-regulated by the
Federal Clean Water Act.

((BEE:)) TTT. "Procurement policy" means the development and implementation
of a policy that achieves the purchase of products made from recycled and/or recyclable
goods.

UUU. “Product stewardship” means taking measures to minimize the impacts of a

product on the environment during its life cycle. The principle applies to designers,

suppliers, manufacturers, distributors, retailers, consumers, recyclers and disposers.
((FEE:)) VVV. "Receivers" means persons who will reuse recyclables and to whom

source separated recyclables for which a market does not presently exist can be delivered at

little or no cost in order to avoid landfilling the materials pending development of

economic markets.

((66G-)) WWW. "Reclamation site" means a location used for the processing or
the storage of recycled waste.

(HHHE)) XXX, "Recyclable CDL waste" means CDL waste material that can be
kept out of or reco;/ered from CDL waste and reused or transformed into a reusable

product. Recyclable CDL waste may consist of a single type of recyclable material or a

15
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mixture of two or more types of recyclable material. Material used to produce hog fuel is
recyclable CDL waste.
((HE)) YYY. "Recyclables" means any material that can be kept out of or

recovered from solid waste and the resources therein be either transformed ((and/))or

reused, or both, including, but not limited to, mixed paper, newsprint, cardboard,
aluminum, glass, plastics, chemicals, oil, wood, compostable organics (food and yard
debris), CDL, ferrous metal((;)) and inorganics (rubble and inert material).

() ZZZ. "Recycling" means either source separation or the processing of solid
waste mechanically or by hand to segregate materials for sale or reuse. Materials which
can be removed through recycling include but are not limited to mixed paper, newsprint,
cardboard, aluminum, glass, plastics, chemicals, oil, wood, compostable organics (food and
yard debris), ferrous metal, and inorganics (mbble and inert material). Recycl\ing does not
include combustion of solid waste or preparation of a fuel from solid waste.

(BKK)) AAAA., "Refuse” means garbage, rubbish, ashes, swill and all other
putrescible and nonputrescible wastes, except sewage, from all public and private

establishments and fesidences.

((EEE-)) BBBB. “Region” means the area encompassing those cities with signed

interlocal agreements and unincorporated areas of King Countybthat are included in the

comprehensive solid waste management plan. This includes all of King County except the

cities of Seattle and Milton.

CCCC. "Regional approach" means the development and implementation of a solid
waste management program in cooperation with municipalities in King County and with

other counties within the Puget Sound area.

16
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((MMM:)) DDDD. "Regional direct" means any solid waste generated and
collected in King County and transported to Cedar Hills disposal site by conventional long

haul transfer vehicles from solid waste transfer stations or intermediate processing facilities

permitted by ((Seattle-King-County Health-Department)) public health — Seattle & King

County as provided for in K.C.C. 10.08.090 and the Seattle-King County ((B))board of

((H))health's regulations.

((NNN:)) EEEE. "Regulated refrigerant” means é class I or class II substance as
listed in Title VI of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

((006-)) FEFE. “Residual CDL waste" means the non-recyclable waste remaining
after recycling processes have removed recyclable waste.

((PPR-)) GGGG. "Reuse" means the return of a commodity into the economic
stream for use.

((QQQ-)) HHHH. "Rubbish" means all nonputrescible wastes from all public and

~ private establishments and from all residences.

1. “Secondary recyclables” means those recyclables that have not been

designated for collection fbr recycling pursuant to RCW 70.95.090. These recyclables are

those with generally limited markets, a lack of collection systems or a limited number of

generators of the material. They include polycoated paperboard, all plastics except PET and

HDPE bottles, bulky yard waste greater than three inches in diameter, wdod, food waste,

compostable paper, appliances (white goods), other ferrous and nonferrous metals, textiles,

stable wastes, motor oil, oil filters, latex paint, antifreeze, brake fluid, carpet, electronics,

reusable household and office goods, reusable building materials, concrete, toilets, tires and

batteries.

17
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((RRR-)) JJJJ. "Secured load" means a load of solid waste that has been secured or
covered in the vehicle in a manner which will prevent any part of the solid waste from

leaving the vehicle while the vehicle is moving.

((8SS:)) KKKK. "Self-hauler" means ((all-vehicles-that-are—neither passenger

residential and nonresidential customers who choose to bring their garbage and recyclables

to the transfer facilities themselves.

YY) LLLL. “Shall” and “will” in a policy mean that it is mandatory to carry out

the policy. “Should” in a policy provides noncompulsory guidance and establishes some

discretion in making decisions. “May’ in a policy means that it is in the interest of the

county or other named entity to carry out the policy but there is total discretion in making

decisions. -

(™AL) MMMM. "Solid waste" meaﬁs all putrescible and nonputrescible solid
and semisolid wastes, except wastes identified 1n WAC 173—304-015, including but not
limited to garbage, rubbish, ashes7 industrial wastes, swill, demolition and construction
wastes, abandoned vehicles or parts thereof, discarded commodities, sludge from
wastewater treatment plants and septage from septic tanks, woodwaste, dangerous
waste((;)) and problem wastés. This includes all liquid, solid and semisolid materials

which are not the primary products of public, private, industrial, commercial, mining and

18
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agricultural operations. Unrecovered residue from recycling operations shall be considered
solid waste. |

(W™AL)) NNNN. "Solid waste collection entity” means every person or his or her
lessees, receivers((;)) or trustees, owning, controlling, operating or managing vehicles used
in the business of transporting solid waste for collection and/or disposal for compensation
including all certified haulers, ((e£)) any city using its own employees((5)) or any company
operating pursuant to a contract with or franchise from a city performing solid waste
collection services within the city.

((BWWONL)) OO00O0. "Solid waste interlocal agreement” means an agreement
between a city and the county for use of the King County disposal system for solid waste
generated or collected within thé city.

((332%)) PPPP. "Solid \n;aste management"” meané the systematic administration
of activities which provide for the reduction in generated volume, source separation,
collection, storage, transportation, transfer, recycling, processing, treatment and disposal of
solid waste. This includes public education and marketing activities.

0Q00Q0. “Solid waste system’ means King County’s system of solid waste transfer

stations, rural and regional landfills and processing facilities as authorized under RCW

36.58.040 and as established in accordance with the approved King County Comprehensive

Solid Waste Management Plan.
((¥¥5)) RRRR. "Source separation” means the process of separating recyclable
materials erm material which will become solid waste at its source.

SSSS. “Special waste” means all nonhazardous wastes that have special handling

needs or have specific waste properties that require waste clearance by either the solid
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- waste division of the department of natural resources and parks or Public Health — Seattle

& King County, or both. Such wastes are specified in the Waste Acceptance Policy

(P.U.T. 7-1-4 or future amendments of that rule), and ihclude contaminated soil, asbestos-

containing materials, treated biomedical wastes. treatment plant grit and vactor wastes,

industrial wastes, tires and other wastes.

((ZZ%:)) TTTT. "Suspect waste" means any waste the manager suspects may be

unauthorized waste.

UUUU., “Sustainable building pn'nqiples” means the use of energy- and resource-

efficient site and building design, construction, operations and management.

((AAAA)) M "Swill" means every refuse accumulation of animal, fiuit or
vegetable matter, liquid or otherwise, that attends the preparation, use, cooking, dealing in
or storing of meat, ﬁSh, fowl, fruit and vegetables, excef)t coffee grounds.

((BBBB:)) WWWW. "Trailer waste area” means a dedicated area where disposal
yehjc_les shall utilize for hosing their containers, truck beds((;)) and trailers following
tipping of wastes.

((eee&r)) XXXX. "Transfer station" means a staffed, fixed, supplemental
collection and transportation facility used by persons and route collection vehicles to
deposit collected solid waste from off-site into a larger transfer vehicle for transport to a
permanent disposal site. It may also include recycling facilities.

((DDDD;)) YYYY. "Unacceptable waste" means any material for which the
transportation or disposal would constitute a violation of any governmental requirement
pertaining to he;alth, safety((;)) or the environment. Such material may include, but is not

limited to, hazardous, extremely hazardous or dangerous waste as designated under
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Washington (($))state or federal law, including but not limited to regulations contained in
the Washington Administrative Code, now in effect or hereafter amended, or in the
((e))Code of Federal regulations, now in effect or hereafter amended.

((BEEE:)) ZZZZ. "Unauthorized waste" means waste which is waste not

~ acceptable for disposal at any or a specific disposal facility according to applicable rules

and regulations or a determination of the manager.

((EEEE:)) AAAAA. "Uncompacted wéste" means any solid waste inan
uncompressed or loose condition.

((66G6-)) BBBBB. "Unincorporated service area” means a geographical area of
unincorporated ang County designated to receive solid waste, recyclables((;)) and yard
waste collection services.

((HHHH:)) CCCCC. "Unsecured load" means a load on a vehjcle that is not
securely fastened and protected by safety chains or other fastening devices, covered, tied
down or otherwise secured so as to prev.ent the material from spilling, escaping((;)) or
being deposited outside the vehicle while vehicle is in motion.

DDDDD. "Urban collection service levels” means the availability of regularly

- scheduled collection services for residential garbage and primary recyclables at residents’

homes.

EEEEE. “Waste export” means the act of sending waste to a landfill out of the
region.

((HH—.)) FFFFF. “Waste reduction”" means reducing the amount or type of waste
generated.
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GGGGG. “Waste stream” means the total flow of solid waste from homes,

businesses, institutions and manufacturing plants that must be recycled or disposed in

landfills, or any segment thereof, such as the “residential waste stream” or the “recyclable

waste stream.”

((333)) HHHHH. "White goods" means major appliances, including‘
refrigerators, freezers, heat pumps, air conditioners, stoves, ranges, dishwashers, washers,
dryers, trash compactors, dehumidifiers((;)) and other appliances specified by the
manager. |

((KKKIK)) I "White goods collection area” means an area used by county
residents to deposit .source separated white goods.

((BEEE)) 1J11J. "Woodwaste” means solid waste consisting of wood pieces or
particles generated as a by((-))product reéulting from the handling and processing of

wood, including, but not limited to, hog fuel, sawdust, shavings, chips, bark, small pieces

of wood, stumps, limbs and any other material composed largely of wood which has no

significant commercial value at the time in question, (but shall not include slash
developed from logging operations unless disposed of on a different site), and does not
include wood pieces or particles containing chemical preservatives such as creosote,

pentachlorophenol((;)) or copper-chrome-arsenate.

KKKKK. “Woody debris” means natural vegetation greater than four inches in

diameter, such as stumps, fallen tree branches or limbs, resulting from land-clearing

activity. storms or natural disasters.

(MMMM)) LLLLL. "Yard waste” means a compostable organic material

generated in yards or gardens, including but not limited to, leaves, grass, branches,
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prunings((;)) and clippings of woody and fleshy plants and unflocked Christmas trees, but
shall not include rocks, dirt or sod, concrete, asphalt, bricks, land clearing wastes,
demolition wastes, woodwaste or food waste.

((NNNN)) MMMMM. "Yard waste collection area” means an area used by

county residents, businesses((;)) and institutions to deposit source separated yard waste.”

NEW SECTION. SECTION 3. A. The solid waste policies, as set forth in this
chapter, shall provide direction for the operation and further development of the solid
waste management system, its capital improvement program and, as necessary, the
development of subsequent policies. If there is any inconsistency between solid waste
policies adopted in this chapter and the text in the solid waste plan, Attachment A to this
ordinance, the policies control.

B. The explanatdry material, as set forth in this chapter, provides background
information and generally describes the objectives of these policies.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 4. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, the planning policies are intended to govern the county’s monitoring, reporting
and forecasting of solid waste management.activities. The plan recognizes that accurate
and timely information 1s required to provide the basis for successful planning for the
region. The policies are intended to guide the executive in obtaining the information
requifed for accurate planning efforts.

B. The planning policies are:

PL-1. The county shall continue to monitor the type, amount and generation

sources of waste entering the county’s solid waste system.
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PL-2. The county shall monitor and prepare an annual report on the amount of
solid waste disposal at public transfer stations and at the regional landfill.

PL-3. The county shall complete a survey of self-haul customers at county
transfer .facilities, using zip codes to obtain more accurate information on where self-haul.
customers live.

PL-4. The coimty should support state legislation that would require the private
haulers to provide accurate reports on curbside collection and recycling and disposal at
private transfer stations.

PL-5. The county should continue to conduct waste characterization_studies
every three years as part of its ongoing waste:monitoring program.

PL-6. Forecasts for waste tonnages should be updated every year to allow
responsive planning for facilities and operations.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 5. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, waste reduction and recycling and market development policies are intended to
provide‘direction to the county and the cities in continuing implementation and
develdpmeht of programs to reduce the amount of waste disposed of in the county’s solid
waste system. The policies are grouped into categoriés covering issues such as general
goals for waste reduction, recycling and market development; coordination with waste
reduction and recycling efforts by fhe cities; identiﬁéation of primary and secondary
recyclables; and direction to the county on transfer station facility fnanagemeﬁt for
recyclables and yard waste. The waste reduction and recycling policies also call for
public education on waste reduction and recycling as well as implementation of product

stewardship strategies for manufacturers. Based on policy adopted by council codified in
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K.C.C. 10.22.035B, the county’s mission is to divert as much material as possible from

disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to
county residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and
strengthens the county’s economy.

B. Waste reduction and recycling policies are:

WRR-1. The council finds that existing county policies for waste reduction and
recycling have been valuable for guiding the efforts of King County, suburban cities and
the private sector. These policies recognize that successful waste reduction and recycling
efforts depend on changing the behavior of individuals and organizations rather than
accommodating existing behavior. Based on these findings, the mission of King
County’s waste reduction and recycling programs ié to divert as much material as possible
from disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to
county residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment 'and
strengthens the county's economy. The county should evaluate its success in achieving this
mission through measures that are consistent with: |

1. Decreasing the total amount of waste generated and disposed per county
resident, acknowledging that business activities, average household size and other external
factors affect this amount.

2. Recycling additional materials out of its disposal stream at least as long as such
action is likely to create a long-term, net economic benefit compared to the costs of
disposal. An analysis of the costs and benefits of recycling should include current and

projected values for collection, hauling and processing costs and the return in commodity
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prices for recycled materials versus the current and projected costs of collection, hauling
and disposal of the same materials.

WRR-2. The cbunty should enhance existing waste reduction and recycling
programs, add more recycling opportunities at county transfer stations, pursue markets -
for additional diversion of organic materials and increase marketing efforts to support and
further waste reduction and recycling goals. |

| WRR-3. The county and cities should manage solid waste generated by their
respective agencies in a manner that demonstrates leadership for residents, businesses and
institutions.

WRR-4. The county shall encourage and promote waste reduction and recycliﬁg
in order to reduce fhe amount of solid waste disposed in the Cedar Hills regional landfill
or through waste export.

WRR-5. The county should use the following measurement targets to identify
the region’s effectiveness in meeting objectives in waste reduction and recycling. These
targets should be evaluated at least every three years when data becomes available from
the waste monitoring studies.

1. Disposal rates per residential customer should be held constant throughout the
planning period. The residential target is 18.5 pounds of solid waste per person per week
calculated by dividing the estimated amount of waste disposed by households by the
estimated number of residents in the county’s solid waste system. |

2. Disposal rates for per employee should be held constant throughout the planning

period. The employee target is 23.5 pounds of solid waste per employee per week
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579 calculated by dividing the estimated amount of waste disposed by businesses in the

580 - county by the estimated number of employees.
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3. The curbside and on-location recycling rates for single family, multi-family and

non-residential entities should be increased over the planning period as follows:

Year Single Family Mul_ti-Family Non-Residential
(1 to 4 Dwelling Units) (5 or more Dwelling Units)
Curbside | Curbside Re(-:ycling Disposal Rate Recycling Rate
Recycling | Disposal Rate Rate (Ibs/household/ | (percent)
Rate (Ibs/household/ | (percent) week)

(percent) | week)

2006 50% 31.4 Ibs. 35% 20.8 Ibs. 43%
2012 52% 30.7 1bs. 40% 20.3 1bs. 46%
2018 53% 30.5 Ibs. 40% 20.1 1bs. 48%

WRR-6. The county should provide grant funding to cities to support their waste

reduction and recycling programs for which all cities will be eligible. Grant funds are

intended to implement recommendations in this plan, based on the communities’
prioritized needs.

| WRR-7. The county shall coordinate with cities in planning and implementing
waste reduction and recycling programs, and in designing and conducting future studies
and market assessments for the region.

WRR-8. The county and cities should hold annual meetings to coordinate work
plans and ensure that grant-funded and county programs are coordinated and
complementary.

WRR-9. The county should provide drop box collection sites for primary

recyclables to serve areas where household collection is not provided.
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WRR-10. The county should, where feasible, provide areas for expanded
collection of secondary recyclable and reusable materials at new and upgraded transfer
stations.

WRR-11. The county and the rural cities should periodically assess the
feasibility of expanding curbside collection of recyclables in rural areas not currently
receiving this service.

WRR-12. The county and cities should add- secondary recyclables to collection
programs when feasible and suﬁported by the community.

WRR-13. Cities should consider providing scheduled events to collect secondary
recyclables at selected sites.

WRR-14. Those cities exercising contracting authority for solid waste collection
should consider including collection of recyclables in the waste collection‘service offéred
to both residents and businesses.

WRR-15. The cities and county should provide coordinated educétion,
promotion, incentive and technical assistance programs to businesses, residents énd
schools for waste redﬁctioh, source reduction, resource conservation and recycling.

WRR-16. The county should provide technical assistance to manufactureré in the
use of recycled materials and the application of product stewardship principles.

WRR-17. The county should encourage the cities to establish réte—based
incentives for solid waste collection services that encourage partiqipation in récycling |
programs and reduced generation of garbage.

WRR-18. The county should promote environmentally sound management of all

organic materials in the mixed municipal solid waste stream.
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WRR-19. The county should implement programs that are desi gned.to increase
the demand for recycled and reused products, create and sustain markets for recycled
materials and integrate waste reduction and recycling programs with other resource
consewation activities.

WRR-20. Using waste characterization studies and market assessments, the
county should regularly evaluate regional recycling markets and technologies to ensure
that programs and services support the region’s recycling and waste reduction goals.

WRR-21. The county should work with cities and private collection companies
to develop programs to improve the recycling rate in the small business community.

WRR-22. The cities and the county should address the needs of small businesses
by providing technical assistance and programs that target recycling and waste reduction
in the workplace.

WRR-23. The coupty should promote material exchanges and reuse centers and
evaluate other venues for reuse.

WRR-24. The cities and county should provide for collection of primary
recyclables including glass, tin and aluminum cans, mixed waste paper, newspaper, #1
and #2 plastic bottles and yard waste and evaluate adding other materials as either
primary or secondary recyclables by targeting specific commodities.

WRR-25. The county should target pﬁmary residential recyclables, yard debris,.
food waste and compqstable paper, non-residential paper and cardboard and green and
urban wood for future dive;sion from the waste stream through recycling or waste

reduction.
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WRR-26. "l;he county shall update the list of secondary recyclables yearly in its
annual report based on state recycling survey data and information from city and county
pfograms’.

WRR-27. The county should work with the cities, commercial haulers and the
public to identify new materials to be designated as primary recyclables.

WRR-28. The county should develop and implement a regional product
stewardship strategy, provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of recycled
materials and the application of product stewardship principles.

WRR-29. The county should pursue product stewardship Strategies to reduce

costs of waste disposal, to place more responsibility on manufacturers to reduce toxicity

of their products, to conserve energy and to plan for product reuse and recycling in

product development.

WRR-30. The county shall maintain government procurement policies that favor
the use of recycled and environmentally preferable producté.

WRR-31. The county should implement and promote the green building
principles in all county—funded capital proj ects.

WRR-32. The county should foster sﬁstainable develépment through promotion -
of sustainable building principles in construction projects throughout the county.

WRR-33. The county should promote reuse and recycling of source separated
construction, demolition and land clearing materials through participation in

organizations like the Reusable Building Materials Exchange.
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WRR-34. The county should foster sustainable building principles through
public education and partnerships with organizations such as the U.S. Green Building
Council.

WRR-35. The department of natural resources and parks should develop and
promote landscape best management practices, including water conservation, reduced use
of pesticides and grasscycling.

‘WRR-36. The county shall make recycling a priority at new and renovated |
transfer stations by maximizing recycling opportunities while taking into consideration
user needs, site constraints, costs and benefits and market availability. The county should
evaluate the potential for accepting new recyclable materials at county facilities.

Potential new recyclable materials include, but are not limited to: scrap and processed
metal, used oil and antifreeze, computers, recyclable construction and demolition deiaris,
household hazardous waste and reusable household items.

| WRR-37. Where feasible, the county should provide areas for source-separated
yard waste collection at all existing, new or upgraded transfer stations and drop boxes.

WRR—38. The county shall implement progfams to provide for affordable
collection and recycling of woody debris generated by major storm events or for residents
in areas affected by the Puget Sound Clear Air Agency’s burm ban.

WRR-39. The county should work to convert landfill gas, a valuable green

resource, into a marketable energy product as soon as possible.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 6. A. For the purposes of subsection B.of this
section, the policies are intended to guide the management of mixed municipal solid

waste, recyclables and household hazardous waste as these materials pass from
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commercial haulers into the county’s solid waste system. The cities and commercial
haulers are the providers of collection services in the county. The county does not
provide direct curbside collection services but supports collection of a wide range of
waste materials through its transfer facilities and special collection programs. The
policies address the flow of commercially hauled waste into county transfer stations,
demand management for self-haul services at county transfer stations, the collection of-
recyclables and yard waste both at the curb and in areas where curbside collection is not
évailable and the collection of household hazardous waste. Collection policies also
address waste reduction/recycling and regional transfer system issues.

B. The collection policies are:

CP-1. The county solid waste system shall provide f§r and designate urban .
collection service levels for mixed municipal solid waste, recycling and yard waste for
r¢sidents in all parts of the county except for Vashon island, Skykomish valley, and
Snoquahﬁie pass.

CP-2. The couﬁty should promote collection service that has as little impact as
possible on roadways and traffic. The cities should consider using their contracting
éuthority to specify which transfer stations the collection companies use.

CP-3. The county and cities should seek to manage demand for self-haul services
fof customers th self-haul regularly, by encouraging subscriptions to curbside
collection.

CP-4. The county shall séek to manage demand for self-haul services for
customers who self-haul occasionally, by working with cities and private collection

companies to develop cost-effective options for disposing of bulky wastes.
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CP-5. The county should not consider the possibility of eliminating service to

self-haulers, as this would conflict with the county’s goals of environmental protection

and customer service.

CP-6. A solid waste collection district may be established for the purpoée of
requiring mandatory curbside collection service if the county and the cities agree that it is
in the public interest and necessary for the protection of public health. |

CP-7. The county, in consultation with the cities and solid waste advisory
committee should explore the benefits and costs of a uniform method of recycling
collection throughout the region.

CP-8. The county should host special recycling cdllection events and investigate
options for expanding this recycling op_tion.

CP-9. If authorized by the state legislature, the county should work with the
cities to establish region-wide waste disposal incentive rates that encourage recycling and.
reduce disposal. |

CP-10. The county, in conjunction with the city of Seattle, the cities within the

region and Public Health — Seattle & King County shall offer collection of household

hazardous waste in conformance with the adoptedvlocal haiardous waste management
plan prepared under chapter 76.105 RCW.

CP-11. The county should improve collection services for household hazardous
waste in the eastern and southern portions of the county in conformance with the local
hazardous waste management program. Enhancements should include implementing a
pilot stationary collection service at a transfer station and implementing a pilot pfogram

to augment current mobile collection services.

34



730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

740

741

742

743

744

745

746

747

748

749

750

751

752

Ordinance 14236

CP-12. The county should work with the cities, regional businesses and regional
manufacturers to develop alternative collection opportunities and product stewardship

progranis.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 7. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this
section, the regionai transfer system policies are designed to meet the county’s goals for
protecting public health and the environment, providing needed services, ensuring low
and stable rates over time, complying with all applicable laws, providing geographically
dispersed, convenient and safe collection points around the county for mixed municipal
solid waste and recyclable materials and reducing traffic on roads and at the Cedar Hills
regional landfill. The policies are designed to address the competing.use of county
facilities by commercial haulers and self-haulers. They provide additional direction to
the policy codified in K.C.C. 10.22.015B, which requires the county to study alternatives
that would maximize the use of existing transfer station facilities but recognize that new
facilities may be needed.

B. The regional transfer system policies are:

RTS-1. The county’s objectives for its transfer system are:

1. Meeting customer needs for convenient, uniform services;

2. Seeking to maintain operating costs for solid waste management lower than those
in other jurisdictions;

3. Preparing the mixed municipal solid waste transfer system for eventual waste
export; |

4. Keeping rates stable and rate increases as low as possible while meeting the

costs of managing the system and providing services to solid waste customers; and
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5. Protecting environmental quality and public health and safety while providing
cost efficient services.

RTS-2. The county should provide for the future of the solid waste transfer
system by maximizing use of existing transfer stations, making existing transfer stations
as efficient as possible, evaluating the need for new transfer facilities and focusing capital
improvements on balancing service needs of commercial and self-haulers.

RTS-3. The county should focus capital investment to:

1. Maintain the county’s system facilities in a safe condition for both the
system’s customers and the system’s employees;

2. Upgrade its transfer facilities to serve a future waste export system when the
Cedar Hills regional landfill reaches its permitted capacity, or at such earlier time as the
county may decide; |

3. Improve transfer stations to improve efficiency, capacity and customer
service; and

4. Expand, relocate or replace, or any combination thereof, transfer stations
when safety, efﬁciency, capacity or customer services needs cannot be met by existing
transfer facilities.

- RTS-4. The county should prioritize efficient service to commercial haulers
while still providing services for self-haul customers, provided that nothing in this policy
permits limiting standard hours of operation at county fransfer facilities for self-haul |
customers without council approval by ordinance.

RTS-5. Compactors should be installed at transfer stations in order to achieve

operating efficiencies by processing waste more quickly in less space, reducing truck
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776 trips between the stations and the disposal site, saving transportation and equipment
777 costs, reducing odors and litter and preparing for economical waste export. The county
778. should prioritize, to the extent practicable, compactor installation at those transfer
779 stations with the greatest tonnages.
780 RTS-6. The county shall evaluate the feasibility of siting an additional transfer
781 facility to serve residents of northeast King County.
782 RTS-7. The county shall establish criteria and standards for determining when a
783 county owned and operated transfer station has exceeded its capacity to efficiently serve
784 the needs of its customers and where new or relocated transfer facilities are needed.
785 RTS-8. Before restricting access to any customer class at a specific transfer
786 station, the executive shall transmit for council approval by motion a demand
787 management plan for that transfer station. The demand management plan shall identify
788 strategies such as incentive rates, programmatic changes and structural changes designed
789 to minimize conflicts between commercial haulers and seif haulers and improve customer
790 service. The demand management plan shall include an evaluation of the costs and
791 benefits of these strategies, the impact of implementing these strategies on different
792 sectors of commércial and self haulers that use the transfer station, and impacts on illegal
793 dumping. The demand management plan shall be formulated with the participation of
794 affected cities.
795 RTS-9. The county, in coordination with affected cities, should continue to

» 796 improve county trahsfer station operations to ensure efficient queuing, unloading and
797 exiting.
798 RTS-10. The county shall designate county-owned transfer stations as either
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capable of being expanded on-site or constrained from on-site expansion. The purpose
of this designation is to maximize the use of existing sites by concentrating capital
investment on sites where significant improvements are both physicaily possible, and
supported by the host city. Facilities capable of being expanded may require new

construction or major rebuilding in order to provide a full range of solid waste disposal

"and recycling services for county residents and businesses. Facilities constrained from

on-site expansion will receive necessary safety and efficiency improvements, including
compactors.

RTS-11. In designating transfer stations as either capable of being expanded on-
site or constrained from on-site expansion, fhe county shall consider the size of the site,
other physical characteristics and constraints, the level of support for needed
improvements by the host city. The system as a whole shall be assessed to maximize the
equitable distribution of full service facilities.

RTS-12. The following transfer stations are designated as capable of being
expanded on site: First Northeast, Factoria, Bow Lake, Enumclaw and Vashon.

| RTS-13. The following transfer stations are designated as constrained from on-
site expansion: Houghton, Renton, and Algona.

RTS-14. The following transfer stations are authorized by the county as adjunct
transfer stations to receive, consolidate and deposit mixed municipal solid waste into
larger transfer vehicles for transport to and disposal at county authorized disposal sites:
Waste Management’s Eastmont and Rabanco’s Third and Lander facilities.

RTS-15. The county should maintain the use of drop boxes to serve rural

customers in the Skykomish and Cedar Falls area until periodic analyses of demographic
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and disposal trends in the rural areas determine that improvements in the type and level
of service éﬁd facilities may be needed. The county should explore the use of an access
card to provide access to drop box facilities for residents and property owners in the area
so that individual property owners could be billed on a monthly basis.

RTS-1 6.‘ T he county should continue to provide solid waste services through the
county transfer facilities. However, the county will remain open to considering and
implementing future private sector proposals for the transfer system as part of its annual
evaluation of the timing of waste export. In evaluating future private sector proposals for
the transfer system, the county should balance financial costs and benefits with other
relevant factors, including environmental considerations and fairness to existing labor.
The county should consider expanding the role of collection companies in the provision
of transfer services when the collection companies demonstrate that such expansion
reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to county residents and businesses,
maintains or improves service levels and advances the goal that solid waste disposal
facilities be dispersed throughout the county in an.equitable manner. The county’s goal
will be to make the transition fo waste export as equitable as possible to those affected by
the transition.

RTS-17 . All public and private transfer facilities shall comply with applicable
federal, state and local laws and proposed facility improvements shall be required to meet
applicable legal requirements. Legal requifements include, but are not limited to those
regarding environmental protection, public health and safety, prbcurement and labor.

RTS-18. The county shall prepare the capital improvement program required to

implement the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan under K.C.C.
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4.04.200 through 4.04.270. Proposed capital improvements are subject to council

appropriation and the county’s annual budget process. The proposed capital improvement

program should demonstrate how the following considerations are addressed:

1. Protecting thé safety of customers and emplqyees at any solid wasfe facility;

2. Planning for permit acquisition requirements and timing;

3. Mitigating impaéts to the surrounding community including but not limited to
noise, traffic, dust, odor and litter;

4. Including public comment and input, including comment and inpﬁt from the
host jurisdictions, in project development;

5. Preparing for waste export;

6. Minimizing service disruption at transfer facilities and throughout the system
during capital constructiori;

7. Ensuring that no more than one transfer station is closed for cépital
improvements at any time; |

8. Demonstrating the extent to which sites requiring capital improvements are
functioning at or near operating capacity for either trafﬁq or tennage;

9. Demonstrating how the planned capital improvements were evaluated
according to the criteria and stahdards for transfer facility efﬁcieﬁcy; and

10. Achieving operating savings.

RTS-19. The capital improvement program for King County shall only fund
projects and improvements at facilities owned and operated by King County.
RTS-20. Prior to making any improvements to transfer stations or locating new

transfer facilities, the executive shall work with affected communities to develop
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mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the construction, operation,
maintenance or expansion of transfer facilities.

RTS 21. The county is encouraged to éxceed minimum environmental
requirements in the operation of its solid waste handling facilities where feasible. The
county shall investigate the use and cost of technology and equipment that may allow the
county to exceed minimum legal environmental requirements, including, but not limited
to, those related to concerns such as air quality and sound.

RTS-22. The county shall evaluate the potential for establishing a special
services transfer facility to handle bulky wastes and recycling, and serve self-haul
customers.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 8. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, the policies establish the county’s intent to initiate waste export to an out-of-
county landfill when Cedar Hills regional landfill reaches its permitted capacity or earlier
if approved by the county council by ordinance. The policies set forth below address the
timing of waste export initiation, preparation of existing facilities for waste export,
possible development of new facilities to support waste export, the need for an
emergency response plan if interruptions to wasté export should occur, and the
management of closed county landfills. The policies also direct the executive to monitor
external conditions, such as rail capacity and waste export prices, which may affect
decisions related to waste export initiation.

B. The disposal policies are:
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DSW-1. All county landfills, both active and inactive, shall be designed, operated
and monitored to meet or exceed applicable federal, state and local standards for
protection of public health and the environment.

DSW-2. The county should not seek to site a replacement landfill for the Cedar
Hills regional landfill in King County. Upon council approval by ordinance, the county
shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-3. The county shall contract for long-term disposal capacity at an out-of-
county landfill or landfills. It is anticipated that export of the region’s mixed municipal
solid waste will begin when the Cedar Hills regional landfill has reached its permitted
capacity. However, the county will remain open to considering and implementing private
sector proposals for early waste export. An orderly transition to waste export should
occur before Cedar Hills is closed.

DSW-4. The county shall continue to monitor waste export prices‘ and the
availability of landfill space and report back to the region on its findings at least annually
to determine if future landfill space should be reserved and purchaséd in advance of use.
The policy of King County shall be to monitor and analyze conditions impacting the
appropriateness, feasibility and timing of waste export on a continuous basis. The
executive shall report to the council at least once every three years and more if
circumstances warrant on such conditions. When such conditions warrant, and upon
council approval by ordinance, the division shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-5. Itis expeCtéd that rail hauling will be the preferred method of exporting
the county’s solid waste in the future. The county shall continue to monitor the long-term

availability of future rail capacity to ensure that adequate transport capability exists.
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DSW-6. The county shall plan for implementing waste export and include in the
county’s plan details on the sequence of phasing in waste export, the financial and
staffing impacts and the status and future capacity of rail transportation.

DSW-7. At least one year prior to the initiation of waste export, the county
should develop comprehensive emergency response procedureé for the region’s waste
export sYstem.

DSW-8. If the need arises for the county to develop one or more such facilities,

the process for siting intermodal facilities where containers are transferred from trucks to

rail cars or barges shall include:

1. Involving all affected jurisdictions and interested parties in the siting process
in decision making, and providing access to relevant information to affected jurisdictions
and interested parties;

2. Listening and responding to input from all affected jurisdictions and '.
interested parties; and

3. Developing jointly with all affected jurisdictions and interested parties
criteria for identifying prospective sites that comprehénsively evaluate environmental,
technical, financial, and community needs. |

DSW-9. The county shall continue to monitor and maintain closed landfills that
fall under its jurisdiction.

DSW—l 0. The county shall continue to work with cities, the state and federal

agencies to explore beneficial reuse options for all closed landfills. Any future

monitoring or environmental system installation shall be designed to facilitate reuse of

the sites.
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NEW SECTION. SECTION 9. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, the construction, demolition and landclearing debris (CDL) policies are intended

~ to guide the county in the appropriate disposal of wastes that require special handling for

disposal. The disposal of CDL wastes is governed by the contracts between the county
and private coinpanies that expire in 2004. The policies direct the county to evaluate
alternatives for disposal of these wastes when the private contracts expire. B. The
construction, demolition and landclearing debris (CDL) policies are:

CON-1. The county shall ensure a satisfactory level of CDL transfer and disposal
in the county, and encourage and expand recycling of CDL.

CON-2. The county shall continue to limit CDL disposal as provided in the King
County Code, the existing CDL contracts and the Solid Waste Acceptance Policy at least
until May 31, 2004 when existing contracts expire.

CON-3. The county should support private efforts to reduce the overall arﬁount
of CDL being disposed of in the county solid waste system by encouraging separation of
recyclable or reusable portions of CDL from the waste stream. Separation can occur at a
constructioh or demolition site or at one of the CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfill.

CON-4.V The county should encourage a CDL management system that
maximizes reuse and recycling ﬁnd provides for the safe and efficient disposal of the
remaining CDL.

CON-5. In keeping with state and regional system goals and recommendétions
for waste reduction and recycling, the preferred method for managing CDL is to separate
out the recyclable or reusable portions of the CDL waste stream and reduce the overall

amount of CDL waste disposed of in the county’s solid waste system. Separation can
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occur at a construction or demolition site, at one of the CDL receiving facilities orata
landfill.
CON-6. The executive in consultation with the solid waste advisory committee

and appropriate staff from cities in the region shall propose to the council alternatives for

- future handling of CDL that will best suit the region as a whole. A goal of the preferred

alternative should be to increase the amount of CDL recycled from work and disposal
sites. The council shall approve the CDL handling program by ordinance.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 10. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, the special policies provide guidance on the handling and disposal of special
wastes such as asbestos-containing materials and treated biomedical_wastes both before
and after the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes. Acceptance of special wastes is
contingent on compliance with environmental and public health requirements in federal,
state and local law.

B. The special wastes policies are:

SPW-1. The county shall accept contaminated soil only at the Cedar Hills
regional landfill. After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes contaminated soil should
be handled by the private sector.

SPW-2. The county shall accept asbestos-containing materials for disposal only
at the Cedar Hills regional landfill if accompanied by required federal, state or local
asbestos disposal documentation. After the Cedar Hills regior-lal landfill closes, asbestos-
containing materials should be handled by the private sector.

SPW-3. Tﬁe county shall evaluate providing one solid waste transfer facility that

would accept small volumes of asbestos-containing materials from residential customers.
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SPW-4. The county shall make safety and public health the topr priorities in
managing the disposal of biomedical wastes. The county shall accept treated biomedical
wastes at the Cedar Hills regional 1andﬁ11 and county transfer facilities only if it has been.
treated according to standards contained in the county Solid Waste Regulations. Aﬁef
the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes treated biomedical wastes should be handled By
the private sector. The county shall also evaluate the possibility of accepting small
volumes of treated biomedical wastes at county transfer stations after the Cedar Hills
regional landfill closes.

'SPW-5. The county shall evaluate providing a separate receptacle for disposal of
small quantities of sharps generated by residents or small businesses at some or all
transfer facilities.

SPW-6. The county should develop and implement educational programs for
residents on the proper disposal practices for sharps and other biomedical wastes.

SPW-7. The county sﬁould work with pharmacies and health care providers to
educate individuals on proper disposal of medical waste, and to establish voluntary take-
back programs for home-generated sharps and other used medical supplies.

SPW-8. The county shall accept disposal of de-watered vactor wastes onl}; at. the
Cedar Hills regional landfill. The county should reevaluate and revise recommendations
from the 1994 Vactor Waste Disposal Plan to provide wet vactor waste management
alternatives after the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes.

SPW-9. The county should develop and implement long-term management
solutions for the special handling required for de-watered vactor wastes. The county

should dispose of de-watered vactor wastes through future waste export contracts after
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the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes unless other management options are identified in
fhe county’s evaluation of long-term management solutions.

SPW-10. The county should accept limited numbers of waste tires at transfer
stations and should dispose of limited numbers of waste tires at the Cedar Hills regional
landfill. Once the Cedar Hills regional landfill is closed, the county should dispose of
waste tires through future waste export contracts. |

SPW-11. The county shall authorize disposal of controlled solid waste that
cannot be handled by the county facilities at locations outside the county on a case-by-
case basis. |

NEW SECTION. SECTION 11. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this

section, the policies are intended to guide the enforcement authority of the county to
ensure that solid waste management meets all applicable standards for the protéction of
human health. These policies focus on the permitting and regulatory compliance of solid
waste handling facilities and management of waste ﬂows. The poiicies also create an
illegal dumping task force to coordinate efforts between county agencies, cities and other
relevant public agencies responsible for cleanup, prevention and public education
concerning illegal dumping and litter.

B. The enforcement policies are:

ENF-1. The county shall exercise its enforcement authority to ensure that the
county solid waste management system meets all applicéble standards for the protection

of human health and environmental quality in the region.
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ENF-2. Enforcement shall be achieved tﬁough permitting and compliance for
solid waste handling facilities; management of waste flows within the region; regulation
of acceptance of special wastes; and control of illegal dumping and litter.

ENF-3. The county, cities and towns should work cooperatively to maﬁage waste
flows within the regien. The responsibilities for waste handling and process for
managing waste flow are established ny interlocal agreement.

ENF-4. The county shall not accept hazardous and dangerous wastes, as defined
under federal, state and local law, for disposal at county facilities.

ENF—S. The county should maiﬁtain a waste-screening program at county
disposal facilities to ensure that material in the solid waste stream is handled in

conformance with county and state regulations. The purpose of the waste-screening

_ program is to safely process solid wastes and to prohibit hazardous and dangerous wastes

from the county waste facilities.

ENF-6. The county should implement a comprehensive public outreach and
education program to assure that proper waste handling practices are observed.

ENF 7. The county should develop programs aﬁd strategies designed to reduce
illegal dumping and littering. |

| ENF-8. The county should continue the community litter cleanup program

administered by the solid waste division of department of natural resources and parks as
long as financial assistance from the state is available.

ENF-9. The county should continue te seek state funding to support efforts by
the county and the cities to clean up illegal dumpihg and litter on public lands and ,

waterways.
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ENF-10. The county should reconvene the illegal dumping task force to improve
coordination among county agencies, cities and other relevant public agencies
responsible for illegal dumping cleanup, education and prevention programs.

ENF-11. The county should implement a coordinated effort to develop an illegal

dumping clean-up, education and prevention program targeted at county-owned or

controlled properties.

ENF-12. The county should establish an illegal dumping hotline to provide a

single point of contact for the public to report illegal dumping. To the extent possible,

this hotline should be coordinated with other similar hotlines.
ENF-13. The coimty should consider legislation to strengthen enforcement |

against illegal dumping and litter in the unincorporated areas of the county.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 12. A. For the purposes of subsection B of this
section, the financing and rates policies provide broad policy guidelines governing
payment for the solid waste management system in the county. The policies are based on
the prihciple that the solid waste management. system should be paid for by those who
use it and should be kept as low as possible. At the same time, the policies also provide
that the county charge customers an average system cost for each solid waste facility
regardless of the cost of the particular facility or service the customer uses. The policies
provide opportunities for jurisdictions that have a contractual agreement with King
County for the cooperative management 6f solid waste to expand their role in developing
regional solid waste policies and rates.

B. The financing and rates policies are:
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FIN-1. The county shall maintaiﬁ, conduct, operate and account for the disposal
of solid waste as a utility of the county. The so}id waste system shall be a self-supporting
utility financed primarily through fees for disposal. |

FIN-2. The county shall charge garbage disposal fees directly to users of the
solid waste disposal system to pay for solid waste services.

FIN-3. The county shall maintain a rate structure based on tonnage, recognizing
that the structure does not provide‘a self-hauler subsidy, unless the executive
demonstrates that a different rate structure would benefit the system as a whole.

FIN-4. The county should keep garbage disposal fees as low as possible and
should manage the solid waste system to keep rate in(_:reases as low as possible while
meeting the costs of managing the system and providing service to solid waste customers.

FIN-5. The county should provide technical assistance to the cities in developing
collection contracts and grants.

FIN-6. The county should develop and implement a grant program for the cities
that will consolidate grant programs and contracts wherever possible. The county should
provide technical assistance to aid the cities in identifying, applying for and
administering grants.

FIN-7. The county should provide opportunities to expand the role of cities in
developing and reviewing regional solid waste policies and rates by est'ablishing a solid
waste policy work group to work in conjunction with the solid waste advisory committee
to make recommendations regarding system operations to the King County executive. As
part of these recommendations, the executive shall evaluate the costs and benefits of

alternative rate structures on individual customer classes.
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FIN-8. The county is committed to working with the cities that are impacted by
transfer stations to explore funding to mitigate potential impacts from these facilities.
Any statutorily authorized host fees should be in amounts directly attributable to the solid |
waste facility provided that the cities can estabiish that the fee is reasonably necessary to
mitigate for impacts of the solid waste facility as required in state law.

SECTION 13. Ordinance 11949, Section 9, and K.C.C. 10.22.075 are each
hereby repealed and K.C.C. 10.24.050 and 10.24.060 are each hereby decodified.

NEW SECTION. SECTION 14. Implementation. A. The executive is hereby

directed to pfepare and recommend.to the council for approval by ordinance an OMP for
the solid waste system that meets the requirements of K.C.C. chapter 4.04. If any portion -
of the OMP is inconsistent with policies contained in this chapter, the executive shall
submit at the same time a proposed ordinance to amend the affected policies.

B. The OMP shall contain the following major elements: the major projects,
explanations of what plan objectives are met by the projects; projecte(i capacities of
facilities proposed for improvement; a sequencing plan explaining how proposed
improyements will be scheduled to maintain system efficiencies during construction; and
projected completiori dates and estimated costs referenced in this chapter. The OMP
shgll include a schedule and milestones for completion of each facilities master plan or
other CIP project, and shall further define the elements necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the policies adopted in this plan.

C. The existing facilities master plan documents shall be transmitted no later than

January 1, 2002 for review by the council.
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D. The executive is hereby directed to maintain the plan in a current condition

- and to propose necessary plan revisions to the council at least once every three years.

The executive shall submit to the council by September 1 of each year an annual report of
its progress toward objectives identified in the plan.

E. By March 31, 2002, the executive shall transmit to the council a report
detailing a series of options for implémenting programs to collect and recycle woody
debris generated b& major storm events and in rural areas affected by the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency’s burn ban. The options should be afférdable to rural residents and the
report shall include cost estimates of each option.

F. By July 31, 2002, the executive shall transmit for council adoption by motion a
set of criteria and standards to determine when a county owned and operated transfer
station has exceeded its capacity to efficiently seﬁe the needs of its customers.

G. By June 1, 2002, the executive shall transmit to the council a feasibility study

on providing access to drop box facilities for ar'ea‘residents and property owners by use

‘of an access card. The study shall include evaluation of monthly billing to cardholders,

as well as the costs and benefits to the system of providing access through an access card.
H. By January 31, 2003, the executive shall transmit to the council a feasibility
study of siting an additional transfer facility to serve residents of northeast- King County.
L. By March 31, 2003, the executive shall transmit for council adoption by
motion a waste export implementation and coordination plan. The plan shall include
details about how waste export will be phased in, the financial and staffing impacts and
an evaluation of future rail capacity. The waste export plan shall include coordination

with and input from the Puget Sound Regional Council, the city of Seattle, Snohomish

52



1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
‘1152
1153
1154
1155
1156

1157

1158

1159

Ordinance 14236

county, Pierce county, the cities and the solid waste industry. System issues to be
addressed in the plan include evaluating existing and future intermodal facilities,
identifying opportunitieé for jointly procuring waste export services in order to reduce
cost and identifying opportunities for jointly using intermodal or other solid waste
facilities to export waste. The plan also shall include the following elements:

1. Evaluation of opportunities for joint operations of facilities with other

jurisdictions;

2. A process for monitoring changes in export markets, solid waste regulations,
both at the federal, state and local levels and particularly in jurisdictions which may
receive wastes, legal parameters affecting waste export and solid waste operational
issues;

3. A discussion of how existing transfer station facilities will be upgraded to be
compatible with waste export, including a strategy for installation of compactors to
support efficient long hauling of waste, and consideration of the most effective means of
transporting waste from transfer stations to rail lines, such as the development of rail
spurs to support such a transfer;

4, Opg:rational and locétional criteria for new transfer stations, including
consideration of the proximity of new stations to existing rail lines available for long
haul, or consideration of rail spurs for transport to rail line;

5. Permitting requirements associatéd with export, and timelines for permitting;

and
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6. Consideration of coordinating export operations with other regional
jurisdictions, such as the city of Seattle and Snohomish County.

J. By June 1, 2002, the executive shall transmit to the regional policy committee
and the couhcil a report outlining how the county is implementing product stewardship
programs and strategies.

SECTION 15. Codification. Sections 3 through 12 and Section 14 of this
ordinance should constitute a new chapter in K.C.C. Title 10.

SECTION 16. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance, or its application
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, or its
application to other persons or circumstances is not affected. |

SECTION 17. Effective dates. Sections 1 through 12 of this ordinance adopt the
King County Solid Waste Management Plan and shall take effect ten days after
enactment. Under state law as implemented through the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum
Agreement, the plan is not finally approved and effective until it is rafiﬁed by the
necessary number of component cities and towns in King County. The executive shall
certify in writing to. the clerk of the council either the date the plan has been ratified and
the jurisdictions so ratifying, or the failure of the ratification within the time limit
specified in the Interlocal Agreement. If the plan is not so ratified within the time limit,
sections 1 through 12 of this ordinance shall be of no force and effect. )

SECTION 18. Direction to the clerk. The cl¢rk is directed to forward this
ordinance, as adopted, and any attachments, as the county’s final plan approval n
accordance with the Solid Waste Interlocal Agréement, to the regional policy committee

for its consideration in its role as the solid waste interlocal forum. The transmittal shall
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1183 request the regional policy committee to review the plan and make a recommendation on
1184 the county-approved plan to the interlocal agreement cities.
1185

Ordinance 14236 was introduced on 4/16/01 and passed as amended by the Metropolitan
King County Council on 10/15/01, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Fimia, Mr. McKenna, Ms. Sullivan, Mr.
Pullen, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague, Mr. Thomas and Mr. Irons

No: 0

Excused: 4 - Ms. Miller, Mr. Phillips, Mr. Pelz and Mr. Nickels

KING COUNTY COUNCIL

G COUNp= HINGTON
b' -

Pete von Reichbauer, Chair

ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this S, _ day of [%M.ZOOI.
N

Ron Sims, County Executive

Attachments A. Revised Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, B. Final 2000
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan: Technical Appendices - Volume 1, C.

Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan: Technical Appendices -
Volume 2 '
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-Sponsor: V' Gossett and Irons

Proposed No.: 2001-0228.2

. AMENDMENT 1 ;TO PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE ORDINAN CE NO. 2001-0228, -

VERSION 2, TO REPLLACE ATTACHMENT A:

Attachment A “Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste Managemen’t Plaa” is hereby

replaced with the following:

A. Final 27001 Compréhensivé Solid Waste Management Plan (attached)

B. Final 2000 Comprehensive Sqlid \‘?Vaste, Management Plan: Technical Appendicés -
Volume 1 (available in the C]e'rk’syofﬁce) |

C. Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan: Technical Appendices —

Volume 2 (available in the clerk’s office)




CHAPTER 1 - Planning Summary

The Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan presents King
County’s strétegy for managing the solid waste system’s garbage and recycling services
over the next 20 years. It will guide us through a time of many significant changes —
including cloéure of the last active landfill in King County.

The area that this Plan covers includes all of King County’s incorporated and
unincorporated areas, except for the City of Seattle, which has its own solid waste
system, and Milton, which is part of Pierce County’s system. |

in mapping out a system-wide plan for the solid waste system, several fundamental

objectives emerged: _

. Keep pace with the region’s population and economic growth

» Continue to provide the vital services that residents have come to expect

» Monitor industry changes and advances to keep the system as efﬁcieni and effective
as possible '

« Continue to be a steward of the environment and a leader in resource conservation

» Control system costs and continue to keep disposal rates stable and low

These fundamental objectives underlie the planning for each facet of the regional
solid waste system — from promotion of waste reduction and recycling to transfer station -
improvements to planning for long-term disposal. The common theme running through
the Plan is to build upon the system’s existing infrastructure and past successes to
shape our future. | ' '

This final 2001 Plan is the culmination of a system-wide planning effort. The
recommendations presented throughout its pages were developed with input from local
government leaders, private industry représentatives, and King County citizens. The -
County will continue to work closely with these planning participants as the
recommendations in this Plan are implemented and the region’s future unfolds.

Guide to the Plan

The purpose of a Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan is to provide the

overarching goals and policies that will guide solid waste and recycling programs and



services in the system. While it presents a framework for the future, it is not intended to
be a work plan for specific policies, rates, programs, or capital improvements.
Implementation of specific recommendations will be accomplished through the County

and cities’ annual work plan processes.
[picture of the draft plan and appendices] -

This 2001 Plan is organized to guide the reader through the planning pfocess from
demographic forecasting to the assessment of garbage disposal fees. Chapter 2 sets
the stage for the reader by providing a brief look at the history of solid waste
management in the county, the process for developing the Plan, and the govern>ing
policies for the solid waste management systerh. Chapter 3 looks at projected
population and employment growth and how that growth and other factors are used to
develop waste generation, recycling, and disposal forecasts. Chapters 4 through 10
discuss the various facets of the solid waste system, including:

« Chapter 4 — Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Market Development

» Chapter 5 — Collection of Recyclables and Mixed Municipal Solid Waste (MMSW or

Garbage) ' |

* Chapter 6 — The Regional Transfer System

« Chapter 7 — Disposal of MMSW

» Chapter 8 — Construction, Demolition, and Landclearing Debris (CDL), and Special
- Wastes '

» Chapter 9 — Enforcement

« Chapter 10 — Solid Waste System Financing and Rates

These chapters present the background, governing policies and current issues
associated with each element of the system, followed by recommeridations for the 20-
year planning period. The recommendations might propose specific actions, suggest a
continuation of current practice, or identify the need for further dialogue or additional
studies. For ease of locating recommenda'tions within each chaptér, they are noted with
the symbol to the right. A brief summary of the key recommendations from each chapter

is presented below. [arrow symbol]



Chapter 4 - Waste Reductitm, Recycling, and Market Development

With the increéses in population and employment projected for King County in the
upcoming years, it is critical to continue our focus on waste reduction and recycling as
the system’s highest priorities for managing solid waste. The recommendations in
Chapter 4 build on existing waste reduction and recycling programs by expanding
educational and technical assistance in our communi-ties, businesses, and schools, and
developing strong partnerships with cities and public agencies to coordinate our mutual
efforts in this area. ' ' | |

The Plan describes measurable goals and targets for our waste reduction and
recycling efforts. It also reaffirms the policy that waste reduction and recycling programs
must be cost effective as well as aggressive. |

One element of the Plan’s recommendation is to expand recycling and reuse
opportunities at the County’s transfer stations and pursue other venues for collection,
such as special comrhuhity events. In addition, more commodities are being looked at

for their recycling potential in the marketplace, “such as certain plastics, textiles,

“construction debris, food wastes, and others. Regional markets and technologies are

routinely studied to assess the market potential for an array of recycled and reused
products. The County will continue to work with the cities, regional agencies and
brganizations, and area residents, businesses, and manufactu}ers to pursue sustainable
markets to support 6ur waste reduction and recycling goals. |
"Some of the newer programs slated for more attention include increased recycling
and reuse of organic materials, such as yard wastes and agricultural wastes; product -
stewardship among consumers, businesses, and manufacturers; and promotion of

“green” or sustainable building principles throughout our communities.

Chapter 5 - Collection of Recyclables and Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

Nearly all of the residents in King County subscribe to curbside collection services for |

'garbage and recyclables. One recommendation in Chapter 5 is to research the costs

and benefits of combining curbside recyclables (except for glass) into a single'bin for
collection and adding new materials for pick-up, such as polycoated papers, juice boxes.
and similar containers, textiles, and more plastics. These changes were recently made

by the City of Seattle’s solid waste system.



7 Other recommendations in the chapter focus on providing collection opportunifies :
that reduce the need for customers to bring wastes to the trénsfer stations in their own
vehicles, thereby reducing traffic and congestion at the stations. One reason customers
typically give for bringing material to the transfer stations is that they have bulky or extra
items that could not be put out at the curb, such as debris from a household cleaning or
remodeling project. To develop alternative ways for residents to dispose of bulky and
extra items, the County will work with the cities to coordinate more special collection
events and wifh the private collection companies to examine the feasibility of
_ establishing efficient and economical pick-up services.

The County will also be studying the possibility of establishing a stationary collection
site for household hazardous waste at a transfer station. This service would augment
collection provided by the County’s Wastemobile, which travels- throughout the county to

collect these types of wastes.

Chapter 6 - The Regional Transfer System

The current transfer system is a mix of public and private facilities, and the Plan
recommends that this balance remain the same in the future. The private solid waste
handling companies prese‘nted several alternatives to increase their role in providing
transfer services. After a thorough analysis of the alternatives, no benefit to the
ratepayers of King County was identified from further privatization of part or all of the
public transfer system.

The County’s 1992 Plan called for a major construction program to build a number of
" new and replacement transfer stations. The 2001 Plan makes the best use of existing
facilites and optimizes capital outlay by concentrating invéstment at “expandable”
stations and making repairs and safety and operational improvements at the remaining
stationé, where there is limited space for expansion. This >plan does i'ecognize that
some of the transfer stations are operéting very close to capacitg;, and some new
facilities may be necessary, primarily in the northeast part of the county.

When the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes in about 2012, the County will make .
the transition to waste export. To prepare the regional transfer system for export, waste;
compactors will be installed at County transfer stétions. Studies of similar utilities that.
have made the transition to waste export show that consolidating garbage into
compacted loads makes transport considerably more economical. Other upgrades will

be made at the transfer stations to improve traffic flow and queuing and to completé



hecessary maintenance and repairs at some of the older stations. The county will also
be pursuing ways to manage traffic patterns and traffic ﬂowrat the transfer stations to

better serve the customers.

Chapter 7 - Disposal of MMSW

The county’s aggressive waste reduction and recycling efforts in the past have led to
a substantial reduction in the amount of garbage that reaches the landfill. In fact, one
outcome of these efforts has been to extend the life of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfiil
by about 8 years. Even so, the landfill is expected to reach its permitted capaéity and
close in 2012. The Plan recommends that the County follow the path of other local
jurisdictions and begin to export wastes to a landfill outside of King County once Cedar

Hills closes.
[picture of Area 5 at Cedar Hills Regional Landfill]

Adoption of this Plan is only the first step in preparing for waste export. Therée will be
extensive public and city involvement in the planning process before export begins.
Together, we will develop a new system for disposing of the system’s waste by 2012.

One alternative examined in some detail in the draft and final Plans was whether to
begin exporting waste before Cedar Hills is full, in ordér to extend the life of the landfill.
This idea did not prove to be a cost-effective alternative. Thefe are compelling
operational and economic reasons to continue sending all of King County’s waste to the
landfill until it reaches its permitted capacity and then closing the facility. However, the
county will remaih open to cbnsidering proposals for initiating waste export prior to the
2012 closure of Cedar Hills should circumstances warrant. A transition plan will also be
needed as the closure date approaches. '

Chapter 8 - Constructioh, Demolition, and Landclearing Debris (CbL)
Private-sector solid waste management compénies currently handle the system’s

CDL waste and recycling under contract with King County. King County facilities accept

only limited quantities of CDL. Contracts with the private companies expire in 2004.

Before this date, targeted studies will be conducted to determine how to best handle



- CDL in the future. The primary goal of any selected plan will be to increase the amount

of CDL that is recycled from both commercial work sites and disposal sites.

Chapter 9 - Enforcement

The key recommendation in Chapter 9 is to continue to coordinate system-wide
efforts to control litter and illegal dumping. The County and other jurisdictions at the
state and local level have established a cooperative effort to tackle the problem.
Recommendations in the Plan include continuing with existing programs and task
foices, increasing targeted education programs, establishing an illegal dumping hotline,
and possibly pursuing legislative remedies to strengthen enforcement.

[picture of residential recycling ready for curbside pickup]

Chapter 10 - Solid Was.te 'System Financing and Rates

All of the program and service recommendations for the regional transfer and
disposal system are designed to strike a balance between system improvements and
cost. -

There are two primary recommendations in this chapter of the Plan. First, the County
plans to provide more technical assistance to the cities. Grants provide critical funding to
city pvrograms for waste reduction and recycling, and the County will assist cities in
locating and taking advantage of grant opportunitiei The 'County will also serve as a
clearinghouse of information about programs, contracts, and ideas that can be shared
am’ohg the cities. Also recommended is the formation of a Solid Waste Policy Work |
Group. The work group is intended to share responsibility for analyzing. and developing
solid waste policies and rate structures. Proposals developed by the group will go to the
King County Executive for consideration in future rate design.

- Recommendations formulated in the. Plan were developed through extensive
research and analyses. Each chapter cites various supporting documénts, studies, and
technical papers “that are provided in the 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan Technical Appendices. These appendices are bound in two volumes
under separate cover. '



A glossary of important terms and abbreviations is presented following the Plan
chapters. The final attachment to this Plan is the Responsiveness Summary, which
presents the County’s response to public comments received on the draft Plan issued in
April 2000. The summary is a guide to how the Plan incorporates comments from the

individuals and groups that participated in developing the Plan.

The Regional Planning Effort

_ Issuance of this Plan follows a comprehensive, system-wide planning effort fhvolving
all of the key players in the solid waste system. This effort began in the spring of 1999
" as the County’s Solid Waste Division asked for suggestions and ideas about the future
direction of solid waste programs and services. The Division met individually with —

* Elected officials and solid waste coordinators from the 37 cities that are part of the

regional system |

* Representatives from the private solid waste management companies

* The unin_corporated area councils |

» The Solid Waste Advisory Committee

* The Regional Policy Committee

= The Utilities and Technology Committee

To be sure that private citizens were heard, the County hosted six public meetings
across the county. These meetings were attended by some 250 people who contributed
their ideas and expectations about services in the region as well as in their own
communities.

From the diverse ideas gathered during this process, the Division ptepared'.'t'he draft
Plan, which was issued in April 2000. The draft Plan laid out various alternatives and
proposed recommendations for regional services and program's. :

The public comment period for the draft Plan extended frorh May through September :
- 2000. During this period, Division staff again met with all of the key players to introduce
the major components of the Plan and the process for providing comments. Meetings
were held with the cities both individually and jointly to discuss the Plan contents and
process for revision and adoption. Five more public meetings were held around the
County.



presents all of the formal comments and details the County’s responses and where or

how each comment was addressed.

Process for Adopting and Amending a Final Plan

The final Plan must be adopted by the cities and the King County Council and
approved by the Washington Department of Ecology before implementation. The
process for development and adoption of the Plan is described in Figure 1-1.

Figure 1-1. Process for Develop.ment, Réview, and Adoption of the Plan

[timeline for the processes]

As specified in the Interlocal Agreementé (ILAs) between the cities and the County,
the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan needs to be adopted by
the cities’ legislative bodies and the King County Council. The Plan is deemed adoptéd’
for all cities that are party to the ILAs if it is adopted by cities representing three-quarters
of the population of the cities that act on the Plan. v

The ILAs require that adopted solid waste management plans be reviewed, and any
necessary revisions proposed, at least once every three years, or more frequently if
warranted. Elements to be updated will be assessed to accommodate new needs and
opportunities and to make corrections necessary to achieve adopted goals and
implement adopted policies.

An amendment process was developed and agreed upon by the cities and the
County in 1990: If issues requiring a plan amendment ‘are identified and resolved
between the County and the affected city or cmes the parties develop the plan
amendment, take formal action to adopt it, and then implement it. 7

If an issue arises and agreement cannot be reached between the affected
jurisdictions, a formal request is made by the County or affected city(ies) to the Regional
Policy Committee (replacing the former Solid Waste Interiocal Forum) to consider a plan
amendment. If the Regional Policy Cbmmittee_determines that a plan amendment is
necessary, the committee determines which cities are affected by the issue, and reviews
and approves the proposed plan amendment. Once approved, the County and all other
affected cities would act to adopt the amendmeht. Ecology would then approve the
amendment, and it would be distributed to all cities that are covered by the Plan.



CHAPTER 2 - The System History, Mechanics of the Planning
Process and Governing Policies

This comprehensive solid waste management plan is both a planning tool and a guide. It sets the
groundwork for management of the regional solid waste transfer and disposal system in King County
from 2000 through 2020. it establishes goals, governing policies and strategies for the operational,
programmatic, and financial elements of the system.

This chapter of the Plan provides a brief history of how the system has evolved over the last 40
years and takes a quick look at some of the major issues for the current planning period. It then
describes some of the mechanics of the planning process, including the participants and their roles, the
legal and regulatory authorities that guide solid waste management planning and operations, and the
other regional documents that are incorporated in the development of this Plan. The chapter concludes
with a description of the organization of the King County Solid Waste Division and its mission and
goals in relation to the overall planning process and the overall governing policies for the system.

Evolution of the Regional Transfer and Disposal System

This section summarizes the major historical influences in the development of our current system
and some of the issues we face in the comlng years. A more detailed chronology of events is prowded
in Table 2-1 beginning on page 2-4.

Prior to 1958, solid waste was typically dumped in fifteen open, unlined landfills in King County. The
usual care and maintenance of these sites was to cover the waste with dirt twice a week; no
environmental monitoring was required. In the late 1950s and early 1960s a number of these landfills
were forced to close because they were located along the proposed construction routes for Interstates
5 and 405. Historical records show the affected landfills were handling more than 75 percent of the
County’s solid waste. During this same time, the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
began to issue certificates that would allow private companies to set up franchises to provide solid
waste collection in cities and unincorporated areas in the state. The intent of the certificate system was
to ensure public heaith and safety and the provision of affordable services in both urban and rural
areas. This combination of events provided the impetus to develop the regional transfer station and
landfill disposal system in place today. :

In the early 1960s, the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill was opened, and the first County-operated
transfer stations were built. With this new transfer system concept, wastes were taken by private solid
waste handling companies in the county, and by the public, to the transfer stations, where loads of
solid waste were consolidated and then transported to Cedar Hills for disposal. This waste handling
system has evolved over the years and now comprises eight transfer stations and two drop boxes
operated by the County, as well as two transfer stations operated by pnvate companies that provide
solid waste management services in the region.

[picture of glass recycling pilot program at the Vashon Island Landfill in 1972}

Beginning in the late 1960s, several key pieces of legislation were enacted that drove sweeping
environmental changes in solid waste management. In 1965, the federal Solid Waste Management Act
was passed, which established the first national regulatory standards for landfills. The state followed in
1969 by passing its own Solid Waste Management-Act (RCW 70.95), with regulatory standards for
landfills and other solid waste facilities, and later the state’s first Minimum Functional Standards (MFS)
codified in the Washington Administrative Code. In 1976, the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) amended the earlier federal Solid Waste Management Act, setting more
stringent standards for landfills, including requirements for landfill liners and daily cover. In response to



the passage of RCRA, the state revised its MFS for solid waste facilities. Pursuant to the new MFS,
actions were taken at the County’s landfills to ensure compliance. Environmental actions included
placing daily cover over solid waste at the operating landfills and closing and remediating all of the
original rural landfills. _ '

In addition to regulating solid waste handling and disposal, the state also established a framework
for preparing comprehensive solid waste management plans, delegating authority to the counties and
the cities to develop the plans. With this Plan, the concept has been taken a step further by joining the
efforts of King County, the 37 cities participating in the King County system, the privately owned solid
waste management companies, the citizens, and others to effect comprehensive planning and
operation of our system. The recommendations presented throughout this Plan reflect input from all of
these key players.

Since the late 1980s, waste reduction and recycling have been the priority methods of managing
wastes within King County’s solid waste system. Incineration of solid waste was considered in the
1970s and 1980s, but met with considerable opposition by the public because of concerns for the _
environmental impacts of ash and air emissions. Instead, in 1988, the County adopted an aggressive
goal of 50 percent waste reduction and recycling to be achieved by 1995; that goal was met through
the cooperative efforts of the cities, residents, businesses, private recycling firms, solid waste
management companies, and the County. Since 1995, the single numerical recycling goal has been
expanded to a two-tiered goal. The first component is a mission — to divert as much material as
possible from disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to
County residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and strengthens the
County’s economy. The second component is a way in which to measure our success in attaining this
mission. It consists of a set of specific measurable targets for residential and business recycling and
disposal, as well as targets for individual programs (see Chapter 4 for more details). Through extensive
public outreach programs for residents, schools, and businesses, both the County and the cities have
become leaders in the promotion of waste reduction and recycling.

[picture of load being delivered to Area 5 of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill in 1999]

And what does the future hold? This 20-year planning period will see us through the closure of the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. Following closure, the recommendation for disposing of waste generated
in King County is to export it to another landfill (see Chapter 7). The move to waste export will require
future modifications at the transfer station facilities, such as the installation of waste compactors.

There will be a continued emphasis on waste reduction and recycling in the future. Educational
outreach programs for households, schools, and businesses will be enhanced, with the greatest
emphasis on reducing the amount of waste produced.

One concern that has been expressed repeatedly by the cities that contract for solid waste
_collection services is how to maintain competitiveness in the solid waste hauling industry. There are
currently only two major haulers in the area — Waste Management, Inc. and Rabanco, who handle
nearly.all of the mixed solid waste collection business in the region. .

The later chapters of this Plan present policy direction and recommendations for the future of our
comprehensive solid waste system. An underlying objective of all the recommendations is to maintain
viable systems and programs that meet our customers’ future needs while keeping rates stable and as

“low as possible. ' -

Table 2-1. Chronology of the Development of the Region.al. Solid Waste Management System



Prior to 1958

» Seattle-King County Department of Public Health manages the solid waste disposal system,
dumping wastes in 15 open, unlined rural landfills across the County

1958 through the mid-1960s

- The state Attorney General’s Office issues an opinion that it is the duty of counties in the state to
provide for solid waste disposal sites for the public health of the inhabitants of the county (AGO 55-
57 No. 245)

* The proposed construction routes for Interstates 5 and 405 force the closure of several of the rural
landfills ‘

* The King County Sanitary Operations Department is organized to establish a solid waste transfer
system to handle wastes that can no longer be accommodated at the rural landfills

» Five rural landfills — Duvall, Cedar Falls, Hobart, Enumclaw, and Vashon — are taken over and
managed by the Sanitary Operations Department ’ : -

* The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill site is leased from the state and begins operation _

* The First Northeast, Kent, and Bow Lake Transfer Stations are constructed; the Kent station later
closes; roofs are added at the First Northeast and Bow Lake stations; and the Algona, Renton,
Factoria, and Houghton stations are opened

* The federal Solid Waste Management Act is passed in 1965

1961

* The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission begins issuing Certificates of Public
Convenience and Necessity, which grant private companies the right to collect solid waste in
defined geographic-areas (RCW 81.77) :

1969

* The King County Sanitary Operations Department is renamed the King County Solid
| Waste Division and made a part of the Department of Public Works
* The state Solid Waste Management Act (RCW 70.95) is passed, which:
- Assigns primary responsibility for solid waste handling to local government
- Requires that each county, in cooperation with the cities, prepare a comprehensive
| solid waste management plan

» Tipping fees are 75¢ per ton at the transfer station and 50¢ per ton at the landfill
[picture of sélf—haul customers at the Bow Lake Transfer Station]

1972

* Seattle and King County ask the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) Council to develop
a County-wide solid waste plan in response to requirements of RCW 70.95 - _

* Metro directs the River Basin Coordinating Committee (RIBCO) to undertake the planning effort

* The state adopts the first MFS for solid waste facilities (WAC 173-301) - :

1974

* Metro publishes RIBCO’s first solid waste management plan for Seattle and King
County, which recommends: ‘ '
- Regional management of solid waste -
- Consolidation of functions into a single agency
- A feasibility study of an energy resource and recovery system, and construction
of that system by 1981



1975
* Metro Council adopts the RIBCO Plan

1976 |
* RCRA is passed, amending and replacing the federal Solid Waste Management Act of 1965; RCRA

sets more stringent standards for lining landfills, providing daily cover, and putting a higher priority
on recycling :

1977

* The RIBCO Plan is approved by the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology)
* The Bow Lake Transfer Station is rebuilt and expanded to its present configuration

1978

* The Tulalip Landfill closes and Rabanco begins to haul waste to Cedar Hills from its Pier 35 transfer
station : ‘ '

* The Seattle-King Counfy Department of P'ublic'HeaIth adopts local MFS for solid facilities (KCBOHC
Title 10)

1981

* RCRA and the newly adopted MFS require remediation and conformance measures
at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill

1982

* King County delegates preparation of the comprehensive solid waste management plan to the
Puget Sound Council of Governments (PSCOG); the plan developed by PSCOG was never
approved by Ecology

* Tipping fees are $15 per ton

1983

* The state adopts revised MFS'(WAC 173-304) for solid waste handling facilities that supercede
WAC 173-301 .
* Bayside Disposal opens the Eastmont Transfer Station in Seattle, which becomes the

second private transfer facility to operate as part of the regional transfer and disposal system; the
station is currently owned and operated by Waste Management, Inc.
* Tipping fees are $26.50 per ton

1986

* King County Council passes an ordinance authorizing the County to prepare a new plan for solid
waste, taking back the planning authority delegated to PSCOG . J

* Seattle and Kent join the regional system after Seattie is required to shut down its
Kent-Highlands Landfill; Seattle’s agreement contained a 6-year deadline for either

developing its own disposal system or deciding to remain part of the regional system
* Tipping fees go to $47 per ton

1988

* King County'considers solid waste incineration, but decides not to pursue it in the 1989 solid waste
plan because of opposition from the public

* King County Council establishes an aggressive waste reduction and recycling goal of 50 percent in
1995 and 65 percent by the year 2000



1989

» The Waste Not Washington Act passes, updating RCW 70.95; the Act establishes
waste reduction and recycling as the priority methods of managing waste in the state
+ Cities in King County (excluding Seattle and Milton) sign Interlocal Agreements to
participate with the County in the development of the comprehensive solid waste
management plan and operation of the system; these agreements:
- Hold the County responsible for providing regional solid waste management
services, including transfer and disposal of mixed municipal solid waste
- Name the County as the solid waste planning authority
- Recognize the cities’ responsibilities for waste collection
- Commit the cities to make use of the regional transfer and disposal system provided by the County
* King County issues the 1989 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan and Programmatic
EIS, which covers unincorporated areas and 29 cities in the County -
+ The King County Commission for Marketing Recyclable Materials is created to promote products
made from recycled materials

[picture of King County’s Enumclaw Transfer/Recycling Station]

1990
* The 1989 Plan is adopted by the Klng County Council and the cities, and approved by Ecology

1991

* Curbside recycling is made available throughout most of the County

» Seattle compensates the County for expenses incurred and then withdraws from the regional
system after developing its own waste export disposal system

 The National Association of Counties recognizes the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill for its best
management practices

1992

* The Solid Waste Division prepares the Draft 1992 Comprehens:ve Solid Waste Management Plan
and EIS

* Tipping fees are $66 per ton

1993

* The Fmal 1992 Comprehenswe Solid Waste Management Plan and EIS is issued

* The state adopts new MFS for mixed mumcrpal solid waste landfills (WAC 173—351)‘

 The County’s Enumclaw Transfer Station is opened

* Rabanco’s Third & Lander facility replaces the Rabanco Pier 35 facility; Rabanco contmues to
deliver wastes to Cedar Hills from its transfer station ,

* The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is again recognized by the National Association of Counties for its
best management practices

1994

» The 1992 Plan is adopted by the ng County Council and the cities, and approved by Ecology
« The King County Council denies a proposed rate increase for solid waste disposal by the County
Executive for 1995 through 1998

1995

* The King County Council passes Ordinance 11949, which establishes the following policies:
- O_nce the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes, it will not be replaced with another landfill in King
County, and the County will pursue waste export as its long-term disposal option



- The County will optimize capital investment and promote recycling and the marketing of recyclable
materials

- The new waste reduction and recycling goal will be to “divert as much material as possible from
disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to’county
residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and strengthens the
county’s economy”

1996

» The King County Council passes Ordinance 12378, which establishes a policy that
waste export should begin once the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill reaches capacity

» The Solid Waste Division issues the Final Policy Report to the Metropolitan King County Council,
which presents the results of analyses recommended in Ordinance 11949, and a proposal for a two-
step rate increase over the next four years .

1997

» King County Council adopts the two-step rate increase
* Tipping fees are $74.25 per ton

1999

» The Vashon Transfer Station opens, replacing the existing landfill at that site _
» The second step of the rate increase is implemented, and tipping fees go to $82.50 per ton

2000

» The Draft and Final 2000 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan and Programmat/c EIS
“are issued and comments are received

2001
e The 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan is adopted by the King County council
and transmitted to participating cities for ratifi catlon

Authorities, Responsibilities, and Govermng Legislation

Solid waste handling, as defined in RCW 70.95.030, includes management, storage, collection,
transportation, treatment, utilization, processing, and final disposal. The administration of solid waste
handling systems in Washington is divided among the state, counties, jurisdictional health
departments, and the cities. The governmental roles and authontles are delineated in legislation,
regulations, and agreements.

The state establishes authorities, minimum standards, and planning reqwrements and delegates
responsibility for implementation to the counties and cities. As such, state law authorizes counties to
prepare coordinated comprehensive solid waste management plans in cooperation with the cities within
its boundaries. Cities may choose to either prepare their own plans, or participate in the development
of a single plan that covers the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county (RCW 70.95.080).
Within King County, 37 cities (all cities in the County except Seattle and Milton) have chosen to
participate in the development of a single plan, and have signed Interlocal Agreements (ILAs) with the
County that establish the County as the solid waste planning authority.

The ILAs are contracts between the County and each city that establish the respectlve
- responsibilities between the parties for the management of the regional solid waste system. In addition
to establishing the County as the solid waste planning authority, the ILAs establish cities or their agents
as the solid waste collection authority, commit the cities to make use of the regional transfer and
disposal system provided by the county, commit the County to provide technical assistance for waste
reduction and recycling programs, commit the County to provide solid waste transfer and disposal



services, and indemnify and hold the cities harmless against any claims related to the County’s solid
waste operations.

The ILAs are 40-year agreements that run through 2028, but do provide for review and
renegotiation of certain terms and provisions, including the length of the agreement. A city that
terminates its ILA and leaves the system would be responsible for covering its proportional share of
existing County solid waste debt and liabilities. An estimate of solid waste disposal by the city's
residents and businesses would be used to determine its share of responsibility. The city would also
have to take on the solid waste management responsibilities and liabilities currently performed by the
County. These include developing its own solid waste plan that must be coordinated with the County
(RCW 70.95.080), contracting for its own transfer and disposal services, and fully funding its own
waste reduction and recycling programs. The city would also be responsible for any related legal
obligations. County tipping fee revenues lost because of the departure of a city would result in higher
County tipping fees overall or a reduction in County solid waste services for the residents of cities
remaining in the system.

In King County, private solid waste management companies collect most solid waste and :
recyclables. These private companies conducting business in unincorporated King County, and in cities
that do not contract for services or provide collection of their own, are regulated by the Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). The WUTC uses the County s Plan and other
supporting ordinances when setting rates and regulating these companies. On tribal lands in King
County, solid waste is collected by WUTC-regulated haulers and the City of Auburn’s contracted
hauling company.

Table 2-2 lists the planning authorities, roles, and guiding Ieglslatlon for solid waste planning,
administration, and collection services in King County The complete texts of the key pieces of guiding
legislation are provided in Appendix E. The governing county solid waste management policies are
provided at the end of this chapter. If any text discussion in this Plan is inconsistent with that in the
policies, the policies are controlling.

Table 2-2. Aufhorities and Roles

Authority for Regional Planning and Administration

Guiding Legislation,

Authority Role . _ - 'Regulation, or Agreement .
- |
Washington Establish solid waste regulations Revised Code of '
Department for management, storage, collec- Washington (RCW) 70.95
of Ecology - tion, transportation, treatment, :

utilization, processing, and final o

disposal ) '

Delegate authority to the counties RCW 70.95

to prepare joint comprehensive

solid waste management plans . L

with the cities in its boundaries,
and review and approve those

plans

Set MFS for implementing Washington Administra-
solid waste regulations and tive Code (WAC) 173-304
establishing planning authorities and 173-351

and roles



Washington
Utilities and
Transportation
Commission

. King
County Board
of Health

King County

Regional Policy
Committee

- Cities

Review the cost assessment
prepared with the comprehensive
solid waste management plan

Permit solid waste handling
facilities, including permit issue,
renewal, and, if necessary, suspen-
sion (handling facilities include -
landfills, transfer stations, and

drop boxes)

Make and enforce rules and regula-
tions regarding methods of waste
storage, collection, and disposal to
implement the state’s MFS -

Perform routine facility inspections

Prepare the comprehensive
solid waste management plan
and associated cost assessment

Establish disposal fees at the

landfill, transfer stations, and

drop boxes to generate necessary

revenue to cover solid waste

management costs, including:

* Facility operation

*» Capital improvements

* Waste reduction and recycling

« Grants to cities for recycling pro-
grams and special collection events

» Self-haul and rural service

» Administration and overhead

Establish level of service and hours
of operation for all King County
transfer and disposal facilities

Act as the Solid Waste Interlocal Fofum

Participate in the Plan process
with the County and help to
jointly implement the Plan

RCW70.95.096

King County Board of
Health Code (KCBOHC) |
Title 10

KCBOHC Title 10

KCBOHC Title 10

RCW 70.95.080 and
Interlocal Agreements
with the cities

.RCW 36.58.040 and

Interiocal Agreements
with the cities

King County Code Title 10

King County Motion 9297

RCW 70.95.080 and |
Interlocal Agreements
with the County



Authority for Collecting Wastes and Recyclables

" Washington Certify and regulate recycling and RCW 81.77.030

Utilities and garbage collection in unincorp-
Transportation orated areas of the County and in
Commission . cities that choose not to regulate -

collection themselves

Require compliance with local solid RCW 81.77.030
waste management plans and
related implementation ordinances

‘Regulate the setting of collection RCW 81.77.030
rates and safety of operations

Supervise the relationship RCW 81.77.030
between solid waste companies
and the public

King County Review impacts of the Plan on RCW 70.95
solid waste and recycling rates

Establish solid waste and recyc- : RCW 36.58.040
lables handling and collection '

systems in unincorporated

areas of the County

Designate minimum service RCW 70.95.092
levels for recyclables collection
in urban and rural areas

Cities May choose to contract directly RCW 35.21.120
with commercial solid waste
haulers and/or recycling compa-
nies to provide collection services,
to collect garbage and recycling
themselves, or to allow WUTC to
regulate these services

Set rates for garbage and RCW 35.21.120
recyclables collection if they ’
provide for it themselves

| Participants in the Planning Process |

This Plan has been prepared by the King County Solid Waste Division with participation and input
from many sources. The Plan was developed in conjunction with the cities, private solid waste -
management companies, Unincorporated Area Councils, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee,
Division employees, and the public. The Plan also reflects comments provided by the Regional Policy
Committee and the Utilities & Technology Committee of the King County Council. The following
sections describe the role of each participant in the planning process.



Cities

The cities are pariners with the County in cooperatively planning for and managing solid waste and
recyclables in King County. The cities are responsible for providing collection services within their
boundaries. They also administer recycling promotions, education, and collection programs for their
residents and local businesses. , - ' - '

All of the cities in King County, except for Seattle and Milton, are part of the County’s regional
system through Interlocal Agreements. Seattle has its own solid waste system and plan, and Milton is
part of Pierce County’s system. Bothell, which straddles the King-Snohomish County line, participates
in King County’s regional system. The thirty-seven participating cities are:

Algona
Auburn
Beaux Arts
Bellevue
Black Diamond
Bothell
Burien
Carnation
Clyde Hill
Covington
Des Moines
Duvall
Enumclaw
Federal Way
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kenmore
Kent
Kirkland
Lake Forest Park
Maple Valley
Me:dina
Mercer Island
Newcastle
Normandy Park
North Bend
Pacific

- Redmond
Renton
Sammamish
SeaTac
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Shoreline
Skykomish
Snoqualmie
Tukwila
Woodinville
Yarrow Point

Currently, the cities participate in the solid waste planning process through several mechanisms.
The cities’ solid waste/recycling coordinators meet at least quarterly with County staff to discuss
policies and programs. The cities also have representatives on two advisory committees — the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee and the Regional Policy Committee (discussed later in this section).

The cities have been actively involved in developing the Plan throughout the process. City elected
officials, administrators, managers, and solid waste/recycling coordinators have met with Division staff
to discuss issues and recommendations for the 2001 Plan. The cities must also approve the final Plan,
which requires adoption by cities representing three-quarters of the total population of the cities that act
on the Plan during the 120-day adoption period.

Private Solid Waste Management Compames

The County’s waste transfer actIVIty is shared between the public and private sector. Two private
solid waste management companies — Waste Management, Inc. and Rabanco — collect more than 99
percent of the wastes set out at the curb. Waste Connections Inc. provides collection services on
Vashon Island. Waste Management and Rabanco have provnded specific input and proposals that are
presented and evaluated in later chapters of the Plan.

Ratepayers
Division staff held more than ten public meetings in developmg the draft and final Plans to gather

‘input from residents around the County. Meetings were held in Auburn, Bellevue, Duvall, Federal Way,

Issaquah, Renton, and Shoreline. Division staff also met separately with the Unincorporated Area
Councils, which represent unincorporated County residents. Both city and unincorporated area
residents expressed similar concerns and a consistent interest in waste reduction and recycling. Their
lnput was central to the development of recommendations in the Plan.

Solid Waste Advnsory Commiittee

An ordinance passed in 1984 established the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) to assistin
developing programs and policies for solid waste handling. The 15-member committee represents a
range of community interests, including private citizens, public interest groups, businesses, the waste
management and recycling industry, and local government. One SWAC member represents the
Suburban Cities Association. The SWAC advises the County on all aspects of solid waste
management planning, including the development of programs and policies, and review of proposed
rules, policies, and ordinances. The SWAC has contributed to the Plan at each stage of
its development.

Division Employees

This Plan incorporates input from Solid Waste Division employees who are dlrectly mvolved in
providing transfer, disposal, and recycling services to the public. Formal meetings were held with
employees to discuss long-term goals and recommendations. Division staff also coordinated
involvement among all Plan participants, conducted the analyses and forecasts required to evaluate
recommendations presented in the Plan, and wrote and produced the document.
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Regional Policy Committee and Utilities & Technology Committee

The Regional Policy Committee, which assumed the duties of the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum, is
the policy advisory body for regional issues governed by Interlocal Agreements between the County
and the cities. The Committee consists of elected officials from the King County Council, the suburban
cities, and the City of Seattle. Each year the King County Council establishes a commlttee made up of
King County Council members charged with review of solid waste and other utility issues. Both
committees advise the Council on solid waste and other regional issues. These committees review the
Plan and make recommendations to the King County Council on its adoption.

Washington Department of Ecology

Ecology sets guidelines for development of the Plan and delegates responsibility to the County and
cities. Ecology has reviewed and commented on the draft Plan, and must approve the final Plan once
adopted by the County and the cities.

[Washington Department of Ecology logo]

Related Regional Planning Documents

The comprehensive solid waste management plan is just one component of regional planning for
land use, development, and environmental protection in King County. Table 2-3 lists the various plans
that are incorporated by reference or considered in preparation of this Plan.

Table 2-3. Relationship of the County’s Plan to Other Plans and Regulations

Plans Incorporated by Reference
Seattle’s Solid Waste Plan — On the Path to Sustainability, August 1998

Published by: City of Seattie

Elements: Strategy for collection and disposal of the city’s residential, commercial, and
special wastes, as well as goals for recycling and waste reduction.

Relationship: . The City of Seattle is not included in King County’s solid waste plan.

Pursuant to RCW 70.95 080, King County reviews the Seattle plan to ensure
consistency with the County’s plan. Seattle’s plan was considered in the
preparation of this plan.

" Local Hazardous Waste Management Plan for ng County, May 1997

Published by: City of Seattle Public Utilities Department, King County Department of Natural
Resources, Seattle-King County Department of Public Health, and cmes within -
King County

Elements: Plan for managing hazardous wastes produced in small quantities by households

and businesses/institutions, and for preventing these-wastes from entering the
_ ' _ municipal waste streams or being indiscriminately disposed in the environment.
Relationship: King County’s Solid Waste and Water and Lands Resources

Divisions are two of the partners in the preparation and implementation of this
plan.

Regional Wastewater Services Plan, December 1999

Published by: King County Wastewater Treatment Division

Elements: Plan addressing management of biosolids, which are a by-product

of wastewater treatment; recommends continued emphasis on recycling
biosolids as an agricultural soil amendment, and developing new technologies to
improve the quality of biosolids for that use.
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Relationship: Although biosolids are solid waste, they do not enter the region’s mixed
municipal solid waste stream; biosolids management is addressed in the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan. :

Related Plans

King County Comprehensive Plan, Updated annually

Pubiished by: King County Office of Regional Policy and Planning

Elements: Guide for land use and development in the unincorporated areas of King County,
building upon the Smart Growth Initiative and its major themes — Livable
Communities, Linking Land Use and Transportation, Rural Legacy, and
Environmental Protection. Also delineates Urban and Rural Areas of the County
to be consistent with the state’s Growth Management Act. Implemented through
the zoning code and clearing and grading code which include standards and
processes addressing solid waste facilities. -

Relationship: This plan adopts by reference the current solid waste management plan. It holds
King County Solid Waste Division, in cooperation with waste haulers certified by
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, responsible for
managing solid wastes generated by unincorporated area residents and
businesses in a manner that protects quality of the air, water, and public health.
The plan calls for the County to divert as much material as possible from
disposal to reduce overall costs and conserve resources. It also holds that solid
waste disposal capacity should be provided on a regional basis and facilities
dispersed throughout the County in an equitable manner.

- Ground Water Management Plans for:
East King County, 1999; Issaquah Creek Valley, 1999; Redmond-Bear Creek Valley, 1999; South King
County, 1999; and Vashon-Maury Island, 1999

Prepared by: Regional Ground Water Management/Advisory Committees
‘Published by: King County DNR and Seattle-King County Department of Public Health;
- adopted by Ecology
Elements: Sets goals to protect groundwater quality and ensure groundwater quantity for
- current and future uses.
Relationship: King County is responsible for protecting groundwater from contamination by

leachate from both active and closed landfills.

Surface Water Management Plans including:

Bear Creek Basin Plan, 1995; Coal Creek Basin Plan, 1987; East Lake Sammamish Basin —
Watershed Management Committee Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan, 1992; Green-Duwamish
Watershed Nonpoint Action Plan, 1989; Hylebos Creek and Lower Puget Sound — Executive Proposed
Basin Plan, 1991; Issaquah Creek Watershed Management Committee Basin and Nonpoint Action
Plan, 1996; Lower Cedar River Basin and Nonpoint Pollution Action Plan, 1997; May Creek Basin
Actlon Plan, 1998; and Soos Creek Basin Plan, 1990

- Published by: 'King County and Associated Cities, Councils, Committees, and Citizen Groups
Elements: Sets forth a cooperative plan for basin-wide protection of habitat and water
quantity and quality from both point and nonpoint sources.
Relationship: The Solid Waste Division is responsible for ensuring that it avoids sensitive

watersheds when siting facilities and that it conducts operations and monitoring
to eliminate any harmful impacts from surface water runoff.
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Or ganlzatlonal Structure and MISSIon of the Department of Natural Resources
Parks (DNRP) and the Division _

The Solid Waste Division is part of the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
(DNRP). Figure 2-1 shows the organizational and reporting structure of the Department. The overall
mission of DNRP is to "Be the steward of the region’s environment and strengthen sustainable
communities by protecting our water, land and natural habitats, safely disposing of and reusing-
wastewater and solid waste, and providing natural areas, parks and recreation programs.

Figure 2-1. King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks Orgamzatlonal Chart
[chart]

The Solid Waste Division, in cooperation with the other divisions within Department of Natural
Resources and Parks (DNRP) is responsnble for carrying out this mission. In keeping with DNRP’s
mission, the Division’s mission statement is to protect human health and the environment by providing
quality services that responsibly manage King County’s solid waste. The organizational structure of the
Solid Waste Division is shown in Figure 2-2 on the following page.

Figure 2-2. Kihg County Solid Waste Division Organizational Chart [chart]

Governing Policies

The policies that follow were adopted by Ordinance by the King County Council on
[date]. If any text discussion in this Plan is mconsnstent with that in the policies, the policies are
controlling.

Planning Policies:

PL-1. The county shall continue to monitor the type, amount and generatlon sources of waste
entering the county’s solid waste system. ‘

PL-2. The county shall monitor and prepare an annual report on the amount of solid waste
disposal at public transfer stations and at the regional landfill.

PL-3. The county shall complete a survey of self-haul customers at county transfer facilities,
using zip. codes to obtain more accurate information on where self-haul customers live.

PL-4. The county should support state legislation that would require the private haulers to
provide accurate reports on curbside collection and recycling and disposal at private transfer stations.

PL-5. The county should continue to conduct waste characterization studies every three years as
part of its ongoing waste-monitoring program. -

PL-6. Forecasts for waste tonnages should be updated every year to allow responsive planning
for facilities and operations.

Waste Reduction And Recycling Policies
The county policies for waste reduction and recycling are:

WRR-1. The council finds that existing county policies for waste reduction and recycling have
been valuable for guiding the efforts of King County, suburban cities and the private sector. These
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policies recognize that successful waste reduction and recycling efforts depend on changing the
behavior of individuals and organizations rather than accommodating existing behavior. Based on
these findings, the mission of King County’s waste reduction and recycling programs is to divert as
much material as possible from disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste .
management to county residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and
strengthens the county’s economy. The county should evaluate its success in achieving this mission
through measures that are consistent with:

1. Decreasing the total amount of waste generated and disposed per county resident,
acknowledging that business activities, average household size and other external factors affect this
amount.

2. Recycling additional materials out of its disposal stream at least as long as such action is
likely to create a long-term, net economic benefit compared to the costs of disposal. An analysis of the
costs and benefits of recycling should include current and projected values for collection, hauling and
processing costs and the retumn in commodity prices for recycled materials versus the current and
projected costs of collection, hauling and disposal of the same materials.

WRR-2. The county should enhance existing waste reduction and recycling programs, add
more recycling opportunities at county transfer stations, pursue markets for additional diversion of
organic materials, and increase marketlng efforts to support and further waste reduction and recycling
- goals.

WRR-3. The county and cities should manage solid waste generated by their respective
agencies in a manner that demonstrates leadership for residents, businesses, and institutions.

- WRR-4. The county shall encourage and promote waste reduction and recycling in order to
reduce the amount-of solid waste disposed in the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill or through waste export.

WRR-5. The county should use the following measurement targets to identify the region’s
effectiveness in meeting objectives in waste reduction and recycling. These targets should be
evaluated at least every three years when data becomes available from the waste monitoring studies.

1. Disposal rates per residential customer should be held constant throughout the planning
period. The residential target is 18.5 pounds of solid waste per person per week calculated by dividing
the estimated amount of waste disposed by households by the estimated number of residents in the
county’s solid waste system.

- 2. Disposal rates for per employee should be held constant throughout the planning period. The
employee target is 23.5 pounds of solid waste per employee per week calculated by dividing the
estimated amount of waste disposed by businesses in the county by the estimated number of
employees.

3. The curbside and on-location recycling rates for smgle family, multi-family and non-residential
entities should be increased over the planning period as follows:

Year Single Family Multi-Family - _ Non-

: (1 to 4 Dwelling Units) (5 or more Dwelling Units) Residential
Curbside Curbside Disposal Recycling Rate | Disposal Rate Recycling Rate
Recycling Rate - (percent) (bs/household/week | (percent)

Rate (percent) | (ibs/household/week) ) ‘
2006 50% 31.4 Ibs. 35% ~ 20.8 Ibs. 43%
2012 52% 30.7 Ibs. - 40% 20.3 Ibs. 46%
2018 53% 30.5 Ibs. : 40% 20.1 Ibs. 48%

- WRR-6. The county should provide grant funding to cities to support their waste reduction and
recycling programs for which all cities will be eligible. Grant funds are intended to implement
recommendations in this plan, based on the communities’ prioritized needs.
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WRR-7. The county shall coordinate with cities in planning and implementing waste reduction
and recycling programs, and in designing and conducting future studles and market assessments for
the region.

WRR-8. The county and cities should hold annual meetings to coordinate work plans and
ensure that grant-funded and county programs are coordinated and complementary.

WRR-9. The county should provide drop box collection sites for primary recyclables to serve
areas where household collection is not provided.

WRR-10. The county should, where feasible, provide areas for expanded collection of
secondary recyclable and reusable materials at new and upgraded transfer stations.

WRR-11. The county and the rural cities should periodically assess the feasnblllty of expandlng
curbside collection of recyclables in rural areas not currently receiving this service.

WRR-12. The county and cities should add secondary recyclables to collection programs when
feasible and supported by the community.

WRR-13. Cities should consider provudmg scheduled events to collect secondary recyclables at
selected sites.

WRR-14. Those cities exercising contracting authority for solid waste collection should consider
including collection of recyclables in the waste collection service offered to both residents and
businesses. _

WRR-15. The cities and county should provide coordinated education, promotion, incentive,
and technical assistance programs to businesses, residents and schools for waste reduction, source
reduction, resource conservation and recycling.

WRR-16. The county should provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of
recycled materials and the application of product stewardship principles.

WRR-17. The county should encourage the cities to establish rate-based mcentlves for solid
waste collection services that encourage participation in recycling programs and reduced generation of
garbage.

WRR-18. The county should promote environmentally sound management of all organic
materials in the mixed mumcnpal solid waste stream.

WRR-19. The county should implement programs that are designed to increase the demand for
recycled and reused products, create and sustain markets for recycled materials, and integrate waste
reduction and recycling programs with other resource conservation activities.

WRR-20. Using waste characterization studies and market assessments, the county should
regularly evaluate regional recycling markets and technologies to ensure that programs and services
“support the region’s recycling and waste reduction goals.

WRR-21. The county should work with cities and private collection companies to develop
programs to improve the recycling rate in the small business community.

WRR-22. The cities and the county should address the needs of small busmesses by providing
technical assistance and programs that target recycling and waste reduction in the workplace.

WRR-23. The county should promote material exchanges and reuse centers and evaluate other
- venues for reuse. '

WRR-24. The cities and county should provide for collection of primary recyclables including
“glass, tin and aluminum cans, mixed waste paper, newspaper, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, and yard
waste and evaluate adding other materials as either primary or secondary recyclables by targetmg ,
specific commodities.

WRR-25. The county should target primary residential recyclables, yard debris, food waste and
compostable paper, non-residential paper and cardboard, and green and urban wood for future -
diversion from the waste stream through recycling or waste reduction.

WRR-26. The county shall update the list of secondary recyclables yearly in its annual report
based on state recycling survey data and information from city and county programs.
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V_VRR-27. The ceunty should work with the cities, commercial haulers and the public to identify

. new materials to be designated as primary recyclables.

WRR-28. The county should develop and implement a regional product stewardship strategy,
provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of recycled materials and the application of
product stewardship principles. -

WRR-29. The county should pursue product stewardship strategles to reduce costs of waste
disposal, to place more responsibility on manufacturers to reduce toxicity of their products, to conserve
energy, and to plan for product reuse and recycling in product development.

WRR-30. The county shall maintain government procurement policies that favor the use of
recycled and environmentally preferable products. '

WRR-31. The county should implement and promote the green building principles in all county-
funded capital projects.

WRR-32. The county should foster sustainable development through promotlon of sustainable

* building principles in construction projects throughout the county.

WRR-33. The county should promote reuse and recycling of source separated construction,
demolition and land clearing materials through participation in organizations like the Reusable Building
Materials Exchange.

WRR-34. The county should foster sustainable building principles through public education and
partnerships with organizations such as the U.S. Green Building Council.

WRR-35. The department of natural resources and parks should develop and promote
landscape best management practices, including water conservation, reduced use of pesticides, and
grasscycling.

WRR-36. The county shall make recycling a priority at new and renovated transfer stations by
maximizing recycling opportunities while taking into consideration user needs, site constraints, costs
and benefits, and market availability. The county should evaluate the potential for accepting new
recyclable materials at county facilities. Potential new recyclable materials include, but are not limited
to: scrap and processed metal, used oil and antifreeze, computers, recyclable construction and
demolition debris, household hazardous waste, and reusable household items.

'WRR-37. Where feasible, the county should provide areas for source-separated yard waste -
collection at all existing, new or upgraded transfer stations and drop boxes.

WRR-38. The county shall implement programs to provide for affordable collection and
recycling of woody debris generated by major storm events or for residents in areas affected by the
Puget Sound Clear Air Agency’s burn ban.

WRR-39. The county should work to convert landfill gas, a valuable green resource, into a
marketable energy product as-soon as possible. | '

County Collection Policies

CP-1. The county solid waste system shall provide for and designate urban collection service -
levels for mixed municipal solid waste, recycling and yard waste for residents in all parts of the county
except for Vashon Island, Skykomish Valley, and Snoqualmie Pass.

_ CP-2. The county should promote collection service that has as little. lmpact as possible on
roadways and traffic. The cities should consider using their contracting authority to specify which
transfer stations the collection companies use.

CP-3. The county and cities should seek to manage demand for self-haul services for
customers who self-haul regularly, by encouraging subscriptions to curbside collection. _

CP-4. The county shall seek to manage demand for self-haul services for customers who self-
haul occasionally, by working with cities and private collection companies to develop cost effective
options for disposing of bulky wastes.
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CP-5. The county should not consider the possibility of eliminating service to self-haulers, as
this would conflict with the county’s goals of environmental protection and customer service.

CP-6. A solid waste collection district may be established for the purpose of requiring
mandatory curbside collection service if the county and the cities agree that it is in the public interest
and necessary for the protection of public health.

CP-7. The county, in consultation with the cities and Solid Waste Advisory Committee should
explore the benefits and costs of a uniform method of recycling collection throughout the region.:

CP-8. The county should host special recychng collection events and investigate options for
expanding this recycling option.

CP-9. If authorized by the state legislature, the county should work with the cities to establish
region-wide waste disposal incentive rates that encourage recycling and reduce disposal.

CP-10. The county, in conjunction with the city of Seattle, the cities within the region and Public
Health — Seattle & King County shall offer collection of household hazardous waste in conformance
with the adopted local hazardous waste management plan prepared under chapter 70.105 RCW.

CP-11. The county should improve collection services for household hazardous waste in the
eastern and southern portions of the county in conformance with the local hazardous waste
management program. Enhancements should include implementing a pilot stationary collection
service at a transfer station and implementing a pilot program to augment current mobile collection
services.

CP-12. The county should work with the cities, regional businesses, and regional manufacturers
to develop alternative collection opportunities and product stewardship programs.

County Regional Transfer System Policies

RTS-1. The county’s objectives for its transfer system are:
Meeting customer needs for convenient, uniform services;
Seeking to maintain operating costs for solid waste management lower than those in other jurisdictions;
Preparing the mixed municipal solid waste transfer system for eventual waste export;
Keeping rates stable and rate increases as low as possible while meeting the costs of managmg
the system and providing services to solid waste customers; and
5. Protecting environmental quality and public health and safety while provndlng cost effi cnent services.

RTS-2. The county should provide for the future of the solid waste transfer system by
maximizing use of existing transfer stations, making existing transfer stations as efficient as possible,
evaluating the need for new transfer facilities, and focusing capital improvements on balancing serwce
needs of commercial and self-haulers.

RTS-3. The county should focus capital investment to:

1. Maintain the county’s system facilities in a safe condition for both the system s customers and the
system’s employees;

2. Upgrade its transfer facilities to serve a future waste export system when the Cedar Hills regional
landfill reaches its permitted capacity, or at such earlier time as the county may decide;

3. Improve transfer stations to improve efficiency, capacity and customer service; and

4. Expand, relocate or replace, or any combination thereof, transfer stations when safety, efficiency,.
capacity or customer services needs cannot be met by existing transfer facilities.

RTS-4. The county should prioritize efficient service to commercial haulers while still providing
services for self-haul customers, provided that nothing in this policy permits limiting standard hours of
operation at county transfer facilities for self-haul customers without council approval by ordinance.

RTS-5. Compactors should be installed at transfer stations in order to achieve operating
efficiencies by processing waste more quickly in less space, reducing truck trips between the stations
and the disposal site, saving transportation and equipment costs, reducing odors and litter, and

PONS
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preparing for economical waste export. The county should prioritize, to the extent practicable,
compactor installation at those transfer stations with the greatest tonnages. .

RTS-6. The county shall evaluate the feasibility of siting an addltlonal transfer facility to serve
residents of northeast King County.

RTS-7. The county shall establish criteria and standards for determining when a county owned
and operated transfer station has exceeded its capacity to efficiently serve the needs of its customers
and where new or relocated transfer facilities are needed.

RTS-8. Before restricting access to any customer class at a specific transfer statlon the
executive shall transmit for council approval by motion a demand management plan for that transfer
station. The demand management plan shall identify strategies such as incentive rates, programmatic
changes and structural changes designed to minimize conflicts between commercial haulers and self
haulers and improve customer service. The demand management plan shall include an evaluation of
the costs and benefits of these strategies, the impact of implementing these strategies on different
sectors of commercial and self haulers that use the transfer station, and impacts on illegal dumping.
The demand management plan shall be formulated with the participation of affected cities.

RTS-9. The county, in coordination with affected cities, should continue to improve county
transfer station operations to ensure efficient queuing, unloading and exiting.

RTS-10. The county shall designate county-owned transfer stations as either capable of being
expanded on-site or constrained from on-site expansion. The purpose of this designation is to
maximize the use of existing sites by concentrating capital investment on sites where significant
improvements are both physically possible, and supported by the host city. Facilities capable of being
expanded may require new construction or major rebuilding in order to provide a full range of solid
waste disposal and recycling services for county residents and businesses. Facilities constrained from
on-site expansion will receive necessary safety and efficiency improvements, including compactors.

RTS-11 In designating transfer stations as either capable of being expanded on-site or
constrained from on-site expansion, the county shall consider the size of the site, other physical
characteristics and constraints, the level of support for needed improvements by the host city. The
system as a whole shall be assessed to maximize the equitable distribution of full service facilities.

RTS-12. The following transfer stations are designated as capable of being expanded on site:
First Northeast, Factoria, Bow Lake, Enumclaw and Vashon.

RTS-13. The following transfer statlons are designated as constrained from on-site expanS|on
Houghton, Renton, and Algona.

RTS-14. The following transfer stations are authorized by the county as adjunct transfer
stations to receive, consolidate and deposit mixed municipal solid waste into larger transfer vehicles for
transport to and disposal at county authorized disposal sites: Waste Management’s Eastmont and
Rabanco’s Third and Lander facilities.

RTS-15. The county should maintain the use of drop boxes to serve rural customers in the
Skykomish and Cedar Falls area until periodic analyses of demographic and disposal trends in the -
rural areas determine that improvements in the type and level of service and facilities may be needed.
The county should explore the use of an access card to provide access to drop box facilities for
residents and property owners in the area so that individual property owners could be biledona
monthly basis.

RTS-16. The county should continue to provide solid waste services through the county transfer
facilities. However, the county will remain open to considering and implementing future private sector
proposals for the transfer system as part of its annual evaluation of the timing of waste export. In
evaluating future private sector proposals for the transfer system, the county should balance financial
costs and benefits with other relevant factors, including environmental considerations and fairness to
existing labor. The county should consider expanding the role of collection companies in the provision
of transfer services when the collection companies demonstrate that such expansion reduces the

“overall costs of solid waste management to county residents and businesses, maintains or improves
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service levels, and advances the goal that solid waste disposal facilities be dispersed throughout the
county in an equitable manner. The county’s goal will be to make the transition to waste export as
equitable as possible to those affected by the transition.
RTS-17. All public and private transfer facilities shall comply with apphcable federal, state, and
_local laws and proposed facility improvements shall be required to meet applicable legal requirements.
Legal requirements include, but are not limited to those regarding environmental protectlon public
health and safety, procurement and labor.
RTS-18. The county shall prepare the capital improvement program required to implement the
- Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan under K.C.C. 4.04.200 through 4.04.270.
Proposed capital improvements are subject to council appropriation and the county’s annual budget
process. The proposed capital improvement program should demonstrate how the following
considerations are addressed:

1. Protecting the safety of customers and employees at any solid waste facuhty

2. Planning for permit acquisition requirements and timing;

3. Mitigating impacts to the surrounding communlty including but not llmlted to noise, traffic,

dust, odor and litter;

4. Including public comment and input, including comment and input from the host

jurisdictions, in project development;

5. Preparing for waste export;

6. Minimizing service disruption at transfer facilities and throughout the system during capital

construction; -

7. Ensuring that no more than one transfer station is closed for capital |mprovements at any

time;

8. Demonstrating the extent to Wthh sites requiring capital improvements are functioning at or

near operating capacity for either traffic or tonnage;

9. Demonstrating how the planned capital improvements were evaluated according to the

' criteria and standards for transfer facility efficiency; and :

10. Achieving operating savings. :

RTS-19. The capital improvement program for King County shall only fund projects and
improvements at facilities owned and operated by King County.

RTS-20. Prior to making any improvements to transfer stations or locating new transfer
facilities, the executive shall work with affected communities to develop mitigation measures for
environmental impacts created by the construction, operation, malntenance or expansion of transfer
facilities.

RTS 21. The county is encouraged to exceed minimum environmental requirements in the
operation of its solid waste handling facilities where feasible. The county shall investigate the use and
cost of technology and equipment that may allow the county to exceed minimum legal environmental
requirements, including, but not limited to, those related to concerns such as air quality and sound.

- RTS-22. The county shall evaluate the potential for establishing a special services transfer
facnllty to handle bulky wastes and recycling, and serve self-haul customers.
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County Disposal Policies

DSW-1. All county landfills, both active and inactive, shall be designed, operated, and
monitored to meet or exceed applicable federal, state, and local standards for protection of public
health and the environment.

DSW-2. The county should not seek to site a replacement landfill for the Cedar Hills regional
landfill in King County. Upon council approval by ordinance, the county shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-3. The county shall contract for long-term disposal capacity at an out-of-county landfill or
landfills. It is anticipated that export of the region’s mixed municipal solid waste will begin when the
Cedar Hills regional landfill has reached its permitted capacity. However, the county will remain open
to considering and implementing private sector proposals for early waste export. An orderly transition
to waste export should occur before Cedar Hills is closed.

DSW-4. The county shall continue to monitor waste export prices and the availability of landfill
space and report back to the region on its findings at least annually to determine if future landfill space
should be reserved and purchased in advance of use. The policy of King County shall be to monitor
and analyze conditions impacting the appropriateness, feasibility and timing of waste export on a
continuous basis. The executive shall report to the council at least once every three years and more if
circumstances warrant on such conditions. When such conditions warrant, and upon council approval
by ordinance, the division shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-5. ltis expected that rail hauling will be the preferred method of exporting the county’s .
solid waste in the future. The county shall continue to monitor the long-term availability of future rail
capacity to ensure that adequate transport capability exists.

DSW-6. The county shall plan for implementing waste export and include in the county’s plan
details on the sequence of phasing in waste export, the financial and staffing impacts, and the status
and future capacity of rail transportation.

DSW-7. At least one year prior to the initiation of waste export, the county should develop
comprehensive emergency response procedures for the region’s waste export system.-

DSW-8. If the need arises for the county to develop one or more such facilities, the process for
siting intermodal facilities where containers are transferred from trucks to rail cars or barges shall
include:

1. Involving all affected jurisdictions and interested parties in the siting process in decision
making, and providing access to relevant information to affected jurisdictions and interested parties;

' 2. Listening and responding to input from all affected jurisdictions and interested parties; and

3. Developing jointly with all affected jurisdictions and interested parties criteria for identifying
prospective sites that comprehensively evaluate environmental, technical, f' nancial, and community
needs.

DSW-9. The county shall continue to monitor and maintain closed landfills that fall under its
jurisdiction.

DSW-10. The county shall continue to work with' cmes the state, and federal agencies to.
explore beneficial reuse options for all closed landfills. Any future monitoring or environmental system
installation shall be designed to facilitate reuse of the sites.

County Construction, Demolition and Landclearing Debris (CDL) Policies

CON-1. The county shall ensure a satisfactory level of CDL transfer and disposal in the county,
and encourage and expand recycling of CDL.

CON-2. The county shall continue to limit CDL disposal as provided in the King County Code,
the existing CDL contracts and the Solid Waste Acceptance Policy at least until May 31, 2004 when
existing contracts expire.
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CON-3. The county should support private efforts to reduce the overall amount of CDL being
disposed of in the county solid waste system by encouraging separation of recyclable or reusable
portions of CDL from the waste stream. Separation can occur at a construction or demolltlon site or at
one of the CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfill.

CON-4. The county should encourage a CDL management system that maxnmlzes reuse and
recycling and provides for the safe and efficient disposal of the remaining CDL.

CON-5. In keeping with state and regional system goals and recommendations for waste
reduction and recycling, the preferred method for managing CDL is to separate out the recyclable or
reusable portions of the CDL waste stream and reduce the overall amount of CDL waste disposed of in
the county’s solid waste system. Separation can occur at a construction or demolition site, at one of the
CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfili.

CON-6. The executive in consultation with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and
appropriate staff from cities in the region shall propose to the council alternatives for future handling of -
CDL that will best suit the region as a whole. A goal of the preferred alternative should be to increase
the amount of CDL recycled from work and disposal sites. The council shall approve the CDL handling
program by ordinance.

County Special Wastes Policies

SPW-1. The county shall accept contaminated soil only at the Cedar Hills regional landfill.
After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes contaminated soil should be handled by the private sector.

SPW-2. The county shall accept asbestos-containing materials for disposal only at the Cedar
Hills regional landfill if accompanied by required federal, state or local asbestos disposal
documentation. After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes, asbestos-containing materials should be
handled by the private sector.

SPW-3. The county shall evaluate providing one solid waste transfer facility that would accept
small volumes of asbestos-containing materials from residential customers.

SPW-4. The county shall make safety and public health the top priorities in managing the
disposal of biomedical wastes. The county shall accept treated biomedical wastes at the Cedar Hills
regional landfill and county transfer facilities only if it has been treated according to standards
contained in the county Solid Waste Regulations. After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes treated
biomedical wastes should be handled by the private sector. The county shall also evaluate the ‘
possibility of accepting small volumes of treated biomedical wastes at county transfer stations after the
Cedar Hills regional landfill closes.

SPW-5. The county shall evaluate provudlng a separate receptacle for disposal of small
quantities of sharps generated by residents or small businesses at some or all transfer facilities.

SPW-6. The county should develop and implement educational programs for residents on the
proper disposal practices for sharps and other biomedical wastes.

SPW-7. The county should work with pharmacies and health care providers to educate
individuals on proper disposal of medical waste, and to establish voluntary take- back programs for
home-generated sharps and other used medical supplies.

SPW-8. The county shall accept disposal of de-watered vactor wastes only at the Cedar Hills
regional landfill. The county should reevaluate and revise recommendations from the 1994 Vactor
Waste Disposal Plan to provide wet vactor waste management alternatives after the Cedar Hills
regional landfill closes.

SPW-9. The county should develop and implement long-term management solutions for the
special handling required for de-watered vactor wastes. The county should dispose of de-watered
vactor wastes through future waste export contracts after the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes unless
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other management options are identified in the county’s evaluation of long-term management
solutions.

SPW-10. The county should accept limited numbers of waste tires at transfer stations
and should dispose of limited numbers of waste tires at the Cedar Hills regional landfill. Once
the Cedar Hills regional landfill is closed, the county should dispose of waste tires through
future waste export contracts.

, SPW-11. The county shall authorize disposal of controlled solid waste that cannot be
handled by the county facilities at locations outside the county on a case-by-case basis.

County Enforcement Policies

ENF-1.- The county shall exercise its enforcement authority to ensure that the county solid
waste management system meets all applicable standards for the protection of human health and
environmental quality in the region.

ENF-2. Enforcement shall be achieved through permitting and compliance for solid waste
handling facilities; management of waste flows within the reglon regulation of acceptance of special
wastes; and control of illegal dumping and litter.

ENF-3. The county, cities and towns should work cooperatively to manage waste flows within
the region. The responsibilities for waste handling and process for managing waste flow are
established by interlocal agreement.

ENF-4. The county shall not accept hazardous and dangerous wastes, as def ned under
federal, state and local law, for disposal at county facilities. -

ENF-5. The county should maintain a waste-screening program at county disposal facilities to
ensure that material in the solid waste stream is handled in conformance with county and state
regulations. The purpose of the waste-screening program is to safely process solid wastes and to
prohibit hazardous and dangerous wastes from the county waste facilities.

ENF-6. The county should implement a comprehensive public outreach and education program
- to assure that proper waste handling practices are observed.

ENF 7. The county should develop programs and strategres designed to reduce illegal
dumping and littering.

ENF-8. The county should continue the community litter cleanup program administered by the
solid waste division of department of natural resources and parks as long as financial assistance from
the state is available.

ENF-9. The county should continue to seek state funding to support efforts by the county and
the cities to clean up illegal dumping and litter on public lands and waterways.

ENF-10. The county should reconvene the illegal dumping task force to improve coordlnatron
among county agencies, cities, and other relevant public agencies responsrble for rllegal dumping
cleanup, education and prevention programs.

ENF-11. The county should implement a coordinated effort to develop an illegal dumplng
clean-up, education and prevention program targeted at county-owned or controlied properties.

ENF-12. The county should establish an illegal dumping hotline to provide a single point of
contact for the public to report illegal dumping. To the extent possible, this hotline should be
coordinated with other similar hotlines.

ENF-13. The county should consider Iegrslatron to strengthen enforcement against illegal
dumping and litter in the unincorporated areas of the county.
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County Financing and Rates Policies

FIN-1. The county shall maintain, conduct, operate and account for the disposal of solid waste
as a utility of the county. The solid waste system shall be a self-supporting utility financed primarily
through fees for disposal.

FIN-2. The county shall charge garbage disposal fees directly to users of the solid waste
disposal system to pay for solid waste services.

» FIN-3. The county shall maintain a rate structure based on tonnage, recognizing that the
structure does not provide a self-hauler subsidy, unless the executive demonstrates that a different
rate structure would benefit the system as a whole. ' :

FIN-4. The county should keep garbage disposal fees as low as possible and should manage
the solid waste system to keep rate increases as low as possible while meeting the costs of managing
the system and providing service to solid waste customers.

FIN-5. The county should provide technical assistance to the cities in developing collection
contracts and grants. .

FIN-6. The county should develop and implement a grant program for the cities that will
consolidate grant programs and contracts wherever possible. The county should provide technical
assistance to aid the cities in identifying, applying for and administering grants.

FIN-7. The county should provide opportunities to expand the role of cities in developing and
reviewing regional solid waste policies and rates by establishing a Solid Waste Policy Work Group to
work in conjunction with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee to make recommendations regarding
system operations to the King County executive. As part of these recommendations, the executive
shall evaluate the costs and benefits of alternative rate structures on individual customer classes.

FIN-8. The county is committed to working with the cities that are impacted by transfer stations
to explore funding to mitigate potential impacts from these facilities.  Any statutorily authorized host
fees should be in amounts directly attributable to the solid waste facility provided that the cities can
establish that the fee is reasonably necessary to mitigate for impacts of the solid waste facility as
required in state law. '
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CHAPTER 3 - Fundamentals of Planning for the Reglon’s Future
Needs

One important element in planning the future of solid waste services is forecasting what and how
much waste we will reduce, recycle, and dispose. This information, combined with an understanding of
who uses the system, enables us to ensure that we have adequate services and facilities for the future.

A myriad of variables can affect how many tons of waste we generate. For example, increases in
population, employment activity, and personal income are likely to lead to more consumption and
hence more waste generated. These types of demographic trends, along with the County’s existing
data on the tons of garbage disposed each year, are used to develop planning forecast models. These
models show how different variables affect disposal and recycling rates — both-now and in the future —
and provide the basis for system planning.

This chapter answers two fundamental questions needed for future planning: :

» How much waste are system users currently generating and expected to generate in the future?
» What does the solid waste management system look like today and who uses it? -

By answering these questions, we build the foundation upon whiCh the recommendations présented
throughout this Plan are based.

County Planning. Policies

PL-1. The county shall continue to monitor the type, amount and generation sources of waste
entering the county’s solid waste system.

PL-2. The county shall monitor and prepare an annual report on the amount of solid waste
disposal at public transfer stations and at the regional landfill.

PL-3. The county shall complete a survey of self-haul customers at county transfer facilities,
using zip codes to obtain more accurate information on where self-haul customers live.

PL-4. The county should support state legislation that would require the private haulers to
provide accurate reports on curbside collection and recycling and disposal at private transfer stations.

PL-5. The county should continue to conduct waste characterization studies every three years
as part of its ongoing waste monitoring program.

PL-6. Forecasts for waste tonnages should be updated every year to allow responsive planning
for facilities and operations.

Snapshot of the Planning Area

King County spans more than 2,200 square miles, with an estimated population of 1.69 million. ltis
the most populated of Washington’s 39 counties, and the 12th most populated in the nation.

King County’s regional solid waste management system serves the citizens of all the unincorporated
areas of the County as well as 37 of the 39 cities, excluding only Seattle and Milton. The system’s
service area has a population of about 1.14 million, or about 68 percent of King County’s population as
a whole. An estimated 55 percent of the jobs in King County are within this service area. Most of the
system’s customers live in incorporated areas.



[picture of bridge across Lake Washington]

Annual rates of population and employment growth typically vary with high and low periods of
economic activity. Population in the system’s service area has grown about 80 percent over the past 25
years. Employment has grown at an even faster rate — more than 200 percent over the same time

period, and a higher proportion of the County’s population is now in the workforce. Following a period
-~ of rapid growth in the mid-1990s, the region’s rate of population and economic growth has showed
signs of slowing. But the service area’s population is still growing by about 10,000 people per year. Of
these new residents, approximately 6,000 will enter the region’s workforce.

Our Waste Stream — Past and Current

Plain and simple — people generate waste. And the rate at which solid waste is generated has been
increasing because of growth in the region’s economy, population, and number of households. The
Solid Waste Division routinely monitors the quantities and types of wastes disposed at the regional
solid wasté facilities to answer three fundamental questions:

» How much waste do we dispose?
» What are we throwing away?

* Who is generating the waste?
Answers to these questions follow.

How Much Waste Do We Dispose?

The largest component of our regional system is the transfer and disposal of mixed municipal solid
waste (MMSW) - or garbage. MMSW is the waste that residents and businesses put out at the curb for
collection or bring to a transfer station for eventual disposal. In 2000, 945,175 tons of MMSW were
disposed at the ‘Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. Figure 3-1 shows the tons of MMSW received annually
since 1993. (The drop in total tonnage delivered between 1993 and 1994 was due to a ban on
construction, demolition, and landclearing debris at Cedar Hills that began in mid-1993.)

Figure 3-1. Tons of MMSW Received Annually Since 1993 [graph showing annual tons per yéar]

~ What Are We Throwing Away? ;

In addition to quantity, it is important to understand the kinds of wastes disposed. This mformatlon
helps target programs for waste reduction and recyclmg to meet future goals.

To characterize the composition of wastes received in the regional system, the SOlld Waste Division
conducts waste characterization studies every three years as part of its ongoing Waste Monitoring
Program. These studies provide an estimate of the types of garbage being thrown away at the transfer
stations and Cedar Hills. Figure 3-2 shows the results of the most recent waste characterization study
(Cascadia 2000). | o

More detailed information about the County’s waste stream and the Waste Monitoring Program can
- be found in the 1999/2000 Comprehensive Waste Stream Characterization and Transfer Station

Customer Surveys — Final Report (Appendix A-2). '



Figure 3-2. Composition of the Region’s Disposed Waste Stream [pie chart showing
percentages of materials in the waste stream] :

Who Is Generating the Wastes?

Wastes that enter King County’s solid waste system:originate from both residential and non-
residential sources. Non-residential sources include businesses, industry, government, and institutions.
The Solid Waste Division estimates that residential wastes account for about 55 to 60 percent of the
total waste stream, while non-residential wastes account for the remainder.

Forecasting for the Future

The King County Solid Waste Division plans for future needs through forecasting. Forecasts are
built by combining historical data on waste generation with information about a number of variables
known to affect it. The previous section of this chapter presented information on the region’s past and
current waste disposal stream. The forecast of the future waste disposal stream looks at projections for

- growth in the region. This information is folded into econometric models that give a baseline prediction

of future waste generation. The final step in forecasting is to account for the expected effectiveness of
future programs for reducing waste disposal in the region, as discussed in
Chapter 4 of this Plan.

This section presents a brief look at the development of the waste generation forecast. More
detailed information about the forecast methodology is provided in Appendix A-1.

[aerial view of King Cdunty neighborhood]

Demographic Projections .

'Projections about population growth, regional employment, household size, and per capita income
can help define who the customers of our regional system will be and what kinds and amounts of waste
they will likely generate. These projections are used in the planning forecast model to estimate the tons
of waste expected to be generated in future years.

The demographic projections presented in this chapter reflect data for the regional service area.
Data used in making 20-year projections were obtained from the Puget Sound Regional Council, who
routinely prepares long-range forecasts for the region based on U.S. Census and other data sources
(PSRC 1999). These 20-year projections were then adjusted for short-term variations using data
provided in two reports — the King County Annual Growth Report and the Economic Forecaster .
(KCORPP 1999; Conway and Pedersen 1999). These latter reports are used to supplement data from
the 20-year projections, particularly for the short term, because they are published more frequently,
provide data in less than 10-year increments, and incorporate more spéciﬁc data on individual
communities in the region. Combining data from several sources allows for the best and most up-to-
date estimate of trends for the future. _

A brief summary of projections for several key planning variables is presented here. More detailed
information on the methods used to develop these projections is provided in Appendix A-1.

Population is expected to grow by about 1 percent annuélly through 2020, about 10,000 people per
year. The population growth rate is significant for planning purposes since the amount of waste
generated increases as population increases.



Employment in the region is expected to increase at an annual rate of about 1.3 percent through
2010, reflecting a strong economy and the growth of job opportunities outside the city of Seattle. Since
the 1980s, employment in the region has grown faster than population, averaging about 2.5 percent in
the 1990s. In 2010 to 2020, the employment growth rate is expected to drop below 1 percent, due to
factors such as the higher number of retired persons in the region. Employment is an important
forecasting variable because its growth reflects an increase in economic activity, which in tum leads to
increased consumption and waste generation. » -

Household size is expected to decrease by about 0.5 percent per year through 2010, reflecting
national trends toward smaller family size and an aging population. A decrease in average household
size means that the number of households is growing faster than the population as a whole, resulting
in more households per population. Since a “household” implies a certain level of maintenance, mail,
purchasing, and so on, a decrease in household size tends to increase waste generation.

Per capita income is expected to increase around 1 percent per year during the planning period.
During the 1990s, per capita income (adjusted for inflation) increased approximately 2.4 percent per
year, due primarily to the influx of higher-paying technology jobs in the region and a strong local
economy. Increases in income generally result in increases in consumption, and likewise in wastes
generated.

A question frequently asked is why waste generation — which is defined in this Plan as wasfe
disposal + recycling — continues to rise even though as individuals we are recycling more than ever
before. At least three primary factors come into play:

* First, the number of people and jobs in the region continues to grow - :

* Second, household sizes are smaller, which means there are more households with fewer residents
per home; each household adds a certain quantity of disposable packaging, junk mail, food waste,
yard waste, and other types of household wastes to the stream

* Third, when economic growth is occurring, people consume more, buy more goods, and in the
process create more wastes ) '

All of these factors keep generation of solid waste on the rise. Figure 3-3 shows the trends in
recycling, disposal, and generation per person since the 1970s. During this period, recycling increased
from an'estimated 250 pounds per person per year in the late 1970s to around 1,000 pounds per

“person today. The sharp increase in per capita recycling coincided with a dip in disposal.in the early
1990s. Overall, as the chart shows, per capita waste generation has continued to rise while per capita
recycling has stabilized. More information about the recycling challenges facing the region is contained
in Chapter 4. ’ '

Figure 3-3. Estimated Generation, Disposal and Recycling Per Person [graph showing
estimates in pounds per person per year since 1977] '

The Forecasting Methodology and Results _
Forecasting future waste generation entails a two-step modeling process (a detailed explanation of

. the forecasting process is provided in Appendix A-1 )- In this Plan, waste generation is predicted using

both waste disposal and recycling. The first step is to develop econometric models that relate historicalv



data for disposal and recycling to past demographic trends in the region. In the Solid Waste Division’s
forecasting process, separate models are used to predict the waste disposal and recycling portions of
the equation. Once developed, the models are used to predict future waste generation by plugging
forecasts of the demographic variables (discussed above) through 2020 into the models to see how
they affect future disposal and recycling. :

This first step produces what is called a baseline disposal forecast. The term baseline means the
forecast assumes that only’ exnstlng waste reduction and recycling programs are in place. It does not
~-account for any additional waste diversion from baseline disposal expected to result with the
implementation of future waste reduction and recycling programs and policies presented in this Plan.
Thus, the second step in the forecasting process is to adjust the baseline forecast to reflect the
expected additional waste diversion.

Since 1995, the policy set by the King County Council has been, in part, to divert as much material
as possible from disposal in a manner that reduces the overall costs of solid waste management. As
discussed in Chapter 4, the recommended approach in this Plan is to strengthen current waste
reduction and recycling programs and to implement new programs aimed at market demand. To
complete the forecast, additional waste reduction and recycling is estimated and applied to the
baseline forecast. The estimated amount of reduction and recycling is subtracted from the amount of
waste predicted by the disposal model, and the increased amount recycled is added to the amount
predicted by the recycling model. The resuit is an adjusted estlmate of waste disposal and recycllng
that completes the final forecast of waste generation. :

Once complete, the two-step modeling forecast incorporates the projected demographics of the
region, waste generation history, and the recommendations of this Plan into a best estimate of how
many tons of waste the region can expect to generate annually through 2020. Figure 3-4 presents the
final forecast. _

It should be noted that a forecast is just that — a best estimate of future trends based on data from-
the past and projections about the future. The Solid Waste Division has refined the forecasting
approach over the past decade, as more data have become available and more is understood about
factors that influence waste generation and disposal. As described in detail in Appendix A-1, however,
the forecast model is subject to uncertainty, including future projections of economic and demographic
growth, unforeseen influences on generation patterns from policies and programs, and under or over
estimates of the anticipated success of waste reduction and recycling programs. For example,
forecasts prepared in 1995 projected that disposal tonnage in 1999 would be 846,000 tons, which
turned out to be about 11 percent lower than actual tons disposed that year. The difference between
actual vs. realized tonnage can largely be attributed to the unanticipated economic growth in the
County between 1995 and 2000. After 2001, the tonnage may change due to the actual and
anticipated economic downturn in the county.

Figure 3-4. 20-year Forecast of Waste Generation in the King County Regional System [graph
showing forecast in tons per year through 2020]



The Regional Transfer and Disposal System and Its Users

The first part of this chapter describes waste generation by our region’s population — past, present,
and future. The other important component in planning for the future is understandlng how the exnstmg
regional transfer and disposal system works and who uses it.

[picture of commercial hauler unloading at Enumclaw Transfer/Recycling Station]

Figure 3-5 on page 3-9 shows the layout of the system of mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) and
mixed recyclables handling facilities across King County, with locations of MMSW transfer stations, '
drop boxes, mixed recyclables processing facilities, and the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. King County
operates eight of the transfer stations shown in the figure and the two private solid waste management
companies in the region operate two. Both Rabanco’s transfer station at Third & Lander and Waste
Management’s Eastmont transfer station are located in Seattle and serve both the King County and
Seattle systems. Seattle also operates two transfer stations in addition to the privately operated _
stations in its territory. There is also a small recyclables processing facility in Auburn, owned by Waste
Management, where some residual wastes are separated from recyclables and transported to the
landfill. Disposable MMSW that is transported from County and privately owned transfer facilities within
the service area is disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. There are four privately owned
construction, demolition and landclearing debris handling facilities. Two, the Black River facility and
Third and Lander facility are operated by Rabanco. The other two, Eastmont and Argo Yard, are
operated by Waste Management. The discussion that follows presents a profile of the regional transfer
and disposal system and the customers who use it.

Curbside Collection

Data collected by the Solid Waste Division indicate that about 90 percent of households in the
system’s service area subscribe to curbside collection. Approximately 87 percent of these households
also have recyclables collection. About 75 percent of the waste disposed in the service area is taken to
the County’s transfer stations where it is consolidated and delivered to the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. About 23 percent of the waste is transported to the two privately owned transfer stations and
then to Cedar Hills for disposal. A smalil amount of waste, collected from households near Cedar Hills,
is also transported directly to the landfill.

Most non-residential customers subscribe to collection services. Only about 5 percent of the waste
from the non-residential sector is hauled to the transfer station by the generator instead of a private
hauling company.

Figure 3-5. Mixed Municipal Solid Waste and Mixed Recyclables Handling Facilities [map
showing facility locations]

Figure 3-6. Mix of Waste Tonnage and Customer Transactions at County Transfer Stations [pie
charts showing percentage of customers]



Use of the Transfer Facilities . .

Since 1990, the Solid Waste Division has conducted waste monitoring studies and customer
surveys at its transfer stations, and made random telephone calls to residents, to characterize the
wastes being received and the customers who bring them. About 68 percent of the households in the
system’s service area report that they never visit a transfer station or drop box. Those that do visit -
these facilities can be categorized into two basic types of users — the commercial garbage hauler and
the self hauler. The commercial garbage haulers provide garbage and recycling collection across the
service area. The self haulers are the residential and non-residential customers who choose to bring
the garbage and recyclables they generate to the transfer stations themselves.

In 2000, Waste Management and Rabanco processed 175,536 and 38,199 tons of the King County
system’s MMSW, respectively, through their own privately operated transfer stations. In that same
year, County-operated transfer stations and drop boxes received 711,562 tons of MMSW. Seventy-four
percent of the waste delivered to the County-operated facilities was brought by the commercial haulers,
carrying loads averaging 5.5 tons each. Self haulers brought the remaining 26 percent, with loads
averaging around a quarter of a ton. Of the 758,910 individual vehicle fransactions at the transfer
stations, 88 percent were with self haulers. Figure 3-6 illustrates the mix of tons of wastes and the

~ customers who bring them.

As shown in Figure 3-6, while the majority of the County’s waste tonnage is received from
commercial haulers, the overwhelming majority of the transactions are with self haulers. This high level
of activity by self haulers has a significant effect on the way the County staffs and manages its transfer
facilities.

To gain a better understanding of who the self haulers are and why they self haul, the Solid Waste
Division conducts routine customer surveys at the region’s transfer stations. Detailed information about -
the survey methodology and results is contained in the transfer station customer survey report
(Cascadia 2000; Appendix A-2). In summary, the most common reason customers give for bringing
their wastes to the transfer station themselves is that they have a large amount of garbage or yard
waste, or it_e'ms too big for curbside pickup. Often a trip to the transfer station is the result of a major
cleaning project, remodeling, or landscaping work at a home or business. Of those who use the
transfer stations, 27 percent visit no more than once every 6 months; this group represents about 17
percent of the region’s service population.

Nine percent of the self-haul customers visit a transfer station at least once a month; these more
frequent customers account for 43 percent of all self-haul trips. Among this group, the most common
reasons for self hauling are that they don’t subscribe to curbside collection and they believe that
hauling it themselves costs less.

[picture of self haulers unloading their vehicles at Bow Lake Transfer Statiqn]

Regional Direct Disposal at the Landfill

When commercial haulers choose to transport wastes via their own transfer stations to the Cedar
Hills Regional Landfill, they are charged a lower disposal fee. This fee is called the regional direct fee,
which is currently $23 less than the transfer station tipping fee charged at the County facilities (see
Chapter 10 for discussion).



Accordihg to County tonnage records, the amount of regional direct waste entéring the landfill
increased from 16 to 26 percent between 1993 and 1998, but took a downturn in 1999 to 23 percent.
Figure 3-7 shows the comparison since 1993. (The drop in total tonnage delivered between 1993 and

1994 was due to a ban on construction, demolition, and landclearing waste at Cedar Hills that began in
mid-1993.) -

Figure 3-7. Trends in Regional Direct Activity at the Landfill [bar chart showing tons by year]
Where Do We Go From Here?

This chapter of the Plan provides a foundation for the chapters that follow. The recommendations
presented in Chapters 4 through 10 build upon the current status of the regional customer base and’
facility infrastructure, as well as projections of future growth and development in the service area.

The King Couhty solid waste division will continue to monitor the type, amount and generation
sources of waste entering the system. This information will be used to inform recommendations
regarding facility improvements and operations.
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CHAPTER 4 - Waste Reductlon, Recycling, and Market
Development

As our regional population and economy continue to grow and waste generation is on the rise,
reduction and recycling continue to be our most important allies for managing solid waste in the future.
With this Plan, we build upon policies and programs that began in the late 1980s when King County -
established waste reduction and recycling as top priorities for managing solid waste. King County’s -
recycling estimates, along with Washington Department of Ecology survey data, show that the amount
of waste diverted each year from the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill to the recycle bin has increased by
more than 250 percent since 1987. Waste reduction and recycling have proven to be environmentally
sound and cost-effective strategies for managing solid waste — strategies that are backed by strong
public support. The question for the future becomes — how do we build on this momentum? '

This chapter sets out to answer that question. This chapter first sets out the county policies on
waste reduction and recycling.

The remainder of this chapter helps to set the stage by first reviewing the history and successes
that have been achieved since the late 1980s, when the cities and the County launched many of the
programs that have helped us reach our goals thus far. Following this review is discussion of the new
regional goal for waste reduction and recycling that will carry us through the next 20 years, with
quantitative targets for measuring our success in reaching that goal. Next is a.summary of the County’s
methods for assessing the recyclables market in the region — information that is critical in establishing
appropriate prbgram levels. And finally, the chapter presents the multi-faceted recommendation for
waste reduction and recycling, with aII of its associated enhancements to regional programs, services,
and facnlmes

Waste Reduction And Recycling Policies
The county policies for waste reduction and recycling are:

WRR-1. The council finds that existing county policies for waste reduction and recycling have
been valuable for guiding the efforts of King County, suburban cities and the private sector. These
policies recognize that successful waste reduction and recycling efforts depend on changing the
behavior of individuals and organizations rather than accommodating existing behavior. Based on
these findings, the mission of King County’s waste reduction and recycling programs is to divert as
much material as possible from disposal in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste
management to county residents and businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and
strengthens the county’s economy. The county should evaluate its success in achieving this mission
through measures that are consistent with:

1. Decreasing the total amount of waste generated and disposed per county resident,
acknowledging that business actrvntles average household size and other external factors affect this
amount.

2. Recycllng additional materials out of its disposal stream at least as long as such action is
likely to create a long-term, net economic benefit compared to the costs of disposal. An analysis of the
costs and benefits of recycling should include current and projected values for collection, hauling and
processing costs and the return in commodity prices for recycled materials versus the current and
projected costs of collection, hauling and disposal of the same materials.






WRR-2. The county should enhance existing waste reduction and recycling programs, add
more recycling epportunities at county transfer stations, pursue markets for additional diversion of
organic materials, and increase marketing efforts to support and further waste reduction and recycling
goals. v

WRR-3. The county and cities should manage solid waste generated by their respective
agencies in a manner that demonstrates leadership for residents, businesses, and institutions.

WRR-4. The county shall encourage and promote waste reduction and recycling in order to
reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill or through waste export.

WRR-5. The county should use the following measurement targets to identify the region’s
effectiveness in meeting objectives in waste reduction and recycling. These targets should be
evaluated at least every three years when data becomes available from the waste monitoring studies.

1. Disposal rates per residential customer should be held constant throughout the planning
period. The residential target is 18.5 pounds of solid waste per person per week calculated by dividing
the estimated amount of waste disposed by households by the estimated number of reSIdents in the
county’s solid waste system.

2. Disposal rates for per employee should be held constant throughout the planning period.
The employee target is 23.5 pounds of solid waste per employee per week calculated by dividing the

-estimated amount of waste disposed by businesses in the county by the estimated number of
employees.

3. The curbside and on-location recycling rates for single family, multi-family and non-
residential entities should be increased over the planning period as follows: ’

Year Single Family Multi-Family Non-
(1 to 4 Dwelling Units) (5 or more Dwelling Units) Residential
Curbside Curbside Disposal Recycling Rate | Disposal Rate Recycling Rate
Recycling Rate (percent) {(Ibs/household/week | (percent)
Rate (percent) | (Ibs/household/week) ' )
2006 50% 31.4 Ibs. 35% 20.8 Ibs. 43%
2012 52% 30.7 Ibs. 40% 20.3 Ibs. 46%
2018 | 53% 30.5 lbs. 40% 20.1 Ibs. 48%

WRR-6. The county should provide grant funding to cities to support their waste reduction and
recycling programs for which all cities will be eligible. Grant funds are intended to lmplement
recommendations in this plan, based on the communities’ prioritized needs.

WRR-7. The county shall coordinate with cities in planning and implementing waste reduction
and recycling programs, and in designing and conducting future studies and market assessments for
. the region.

WRR-8. The county and cities should hold annual meetings to coordinate work plans and
ensure that grant-funded and county programs are coordinated and complementary.

- WRR-9. The county should provide drop box collection sites for primary recyclables to serve
areas where household collection is not provided. _

WRR-10. The county should, where feasible, provide areas for expanded collection of
secondary recyclable and reusable materials at new and upgraded transfer stations.

WRR-11. The county and the rural cities should periodically assess the feasibility of expandmg
curbside collection of recyclables.in rural areas not currently receiving this service.

WRR-12. The county and cities should add secondary recyclables to collection programs when
feasible and supported by the community.

WRR-13. Cities should consider providing scheduled events to collect secondary recyclables at
selected sites.



WRR-14. Those cities exercising contracting authority for solid waste collection should consider
including collection of recyclables in the waste collectlon service offered to both residents and
businesses.

WRR-15. The cities and county should provide coordinated education, promotion, incentive,
and technical assistance programs to businesses, residents and schools for waste reduction, source
reduction, resource conservation and recycling.

- WRR-16. The county should provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of
recycled materials and the application of product-stewardship principles.

WRR-17. The county should encourage the cities to establish rate-based incentives for solid
waste collection services that encourage participation in recycling programs and reduced generation of
garbage.

- WRR-18. The county should promote environmentally sound management of all organic
materials in the mixed municipal solid waste stream.

WRR-19. The county should implement programs that are designed to increase the demand for
recycled and reused products, create and sustain markets for recycled materials, and integrate waste
reduction and recycling programs with other resource conservation activities.

WRR-20. Using waste characterization studies and market assessments, the county should
regularly evaluate regional recycling markets and technologies to ensure that programs and services
support the region’s recycling and waste reduction goals.

WRR-21. The county should work with cities and private collection companies.to develop
programs to improve the recycling rate in the small business community.

WRR-22. The cities and the county should address the needs of small businesses by prowdlng _
technical assistance and programs that target recycling and waste reduction in the workplace.

WRR-23. The county should promote material exchanges and reuse centers and evaluate other
venues for reuse.

_ WRR-24. The cities and county should provide for collection of primary recyclables including

glass, tin and aluminum cans, mixed waste paper, newspaper, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, and yard
waste and evaluate adding other materials as either primary or secondary recyclables by targeting
specific commodities.

WRR-25. The county should target primary residential recyclables, yard debris, food waste and
compostable paper, non-residential paper and cardboard, and green and urban wood for future
diversion from the waste stream through recycling or waste reduction.

WRR-26. The county shall update the list of secondary recyclables yearly in its annual report
based on state recycling survey data and information from city and county programs.

WRR-27. The county should work with the cities, commercial haulers and the public to identify
new materials to be designated as primary recyclables.

WRR-28. The county should develop and implement a regional product stewardship strategy,
provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of recycled matenals and the appllcatlon of
product stewardship principles.

WRR-29. The county should pursue product stewardship strategies to reduce costs of waste
disposal, to place more responsibility on manufacturers to reduce toxicity of their products, to conserve
energy, and to plan for product reuse and recycling in product development.

WRR-30. The county shall maintain government procurement policies that favor the use of
recycled and environmentally preferable products.

WRR-31. The county should implement and promote the green bunldlng principles in all county-
funded capital projects.

WRR-32. The county should foster sustainable development through promotion of sustainable
building principles in construction projects throughout the county.



WRR-33. The county should promote reuse and recycling of source separated construction,
demolition and land clearing materials through participation in organizations like the Reusable Building
Matenals Exchange.

WRR-34. The county should foster sustainable building principles through public education and
partnerships with organizations such as the U.S. Green Building Council.

WRR-35. The department of natural resources and parks should develop and promote
landscape best management practices, including water conservation, reduced use of pesticides, and
grasscycling.

WRR-36. The county shall make recycling a priority at new and renovated transfer stations by
maximizing recycling opportunities while taking into consideration user needs, site constraints, costs
and benefits, and market availability. The county should evaluate the potential for accepting new
recyclable materials at county facilities. Potential new recyclable materials include, but are not limited
to: scrap and processed metal; used oil and antifreeze, computers, recyclable construction and
demolition debris, household hazardous waste, and reusable household items. _

WRR-37. Where feasible, the county should provide areas for source-separated yard waste
collection at all existing, new or upgraded transfer stations and drop boxes.

WRR-38. The county shall implement programs to provide for affordable collection and
recycling of woody debris generated by major storm events or for residents in areas affected by the
Puget Sound Clear Air Agency’s burn ban.

WRR-39. The county should work to convert landf Il gas, a valuable green resource, into a
marketable energy product as soon as possible.

What Have We Gained through Our Regional Efforts?

In the late 1980s, waste reduction and recycling became the primary methods of managing solid
waste in the King County regional system (RCW 70.95 and KCC 10.22). The County worked with the
private hauling companies and cities to establish curbside recycling throughout the region. To support
the shift in strategy from waste disposal to reduction and recycling, the cities and the County also
established numerous programs for education and technical assistance and conducted extensive
research to find new ways to recycle and reuse material that would otherwise be thrown away.
Programs have been developed to address the needs of our diverse customers, from households and
businesses to schoolchildren. The Master Recycler Composter Program, the Green Works Business
Recycling Program, and Hazards on the Homefront are just a few of the popular programs offered in
King County. Many of the city and County programs have received recognition and awards for their
successes at the national, state, and local levels.

[picture of people recycling plastic film]

-The cities and the County have become leaders in the prbmotion of waste reduction and recycling
by working cooperatively on a number of region-wide programs. The cities provide programs and
services for their residents and businesses, while the County’s Waste Reduction & Recycling Section
supports programs regionally and in unincorporated areas. In addition, the Solid Waste Division of the
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks researches and supports vital markets for
recyclable materials. A comprehensive list of programs and activities, and associated responsibility for
carrying them out, is presented in Table 4-3 at the end of this chapter.



- Provided below is a brief snapshot of the history of waste reduction and recycling in the region,
followed by a look at current public opinions.

The History

In 1987, about 800,000 tons of mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) was disposed at King
County’s landfills, resulting in an overall disposal rate of about 1,800 Ibs per person per year (King
County disposal records and Annual Growth Reports). The trends for waste disposal were rising
steeply, up from an annual disposal rate of about 1,120 Ibs per person in 1975. Solid Waste Division
(Division) forecasts during this period predicted that the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill would be filled to
its permitted capacity by 2004. The availability of replacement landfills was uncertain, and County plans
to construct incineration plants proved to be infeasible because of public concerns about health and
environmental impacts. _ '

In 1989, the state adopted the Waste Not Washington Act to ensure that recycling services were
made available to all residents living in urban areas. By 1988, the King County Council had already
established a more aggressive goal for waste reduction and recycling — to divert 50 percent of the
waste stream from disposal by 1995 and 65 percent by the year 2000. To respond to Council and state
legislative directives, numerous waste reduction and recycling programs were set in motion to preserve
the life of the landfill and delay the need to construct any new disposal facilities. Educational and
technical assistance programs to promote and educate about recycling and reuse were offeredtoa
diverse audience of community residents, businesses, and schools.

Through the cooperative efforts of the cities, County, residents, businesses, private recycling firms,
and solid waste management companies, between 1987 and 1992 the region’s waste reduction and
* recycling rate increased from around 18 to 35 percent. This success was due in large partto the
implementation of residential curbside recycling throughout the King County regional system. In 1995, -
we reached the 50 percent mark, through continued improvements in recycling habits and more
attention to waste reduction. '

[picture of Recycle Week booth]

It soon became clear, however, that it was difficult to accurately measure the two very different
activities of reduction and recycling with a single, combined numerical goal. First, it is difficultto
quantify waste that is never generated when successful reduction programs are implemented. Second,
the amount of waste being recycled has not been well documented among' the different agencies and
private firms that handle it. In 1995, the King County Council replaced the single, numerical goal with a
two-tiered goal. The first component is a mission — to divert as much material as possible from disposal
in a manner which reduces the overall costs of solid waste management to county residents and
businesses, conserves resources, protects the environment and strengthens the county’s economy
(KCC 10.22.035). The second component is a more comprehensive and understandable method for
measuring our progress in attaining this mission, including specific targets for residential and business
recycling and disposal, as well as measures of the success of specific programs.

Since 1995, the amount of material recycled and reduced has continued to increase, but so has
overall waste generation in the region, due to population, economic, and employment growth
(discussed in more detail in Chapter 3). After declining to about 1,500 Ibs per year in 1996, the per



capita disposal rate has risen to 1,650 Ibs per year in 2000 (King County disposal records). Again, this
increase can be explained by regional economic growth, which leads to increases in production and
consumption, and hence waste generation. It is important to note that this per capita disposal rate is
still far lower than the 1989 prediction for per capita disposal of 2,486 Ibs in 2000, which was expected
in the absence of waste reduction and recycling programs (1989 Comprehensive Solid Waste

Management Plan). Figure 4-1 shows the per capita recycling and disposal in Ibs per year from 1977 to
2000. :

Fighre 4-1. Per Capita Recycling and Disposal Since 1977 [graph showing pounds per year] |

Itis difficult to quantify the many benefits of our regional waste reduction and recycling efforts over
the last 12 years. Four benefits, however, are clear:

Extended life of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill »
The life of the landfill has been extended by approximately 8 years. In addition, successes in waste
reduction and recycling have given the County flexibility in how the landfill is developed.

Avoided disposal costs

According to surveys conducted by the Washington Department of Ecology and the forecasting
model generated by the County, from 1988 through 1999, about 5 million tons of waste was recycled
(excluding ferrous metals) in King County. At an avoided disposal cost of $20 per ton (the approximate
direct cost per ton of disposing MMSW at Cedar Hills), the total savings in avoided costs was about
$100 million for County ratepayérs.

Avoided collection and transfer costs

A 1996 cost/benefit analysis prepared for the County by the Sound Resource Management Group
estimated that the net marginal benefit of curbside recycling is $40 per ton. This estimate includes.
savings in transfer and short-haul costs and benefits from the sale of recyclable material, less the costs
of collection, transfer, and processing. The estimate applies to curbside recyclables only, and is in
addition to the avoided disposal costs.

Economic opportunities

The growth in the recycling industry has also resulted in growth of the King County economy. in
1995, a Division survey found that more than 3,000 people in King County were employed in the
private-sector recycling industry, and almost $160 million worth of private capital was invested in
recycling activities (Summary Report of 1995 Surveys of Washington State Recycled Material
Collectors and Haulers, Transporters, Processors, and End Users, 1996).

[picture of garbage on conveyer belt]
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Public Oplmon About Waste Reduction and Recycling

Waste reduction and recycling goals are only attainable through public involvement and support.
King County surveys have consistently shown strong public support for these activities. In 2000, the
Division conducted a telephone survey of King County,residents and found the following:

» 77 percent of residents who live in single-family homes. or buildings with four units or less participate
in curbside recycling; 82 percent of them indicate they are “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their
service ' '

» 64 percent of residents said they recycle for environmental/conservation reasons; other motivators
include financial benefits, convenience, and civic responsibility ’

This is the kind of support that will help ensure success in meeting our future goals for waste
reduction and recychng

Where Do We Go From Here?

Both public attitudes and the numbers support the continuation of waste reduction and recycling
programs and services in our region. With this 20-year planning period, the King County Council asked
the Division and the cities to review the numerical waste reduction and recycling goal and consider
developing a new goal that better expresses our long-term objectives and incorporates a way to
 measure our effectiveness more accurately (KCC 10.22.035). The section that follows presents a new

recommended goal, on which our plan for the future is based. -

Development of the Region’s Waste Reduction and Recycling Goal for the Next
20 Years :

As stated earlier, the combined, numerical goal for waste reduction and recycling proved difficult to
accurately measure over time. Through the cooperative efforts of the County, the cities, and the Solid -
Waste Advisory Committee, a single two-tiered goal was developed The first tier of this goal consists
of six broad-based objectives established to guide the region’s programs and poI|C|es for the future.
The second tier comprises specific ways to evaluate our progress in fulfilling those objectives — called
measurement targets. These objectives elaborate on the mission for waste reduction and recycling,
~established by the King County Council in 1995, to divert as much material as possible from disposal.

The six objectives, comprising the first tier of the goal, are as follows:

1. Increase efforts to encourage and promote waste reduction and its long-term benefits

2. Increase the region’s recycling successes by continually improving recycling programs while
increasing incentives for waste reduction

3. Increase the demand for recycled and reused products, and create and sustain markets for

recycled materials _
4.  Enbance resource conservation efforts by integrating waste reduction and recycling with other
programs and promoting product stewardship '



* Per employee disposal rate of 23.5 Ibs per week. This rate is calculated by dividing the estimated
amount of waste disposed by businesses in the County by the estimated number of employees.

These measurements are considered first-level targets for several reasons:

» The targets focus on disposal and indicate the combined effects of waste reduction and recycling
by tracking the progress of both desired behaviors. By contrast, a recycling rate only measures
progress in recycling - not waste reduction. -

e The targets are overall indicators of success in recycling and waste reduction among households
and businesses. They provide a comprehensive measure of progress, rather than detailed
information about specific programs or waste materials.

» The targets are meaningful and easy to comprehend. Individual citizens can understand and
control the amount of waste they dispose of each week. :

There are several reasons why these particular fi rst-level measurement targets (per-resident and per-

employee disposal) were selected:

¢ The targets allow residential and non-residential waste disposal activity to be tracked separately
(alternatively, having a per-capita disposal measure would combine residential and non-residential
disposal). This is important because factors affecting residential disposal can differ from those
affecting non-residential disposal, and different policies and programs are often directed at
residences and businesses. Having two measures allows for a snapshot of how well residences
and businesses are doing at recycling and reducing waste.

e The targets are specified in terms of per-resident or per-employee and they adjust for the fact that
overall disposal levels will increase due to growth in the number of residents and employees.

e The targets allow for flexibility in how they are attained. Over the next 20 years, new waste types
and/or sources may emerge, requiring additional program enhancements and priorities. For
example, to keep residential disposal constant, it is possible that increased attention will be paid to
reducing organic materials in the waste stream, or additional attention might be paid to reducing
disposal among multi-family residents.

e The targets are relatively easy to measure using data on total disposal (from Sohd Waste Division
tonnage and transaction records), the portion of waste disposed by residential vs. non-residential
customers (from waste monitoring studies), and the number of residents and employees in the
County (compiled annually in the King County Annual Growth Report).

The Plan proposes that these targets be evaluated every three years, when new data become
available from the waste monitoring studies.

First-level targets for the planning period are consistent with the tonnage forecasts in this Plan.
They were derived by dividing forecasts of residential and non-residential disposal by forecasts of
future population and employment respectively. The disposal forecasts factor in the implementation of
proposed enhancements in the County’s waste reduction and recycllng programs. As a result, the
_ disposal targets reflect projected reductions of certain commodities in the waste stream. The targets
are aggressive because several external factors tend to increase overall waste disposal. Historical data
show that disposal increases when income and employment activity rise and household size
decreases. Such trends are anticipated to continue into the future, suggesting that without additional
waste reduction and recycling, per resident and per employee disposal would increase. Meeting the
first-level targets, therefore, hinges on reducing the amount of waste dnsposed in the region through
aggressive waste reduction and recycling practices.

Second-Level Measurement Targets

The second-level measurement targets are more detailed than the first-level targets. They provide
more information about progress in waste reduction and recycling among specific generator types and
commodity groups. These targets are more useful for evaluating the success of specific programs and
services, and for identifying trends in recycling and disposal activity. In some cases, information to



evaluate the targets is limited. As a result, they are generally more appropriate for program managers
than the general public.

The second-level measurement targets include: ’

» Recycling rates for single-and multi-family householdsand non-residential entities

» Disposal rates for single- and multi-family households

« Per resident and per employee disposal rates by specific commodities, such as yard debris, food,

and paper : :

» Individual program successes

As with the first-level targets, the second-level targets will be reviewed in conjunction with the cycle
of waste monitoring studies and will be adjusted as new information becomes available and program
priorities or market conditions change.

The numerical targets for recycling and disposal rates over time are shown in Table 4-1. They are

intended to be consistent with the first-level targets. The purpose, definition, and data sources

underlying each of these targets is explained in Appendix B-1. However itis |mportant to briefly
explain them here:

e The single-family curbside recycling rate is the annual tons of MMSW recycled by single-family
households through curbside programs divided by the total annual tons of single-family curbside
MMSW collected. A measure for curbside programs is included because it is an important
component of many cities’ recycling programs.

«  The single-family curbside disposal rate measures the pounds of MMSW disposed per household
per week. This measure differs from the first-level target of per resident disposal because the
measure only includes snngle-famlly residences; it does not include residential waste brought by
self-haulers; and it is expressed in per-household terms rather than per-resident. The curbside
disposal target decreases over time, largely because national demographlc trends strongly suggest
that average household sizes will decrease. If the first-level target is met (per-resident disposal
remains constant), and there are fewer people per household, household disposal will decrease.

e The multi-family recycling rate is the annual tons of MMSW recycled by multi-family residences
divided by the annual tons generated (recycled and disposed). Although data sources for this
measure are not very well developed, the measure is included because multi-family recycling is
becoming an increasingly important component of county-wide recycling programs.

e The multi-family household disposal rate is an estimate of the commercially collected MMSW
disposed by multi family households divided by the estimated number of multi-family households in
the County.

¢ The non-residential recycling rate is the estimated annual tons of MMSW recycled by non-
residential sources, divided by the annual tons generated by such sources. Similar to multi-family
recycling, data for this measure are limited. However, the measure is included because non-
residential recycling is an important component of county-wide recycling programs.

Although too detailed to list here, targets for measuring success in recycling or reducing disposal of
specific commodities - such as primary and secondary recyclables, and organic materials - are
provided in Appendix B-1These targets W|II help measure the success of lndlwdual programs dlrected
at these commodities.

Most individual programs for waste reduction and recycling incorporate built-in mechamsms for
measuring their success. For example, the region’s ability to foster sustainable development is
measured by tracking the number of houses built under the Built Green™ program each year or the
number of commercial buildings certified under the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Des:gn
program sponsored by the U.S. Green Building Council.

Table 4-1. Second-Level Measurement Targets for Recycling and Disposal [table showing |
numerical targets for recycling and disposal}



Table 4-1. Second-Level Measurement Targets for Recycling and Disposal '

Single Family ' . Multi-Family Non-residental
Curbside Curbside : .
Recycling Rate Disposal Rate ‘Recycling Rate Disposal Rate Recycling Rate
Year : (percent) (Ibs/household/wk) (percent) (Ibs/household/wk) - (percent)
2000 (estimated) ~ 47% 32.4 _ 34% 214 37%
2006 50% 31.4 ) - 35% 20.8 43% .
2012 52% 30.7 40% 20.3 : 46%

2018 53% 30.5 49% .. 204 48%



The Solid Waste Division of the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks is
developing measurements to evaluate markets for recycled products, monitory consumer preference
for recycled -content materials, and track sales of recycled-content products.

The six objectives and associated measurement targets together form the recommended regional
goal for future waste reduction and recycling efforts.

Designation of Recyclable Materials

~ State statute RCW 70.95.090(7)(c) requires that local solid waste plans include a process for

designating which materials will be collected for recycling. King County has classified recyclables into
two categories — primary and secondary. Primary recyclables include:

* Newspaper

« Cardboard

» High-grade office paper

» Computer paper

* Mixed paper (may include paper grades listed above)

* PET (#1) and HDPE (#2) bottles, clear and colored

* Yard waste (less than 3 in. in diameter)

* Glass containers (flint, amber, and green)

* Tin cans (steel cans)

* Aluminum cans

[picture of recycling collection containers]

The private solid waste management cOmpanles'that provide curbside collection services in the
region are required to collect these materials, at a minimum. Drop boxes that serve the rural areas,
operated by the County or cities, must also accept these materials.

Secondary recyclables are those with generally limited markets, a lack of collection systems, or a
limited number of generators of the material. They include:

* Polycoated paperboard

* All plastics except PET and HDPE bottles, which are primary recyclables
* Bulky yard waste (greater than 3 in. in diameter)
* Wood

* Food waste

» Compostable paper

» Appliances (white goods)

* Other ferrous metals
_» Other non-ferrous metals

* Textiles

« Stable wastes (animal manure and bedding)
* Motor oil

* Oil filters

* Latex paint

* Antifreeze

» Brake fluid

* Carpet

* Electronics

* Reusable household and office goods

* Reusable building materials

+ Concrete :

* Toilets

* Tires

* Batteries
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Cities that contract for recyclable collection can opt to add these materials to household collection,
commercial collection, or drop box programs. Unincorporated King County and cities where solid waste
collection is regulated by the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) can add
these materials to residential household collection through amendments to service-level ordinances
and WUTC notification procedures.

To designate new materials as primary recyclables, King County, the cities, and the private
collection companies must agree that the material can be collected economically throughout the
County and that there are sustainable markets for the material. To determine if there is such a
consensus will require that the County work with the cities, the collection companies, and the public.
Any changes in the list of primary recyclables must be coordinated with the existing city collection
contracts. Changes must be coordinated with the collection companies as well to minimize their capital
investment costs associated with any added collection. This process will be initiated as conditions
warrant throughout the planning period.

It is expected that the list of secondary recyclables will continue to grow as new beneficial uses are
found for materials currently disposed in King County. The list of secondary recyclables will be updated
annually by the Division based on state recycling survey data and information from city and County
programs. _

Assessment of Recycling Potential in the Region

In addition to measuring the effectiveness of existing programs and services, it is important to
continually evaluate regional markets and technologies to ensure those programs and services are
doing everything they can to support the region’s goals. The Division uses two primary tools for that
purpose — periodic waste characterization studies and market assessments conducted under the
Division’s ongoing Waste Monitoring Program (reports contained in Appendix A-2 and B-2,
respectively). The County will work more closely with the cities in designing and conducting future
studies and market assessments for the region.

An important step in establishing regional measurement targets is understanding what makes up
the disposed waste stream and how much of that stream could be cost effectively recycled, reused, or
reduced. Some of the key questions to consider include:

» What are the largest components of the waste stream that, because of their quantity, offer the

greatest potential for reducing disposed tonnage? :

* Are existing collection systems fully utilized?

» What is the capacity of processing facilities and end markets to handle additional tonnage?

* What are the costs and challenges involved in developing alternative collection systems to divert

additional materials?

~» How much ability does local government have to influence markets for specific materials?

- » What smaller components of the waste stream are good targets for diversion programs because
of their high value end use?

The Division conducts a waste characterization study every three years that provides detailed
information about what materials are being disposed and by whom — smgle family residents, multi-
family residents, or businesses. The most recent study was completed in 2000.

The 2000 waste characterization study identified several materials that are still prevalent in the
disposed waste stream and thus are likely targets for increased diversion through waste reduction or
recycling:

- Primary residential recyclables: There are still more than 100,000 tons per year of recyclable
paper grades, glass, steel and aluminum containers, and #1 and #2 plastic bottles in the residential
waste disposal stream. Curbside recycling is available for these materials in most of King County,
and is often more cost effective than disposal. A 1995 study prepared for the Division by Sound
Resource Management Group estimated that each additional ton diverted from residential disposal
to existing curbside recycling programs wouid reduce the per ton cost by $2.00.
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* Yard debns About 70,000 tons per year of yard debris is being disposed. Nearly half of the yard
debris is taken to transfer stations by self haulers because of the limited availability of facilities that
accept source-separated debris.

* Food waste and compostable paper: About 138,000 tons per year of food waste is disposed, in
addition to about 50,000 tons of compostable paper (paper not suitable for recychng as mixed waste
paper). Food waste represents a growing percentage of the waste stream, increasing from around

12 percent in 1994 to 15 percent in 2000. Food waste can be composted and used as a soil
amendment product. Currently, there is not sufficient capacity among the existing regional compost
facilities to handle the volume of food waste generated. In addition, there are cost and
environmental issues associated with collecting source-separated food wastes.

* Non-residential paper and cardboard: About 80,000 tons of paper and cardboard, one of the
largest components of the non-residential waste stream, is still being disposed. These materials are
generally of higher value than the mixed paper collected from residences. Unlike residential
collection, non-residential recycling costs are not embedded in the garbage collection rate.
Consequently, non-residential recycling costs vary according to fluctuating commodlty markets, and
recycling service may not be economical for small or outlying businesses.

[picture of consumer products made from recycled materials]

» Green and urban wood: About 67,000 tons of recyclable wood is still dlsposed Green wood
consists of materials such as stumps, limbs, and small trees. Urban wood is primarily building
materials and pallets. Like commercial paper, there are established facilities for using these types of
wood, but ﬂuctuatlng market prices do not always encourage recycling.

Every three years, the Solid Waste Division conducts market assessments for recyclable materials
in the King County area to adapt its programs to emerging market needs. They look not only at the
amount of materials being recycled but also at opportunities to influence the market in using those
recycled materials. The market assessments seek to answer the following questions:

« What problems, if any, exist with the supply, demand, or infrastructure — is there a need?

* What potentlal exists to either expand demand or increase supply to existing or anticipated end
markets — is there an opportumty’7

« Can King County on its own or in partnership with other local governments affect the supply,

- demand, or infrastructure for each targeted material — is there an ability to influence?

The Solid Waste Division uses information from these assessments to rank recyclable materials as
high, medium, or low priority and then focus technical assistance and marketing programs on the
materials with the highest rankings. Using this information along with the waste characterization study,
the Division is able to assess the potential for recycling specific materials and develop programs that
target them. Table 4-2 lists various recyclable and reusable commodities ranked by priority and
summarizes the status of the market for each, as well as existing and planned programs. This
information was used in the development of recommendations presented in this chapter.

Table 4-2. Market Assessment for Recyclable and Reusable Commodities [table

showing year 2000 tonnage and the state of the market and programs for each
commodity]

Footnotes for Table 4-2;

a. Estimated waste tonnages were obtained by applying waste composition percentages to estimated
year 2000 MMSW disposal tonnage (rounded to nearest 100 tons). Categories in the table conform
to those described in the Assessment of Markets for King County Recyclable Materials
(Appendix B-3)
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b. Urban wood includes building materials such as wood packing, construction and demolition waste,
cabinet and furniture trimmings, dimensional lumber, and panelboard, as well as pallets and
-engineered wood products. A significant amount of urban wood and gypsum is received as CDL
. waste at private CDL handling facilities. The figures here only represent the amount of these
materials disposed as MMSW. '

c. The table estimates the total amount of mixed and container glass in the MMSW stream. These two
subcategories are treated separately. Mixed glass is ranked high for market potential, whereas
sorted glass ranks low.

d. Yard waste does not include large prunings, which are included as green wood.

e. An estimated 290,000 annual tons of livestock waste (primarily horse manure and bedding) is
currently not disposed as MMSW, but is managed on-site in a variety of ways, including land
application, stockpiling, and composting. Additional environmentally beneficial off-site management
options are needed. '

f. Green wood includes unmilled wood such as stumps, limbs, roots, small-diameter tréss, prunings,
and other woody material.

g. White goods are currently not disposed in the MMSW stream, but are recycled.

h. Other includes a variety of materials, such as CDL, diapers, and tires that do not individually
comprise a significant portion of the MMSW stream.

i. Year 2000 MMSW tonnage rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons; totals may not add due to rounding.

Issues

Several broad issues need to be addressed to enable the region to meet the aggressive goals for
waste reduction and recycling for the next 20 years, including: o
- How to improve opportunities for the collection and composting of organic materials
» How to improve the overall availability of recyclable materials collection and processing
-» How to foster product stewardship ) ‘
» How to improve recycling opportunities for construction, demolition, and landclearing debris (CDL)
» How to identify and develop future markets for recyclable materials '
- How to foster sustainable building practices throughout King County

Each of these issues is discussed in some detail in the sections that follow. A final section presents
the proposed recommendation for this planning period and a detailed account of the programmatic and
administrative changes that would accompany it.

Sidebar — Soils and Organics Recycling 3 ,

In the coming years, more attention will be paid to the role that organics recycling has in
improving soil quality. Soils play a critical role in the natural environment. They naturally
regulate the flow of water, and help to bind and degrade pollutants. Billions of organisms living
in healthy soils consume organic material and help it retain air and water.

"Human activity often' compacts, removes, and erodes healthy, native soils. The resulting
decrease in organic matter inhibits the soil’s ability to hold water, thereby increasing surface
water runoff. In addition, plant growth is suppressed due to lack of nutrients, thus requiring the
need for chemical fertilizers and pesticides. Using composted organic materials to replace
organic content can help to restore the soil’s environmental function and role in the ecosystem.
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Management of Organic Materials

Programs for collecting and composting yard waste have been successful in reducing the volumes
that enter our regional waste stream; however, yard debris, food, vegetative and wood wastes, and
soiled paper still comprise approximately 30 percent of the mixed municipal solid waste stream in King
County (Cascadia 2000; Appendix A-2). The technology now exists to recycle and reuse these
materials, on a municipal or regional scale, in a way that is benefi C|al to the environment and the
economy.

Additional organlc materials are being studied for their reuse potentlal including agricultural wastes
and biosolids (a by-product of wastewater treatment). Currently, state laws and County ordinances hold
animal owners responsible for managing agricultural wastes on their properties. All biosolids are
beneficially reused, and a portion of the biosolids generated in the region is managed through a
composting program established by the Wastewater Treatment Division. Potential methods for
managing these two organic wastes along with other organic materials, or separately, need to be
studied further.

' There s currently one Iarge and a few small-to-medium sized organic material-processing facilities
operated by private companies in the region. Most of these facilities, however, currently compost only
yard waste and some food waste.-One of the facilities is permitted to compost horse manure. If new .
programs are implemented and significant volumes of additional organic materials are diverted from
disposal, more capacity might be needed in the future to handle the growing volume of yard wastes
and other materials.

Several options are available for expanding the reuse of organic materials, including land
application, on-farm compostlng, and development of more small handling facilities in the region.
Ongoing activities include exammmg the need for additional composting capacity, coordinating with
other public and private agencies regarding collection and management options, and evaluatmg
comparative costs of the increased use of sewage digesters for food waste.

: [picture of organic-material processing facility in King County]

Collection and Management of Recycl'able Materiails

Level of Services Provided at Collection Facilities

Almost all primary recyclables (newspaper, mixed paper, PET and HDPE bottles, glass containers,
tin and aluminum cans) are accepted at the County’s eight transfer stations and two drop boxes,
except at the Algona Transfer Station, where there is presently no recyclables collection. Areas for
collecting source-separated yard waste are available only at the Enumclaw and Cedar Falls facilities,
and the Factoria station during the night shift. At the public meetings conducted during Plan
development, citizens expressed a strong desire for more recycling services at the transfer stations.

The County will also develop programs to provide for affordable collection and recycling of woody
debris generated by major storm events or for residents in areas affected by the Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency's burn ban.

Residential Collection ;

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, additional materials are being considered for recyclables
~ collection at both the curb and the transfer facilities. These materials include polycoated paper, aseptic
packages (such as juice boxes and similar containers), textiles, all plastic containers (Numbers 1
through 7), and food wastes for composting. In addition, the County and the cities have begun looking
at commingled (one large bin) instead of separate bins for collecting recyclable materials at the curb.
The City of Seattle recently converted to this type of collection system. Both of these issues are
discussed further in Chapter 5.
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Commercial Collection

As with residential recycling, recycling in the business community is voluntary. Where it is
economical for businesses to participate in recycling programs, they do. In some cases, however, it
costs businesses more money to recycle than to simply dispose of their wastes. This is especially true
for small businesses where recyclables collection may be difficult because of location or smaller
volumes of materials. Currently, a large quantity of recyclable paper and cardboard (20 percent of the.
non-residential waste stream; Appendix A-2) is still being disposed; however, addressing the special
collection needs of small businesses would most likely improve that recycling rate.-

The county will work with cities and private collection companies to improve recycling in the small
business community. The county will work to address the recycling needs of small businesses through
more technical assistance, with programs that target recycling and waste reduction in the workplace.

Increased participation in recycling by businesses could also be achieved through legislative and
regulatory means. For example, bans can be established on the disposal of designated materials or
requirements can be set for the minimum recycled content in a certain product, such as 50 percent
recycled content in newsprint.

[picture of woman emptying office recycle box]

Processing Facilities for Recyclable Matenals
Materials that are collected in recycling programs are usually transported to a local facility that
processes the raw materials and transforms them into. commodities to be sold in the marketplace.
Historically, the processing of recyclables in King County has been done by the private sector. For
some materials, such as the paper and containers collected in curbside programs, processing facilities
clean and bale the materials and sell them as feedstock for use in the manufacture of products, both
within and outside of the region. For other materials, the processing facmty manufactures a final
product. As additional recyclable materials are collected, more processing capacity in the region may
be needed.
To be consistent with the policies and guidelines in this Plan, processing facilities in King County,
including composting facilities, must meet the following criteria:
» Materials must be source separated by the generators prior to collection for delivery to the
processing facility
» All residual materials from a processing facility must be disposed within the King County disposal
system
» Facilities must comply with solid waste permit requirements of Public Health - Seattle & King County
- Facilities must comply with the Minimum Functional Standards established by the Washington
Department of Ecology and codified in the Washington Administrative Code
» Facilities must comply with all applicable land use, site development, water quality, and air quality
regulations and requirements

Iintegration with Other Resource Management Programs _

Another challenge facing waste reduction and recycling in the future is to ensure that King County
residents and businesses are aware of available programs and services. Increasing coordination
among organizations and agencies that offer similar programs may help show the link between waste
reduction and recycling and broader environmental concerns such as water quality, habitat
management, and agncultural preservation. For example, the Soils for Salmon initiative promotes the
beneficial reuse of organic materials to preserve and enhance native soils and support salmon
recovery. This program teams the efforts of the Washington Organics Recycling Council and other
Puget Sound agencies to work with the construction industry in preventing the disturbance and removal
of native soils during construction and demolition projects. Under another program, discarded
Christmas trees have been used for habitat restoration along salmon-bearing streams.
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Product Stewardshlp
Product stewardshlp is a principle that directs all who come in contact with a product dunng its hfe
cycle to minimize the impacts of that product on the environment. This principle applies to designers,
supphers manufacturers, distributors, retailers, consumers, recyclers, and disposers. Everyone shares
in the responsibility.
There are four primary reasons for instituting product stewardship policies in Klng County:
* Lost resources, including energy and raw materials
-« Increasing amounts of garbage
* Rising costs to ratepayers for managing waste materials
* Potential harm from exposure to toxic materials used in products

Currently, manufacturers have little incentive to design products that minimize environmental
impacts. Product stewardship encourages manufacturers to think differently about resources and
* materials, so that toxicity reduction, energy conservation, reuse, and recycling are considered at the
product design stage. By placing greater responsibility on manufacturers and purchasers, product
stewardship can also reduce the costs to government and citizens for pollution control, energy usage,
and disposal of non-recyclable products.

In many parts of the world, including most European countries, mandatory “extended producer
responsibility” policies have been established that require manufacturers to take responsibility for end-
of-life management of their products. In the United States, there has been little support at the federal
level for such regulatory policies; however, several state and local governments, with the help of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), have been exploring product stewardship options that
can be implemented at the regional level.

[picture of computer monitors ready for recy_cli‘ng]

The Division has joined with other governmental agencies, including Seattle Public Utilities,
Snohomish County Solid Waste, EPA Region 10, Washington Department of Ecology, Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality, Clark County, City of Portland, and Portland Metro, to form the
Northwest Product Stewardship Council (NWPSC). The mission of NWPSC is to integrate product
stewardshlp into the policy and economic structures of the Pacific Northwest. In 1999, NWPSC hosted
a series of meetings with representatives from industry, academia, and environmental groups to look at
opportunities for voluntary product stewardship as well as regulatory options that could be implemented
at the regional level. A regional conference drawing more than 200 attendees was held in April 2000 to
gain better insights on programs and policies that are working elsewhere. The NWPSC plans to
continue fostering dialogue with the private sector to develop criteria for evaluating voluntary efforts,
and to provide information about product stewardship policy options to local and state decision makers.

The following product stewardship pro;ects are underway in Klng County in partnership with other
jurisdictions: .

» The pilot Computer Recovery Program (King County, Seattle, Local Hazardous Waste Management
Program) has developed a network of collection points at retail outlets for old computers and
monitors

» The Environmentally Preferable Computer Purchasing Project (NWPSC funded by ng County and
Seattle) has published a guidebook for public and private purchasing managers and is working with
major purchasing entities to develop a pilot program

* The Retail Apparel Product Stewardship Demonstration Program (King County, Seattle) is working
with major retail apparel companies based in the Northwest to phase out non-recyclable packaging,
expand reuse of shipping containers, and take back spent products

- The Retail Grocery Product Stewardship Demonstration Program (King County, Seattle) is working
with grocers and local producers to expand the use of reusable shipping containers
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* The Medical Industry Waste Prevention Roundtable (King County, Seattle, EPA) convenes :
representatives from medical institutions and biotech laboratories throughout the region to develop
strategies for reducing and improving management of medical waste

Recycling of Construction, Demolition, and Landclearing Materials

The recycling and reuse of CDL materials in King County has proven to be economical for
construction contractors as well as beneficial to the economy and the environment in general;__ There
are dozens. of privately operated CDL processing facilities and recycling drop-off locations in King
County and the surrounding region. Easily recycled CDL materials include concrete, asphalt, rock and
brick, wood, metals, and cardboard. In recent years, CDL recycling opportunities have expanded to
include carpet, ceiling tile, asphalt roofing, and gypsum drywall.

[picture of sign showing recycling statistics from the Kingdome]

The location and convenience of recycling and drop-off facilities, as well as transportation costs, can
play a large part in the decision to recycle or reuse CDL materials. Increasing the number of locations
that can accept various CDL materials for recycling is needed. For example, there is only one recycling
facility that accepts asphait roofing, located in Pierce County. This location is far more convenient for
contractors working in south King County than in the north end. CDL recycling could be expanded by
upgrading existing private CDL receiving facilities in the region; however, this expansion may require
amending their current permits with Public Health — Seattle & King County to incorporate new recycling
equipment or processes. Expanding the reuse of salvaged or recycled building materials is also
- necessary to support increased CDL recycling and recovery activities. Currently, there are limited
opportunities to purchase these materials because of the large warehouse space necessary to store
them. Only three major retail outlets exist in King County today, and they cater primarily to the
residential market.

To further promote CDL recycling and reuse, King County subscribes to and actively promotes the
Reusable Building Materials Exchange (RBME). RBME is an online, user-driven Internet site that
allows commercial builders and residents to list and browse available building materials. The RBME
site is being expanded so users can post pictures of available items. The RBME site has grown to
more than 300 plus listings per month. it can be accessed at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/swd/rbme/. The
success of the RBME site led the Division to create a website that will allow for the exchange of all
types of materials between residents and businesses. Currently called The Exchange, this internet-
based service recently became available oniine.

‘'Fostering Sustainable Building Principles

A number of educational outreach efforts have been used to promote sustainable, or green buﬂdlng,
in construction projects throughout King County. Because sustainable building involves many
disciplines, the most effective approach to conveying the message has been to partner with
professional associations whose members have a particular interest in learning about green building
methods. Partnerships with the American Institute of Architects, the Master Builders Association, and
the U.S. Green Building Council have proven very effective in reaching a large contingent of
commercial and residential building professionals. Exploring the links between sustainable building and
other environmental issues has.also proven effective. For example, salmon recovery projects tie in well
with several sustainable building strategies and will continue to be a driver in our region with continued
- developments under the Endangered Species Act.

Sidebar — King County Leads by Example ‘

The recently constructed King Street Center is the first large County building project in which
major sustainable design features have been incorporated. Built by a partnership of public
agencies and private contractors, the eight-story building models the latest in resource-saving
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materials and energy efficiency. It houses the Departments of Transportation and Natural
Resources and Parks. Sustainable building design features include:

« A water reclamation system used for flushing the toilets: Rainwater is collected in three
5,400-gallon tanks on the roof, then filtered and pumped to the toilets. This system
saves approximately 1.4 million gallons of domestic water use a year.

» Pre-owned carpet that has been refurbished and re-dyed with a new pattern; Using
refurbished carpet throughout the building spared approximately 160 tons of used
carpeting from landfill disposal.

» Alighting system that operates on only 0.86 watts per square foot: The Washington
Energy Code allows designers to use up to 1.3 watts per square foot. The County’s
lighting system is about 28.4 percent more efficient than the code requires.

» An 80 percent recycling and salvage rate for job-site construction materials.

» Artthroughout the building that incorporates recycled materials.

The Built Green™ program was kicked off in 2000. A partnership of King County, Snohomish
County, and the Master Builders Association, this environmental building program has set a goal of
making 5,000 Built Green™ homes available to consumers by 2010. Visit www.builtgreen.net for more
information. King County has also led the effort to create a local chapter of the national U.S. Green
Building Council here in Puget Sound, involving architects, designers, and builders. The goal is to
hasten the adoption of green building practices into mainstream use, in part through increased support
for educational events such as the American Institute of Architects What Makes It Green? conferences,
and the Master Builders Build Green for Profit workshops.

The County also offers on-line access to information about recycled-content products and
sustainable building practices. The website — EnCompass: Map of Recycled-Content Buildings found at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/market/encompass — is designed for architects, developers, builders, engineers,
and others to see what recycled-content construction materials are currently used in the Puget Sound
area. The site provides information on how to contact the project proponents as well as access to an
on-line map that shows where specific projects are located.

Market Development for Recyclable Matenals .
In 1989, the King County Council established the King County Commission for Marketlng
Recyclable Materials (Marketing Commission). The Marketing Commission was charged with _

- maintaining and developing viable markets for recyclable materials to complete the recycling loop. This
entailed working with businesses to incorporate recycled materials in their products and manufacturing .
processes, and promoting the purchase and use of recycled materials and products by consumers and
businesses. In 2001, the Marketing Commission was disbanded, and its programs were incorporated
into the Solid Waste Division's Waste Reduction and Recycling Section.

_ [picture of paper recyclmg]

Two key programs run by the Clean Washington Center and the Washington Department of
Ecology, which supported market development in the past, are no longer active. The absence of these
programs has left a void at the state level. In the past, County programs focused on consumers to
promote the demand for recyclable materials. Recently the county has developed programs to work
with manufacturers as well, addressing the development of the market infrastructure as a whole.

To guide the development of the market infrastructure, in 1998 the Marketing Commission prepared
the Assessment of Markets for King County Recyclable Materials (Appendix B-3). Some of the key
challenges identified in the report include:

* Enduring the consequences of a sustained downturn in global commodity markets:
Investments in recycling and the development of a recycling infrastructure have occurred over the
last 10 years, when the local economy has been robust and growing. The positive economics of
recycling are due in large part to the prices paid for these recycled commodities in the marketplace.
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The potential exists, however, for a sustained downturn in these global commodity markets — putting
prices for all recyclables at historic lows for a considerable period of time.

* Maintaining the viability of fragile markets for mixed waste paper and glass: Markets for glass
and mixed paper, which make up a very high percentage of the curbside mix by weight, are
vulnerable because of the limited uses for them. Market development efforts are needed to ensure
that diverse stable markets continue to exist for these materials.

. * Ensuring that there is a balance in the supply and demand for organic materials: The
collection and composting of food and animal wastes could significantly increase the recycling rate
in King County. Any increase in supply, however, must be matched by a corresponding increase in
processing capacity and demand for organic materials. Market development activities will need to
increase if collection programs expand to take in these materials. _

* Being more proactive: The public sector can seize opportunities to develop markets, especially for
materials such as plastics and engineered/composite wood products. The public sector has an
important role in taking forward-looking action to ensure that markets are maintained or enhanced.

Utilization of Landfill Gas :
Another waste the Solid Waste Division is turning into a resource is the gas generated by
garbage decomposition in the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. The gas is currently collected at the landfill
using a series of wells, trenches, and piping, and then burned off using a system of flares.

The Division is evaluating ownership and financing methods to use the landfill gas in an energy
generation facility either on or off the landfill property. There is high interest among both public and
private energy companies and utilities. When implemented, the new facility would become one of the
largest landfill gas generation facilities in the nation.

Recommendations

Criteria used to develop a recommendation for waste reduction and recycling include the cost of
providing service, impact on waste diversion, feasibility of implementation, and public acceptance.
Concerns and ideas from the cities and the citizens, both during initial development of the Plan and
during the public comment period for the draft, have been folded into the final recommendation.

As discussed in more detail below, the final recommendation is to enhance existing waste reduction
and recycling programs, to add more recycling opportunities at the transfer stations, to pursue markets
for additional diversion of organic materials, and to increase marketing efforts to support and further
program goals. The draft Plan looked at several modified approaches that were ruled out for various
reasons. One approach was to maintain existing programs as they are. Since this approach would fall
short of the region’s goals for waste reduction and recycling in the future, it was not selected. Another
approach was to dramatically increase the diversion of organic materials in the region. This approach
was not selected because unanswered questions remain about costs and environmental concerns.
Before promoting the diversion of additional quantities of organic materials, the Division will need to
address concerns about the capacity of processing facilities in the region for handling increased
volumes and the cost effectiveness and public health impacts of alternative collection systems. A third
approach looked at increased legislation, such as bans on certain materials in the waste stream and
mandatory recycling, to reach the region’s goals. This approach was not considered in the final
recommendation because it is costly to implement and is generally unpopular with the public. More
information on the three approaches that were not selected is presented in Appendix A-1.

In developing the final recommendation, the cities and County were assumed to have the following
roles and responsibilities: o ' ’

* The cities and County will continue to provide educational programs and technical assistance to
promote waste reduction and recycling to businesses, residents, and schools

* The cities and County will maintain and enhance current residential collection service levels for
recyclables _

* The County will continue to provide grant funding to cities to support their waste reduction and
recycling programs :
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~» The County will play an increased role in developing diversion opportunities for animal manure and
other organic materials
» The County will continue to develop markets for recycled material
» The County will provide technical assistance to manufacturers in the use of recycled materials and
the application of product stewardship principles
"+ The County will continue to promote recycled-content products in the marketplace

More information on specific programs offered by the cities and the County is provided in Table 4- -3
at the end of this chapter.

Key components of the Plan’s recommendation for waste reduction and recycling are presented
below. Specific steps to promote, educate, or assist the region in mcreasmg waste reduction and
recycling accompany each component.

1. Continue and expand education, promotion, incentive, and technical assistance
programs related to waste reduction, source reduction, resource conservation, and
recycling ’

Work directly with residents and businesses as well as through the news media. Identify information

needs, and target messages and programs to meet those needs.

- Publicize what residents and businesses can do through individual action — such as reducing junk
mail, grasscycling, composting, making smarter purchasing choices, repairing goods rather than
throwing them away, purchasing reusable items, and more.

» Educate residents about the benefits of using compost to enhance soils.

- Target specific behaviors that will increase waste reduction and recycling. These behaviors could
include changing shopping habits, such as buying recycled products, reusing shopping bags, or

| buying in bulk; choosing to use services that incorporate environmental practices; and encouraging

| office practices such as double-sided copying and printing. Incentives, such as recognition

? programs, will be incorporated where appropriate. ’

» Target speciﬁc commodities, such as computers, where there is significant opportunity to reduce

~ waste or increase recycling.

- Expand the use of Master Recycler Composter volunteers for outreach activities determlned to be
regional priorities, such as grasscycling and multi-family household recyclmg

| » Educate children about waste reduction, recycling, and conservation issues. Programs will be

| offered in schools as well as through other community organizations and activities.

‘ » Expand the cities’ and County’s efforts to eliminate or reduce waste at the source, and promote

successes as models for businesses. '

[picture of man demonstratiﬁg coMposting]

2. Continue to collect primary recyclables including glass, tin and aluminum cans, mixed
waste paper, newspaper, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, and yard waste and evaluate adding
other materials as either primary or secondary recyclables by targeting specific '
commodities

- Look at materials for increased diversion and/or reduction, based on the following criteria:
- quantity in the waste stream that could potentially be diverted
- resources and energy saved by reduction or recycling
- availability of markets
- compatibility with existing collection/processing systems
- public acceptance _
- cost effectiveness.
- Consider commodities such as all plastics, textiles, computers, commercial paper, and CDL debris
(these commodities would be considered secondary recyclables, unless they are added to the
curbside collection program).
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3.

Continue and expand promotion of existing material exchanges and reuse centers;
evaluate development of other venues for reuse

Promote exchanges to bring useful commodities together with the people who need them.
Support-and promote private-sector and non-profit waste reduction and reuse opportunities, such
as Second Harvest and the Computer Charity Bank, and help create new programs as needed.
Expand opportunities for recovery of reusable items at the County’s transfer stations — such as
the Reuse Collection Project at the First Northeast Transfer Station in cooperation with Seattle
Goodwill.

Develop and implement a regional product stewardship strategy
Emphasize product stewardship as a method of minimizing the environmental impacts of material
use throughout a product’s life cycle.
Take a leadership role in analyzing reglonal and national pohcnes to advance product stewardship
through participation in the National Product Stewardship Council.
Support state and national legislative efforts that offer feasible regulatory strategies for increasing
product stewardship, including recycled-content legislation and take-back initiatives.
Promote the ethic of product stewardship to the public and businesses.
Provide education and assistance and, as appropriate, develop partnerships with manufacturers
and other businesses to reduce packaging and incorporate environmental considerations into
product design.
Develop and implement programs to reduce disposal of electronics, including computers and
televisions, and pursue partnerships to increase capacnty for take-back and dlsassembly of
electronic equipment.
Coordinate with local hazardous waste management programs to promote take-back of
household and small-quantity generator hazardous wastes such as motor oil, paint, fluorescent
light bulbs, and household batteries.
Assess opportunities to expand retail take-back efforts for latex paint, nicad battenes and
electronics.

[picture of EnviroExbo booth]

Integrate programs with other conservation activities

» Support innovative joint projects with research institutes for sustainable building, organic materials

recovery, product stewardship, and related programs.

» Work more closely with the Northwest Coalition for Waste Reduction and the National Waste

Reduction Coalition to plan and execute promotion, education, and assistance programs that
encourage source reduction, reuse, and resource conservation.

» Continue to integrate waste reduction and recycling with other related environmental information.

‘Help people make the link between waste reduction and recycling and water quality, wildlife

habitat, open space protection, and other environmental programs promoted by the Department
of Natural Resources and Parks.

* Coordinate with other agencies to develop and promote best landscape management practlces

including water conservation, reduced use of pesticides, and grasscycling.

Focus on the “pollution prevention ” angle. Use strategies adopted elsewhere in the country that
focus on prevention as a model for educating and assisting at schools, residences, and
businesses.

Work with conservatlon groups on joint issues such as grasscycling. Complement and, when
appropriate, coordinate efforts with non-governmental and other non-profit organizations that
support resource conservation.

Leverage available dollars by j jommg forces with cities, other counties, and organizations on

" projects that address regional issues.
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6. Evaluate recyclmg opportunities at County transfer stations
- Add source-separated yard waste collection areas at transfer stations wherever possible. Institute
a yard waste disposal ban for self haulers after these areas are provided.
» Maximize recycling and reuse opportunities for materials collected at transfer stations, taklng into
consideration user needs, site constraints, costs and benefits, and market availability.
Make waste reduction and recycling a priority at new and renovated transfer stations.
Improve on-site education opportunities for customers to increase recycling and reuse, and to
improve the quality of materials collected.
» Evaluate the potential for adding new materials for recycling at transfer stations, including
appliances, scrap and processing metals, used oil and antifreeze, computers, CDL, household
hazardous waste, and reusable household items.

T. Promote environmentally sound management of organic materials

» Develop initiatives for improving organic materials management within the Department of Natural
Resources and Parks.

-* Promote improvement of soil quality to support pollution prevention.

- Provide training and assistance to farmers to help them obtain permits that allow them to compost
organic materials.

* Encourage education to reduce the amount of bedding used by horse owners.

* Implement pilot manure collection programs to test the feasibility of collecting manure from
individual farms.

» Expand manure exchange programs whereby residents who have horse manure are put in touch
with residents that need compost materials.

* Continue funding education about on-site compost bins.

» Expand organic material waste reduction programs, such as backyard composting, grasscycling,
and on-site yard waste chipping. -

* Implement and evaluate pilot programs to expand food waste collection, both residential and
commercial.

» Coordinate with biosolids recycling programs.

8.  Develop ways to improve the recycling rate in the small business community
« Consider using smaller collection containers that could be handled in the same manner as those
used for single-family residences.
* Work with the WUTC, the cities, and private collection companies to improve the collection
system for small businesses, provide better information about recycling options, make it more
economical for them to recycle, and establish incentives for recycling and waste prevention.

- Work with the cities to develop zoning codes that will allow adequate space for recycling for small
businesses.

9. Expand market development programs for recyclable materials
» Design and enhance marketing and technical assistance programs that develop markets for
recyclable materials, with particular attention to materials identified in the Assessment of Markets for
King County Recyclable Materials (see Appendix B-3).
» Work to integrate the use of recycled materials into broader sustainable efforts, espeCIalIy product
design and manufacturing, architecture, and construction.
* Bring consideration of recyclable materials into product stewardship activities.

+ Continue and enhance promotion of consumer and business use of recycled materials and
products

[picture of Goodwill collection bin at the First Northeast Transfer Station]
10. Expand recycling/reuse options for CDL materials

» Evaluate the existing infrastructure for CDL recycling and work with the private sector to expand
recycling opportunities in all areas of the County.
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» Work with the permitting agencies in King County to educate and instruct the building industry on
the availability of CDL recycling facilities in the region. ,

* Assess the feasibility of requiring recycling plans for demolition and building permits in King
County.

11. Continue and expand promotion of green building programs

Promote the Green Building Initiative in all capital projects throughout the County.

Provide training and assistance on the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED)
green building standards.

Promote green building in the private sector through continued support of rating programs, such
as Built Green™ for residential buildings and the LEED program for commercial structures.
Continue funding green building educational workshops with partners such as the U.S. Green .
Building Council and the American Institute of Architects.

Continue the regional leadership role of the Solid Waste Division as chair of the U.S. Green
Building Council Education Subcommittee.

[picture of King County employees administering grants to cities for waste reduction and
recycling]

12. Increase coordination between the Solid Waste Division and cities in planning and
implementing waste reduction and recycling programs v

«  Continue to promote broad education campaigns, covering cities and unincorporated areas, while
cities continue with the more specific community education.

» Work with cities on integrated resource conservation programs already in place; showcase their
successful programs as models for other efforts and work together to design joint, integrated
efforts.

= Continue coordination between the County and city recycling coordinators to incorporate City
Optional grant programs into a single waste reduction and recycling grant program. All cities will

be eligible for grant program funds. The formula for allocating funding will include a base amount
plus a percentage based on population and employment. Cities will use the grant funds to
implement Plan recommendations based on each communities’ prioritized needs.

* Provide County assnstance to cities in obtaining grants from other sources, as discussed in
Chapter 10.

» Facilitate the adaptation of successful programs implemented by larger cities to smaller cities with
fewer resources. Provide County funding for the necessary elements, such as computer
technology or educational components, to make the transfer from city to city possible.

* Coordinate among the County, cities, and the private solid waste management companies to
improve the available data on recycling and waste reduction in the commercial sector.

* Coordinate among the County and the cities in developing future market assessments.

+ Coordinate Division Waste Reduction and Recycling Section work plans with city work plans.

» Coordinate between the County and cities to develop consistent evaluation procedures for
programs.

» Coordinate between the County and cities on developing consistent program evaluation
procedures.

City and County Roles and Responsibilities

In the 1992 Plan, numerous programs for waste reduction and recycling were recommended for
implementation by the cities and the County. Since then, most of these programs have been
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implemented and even expanded to meet our regional goals for reducing waste. A summary of the
status of 1992 programs is provided in Appendix B-2. _

As in 1992, the cities and King County share responsibility for some programs, while each is solely
responsible for implementing others. With more coordinated development of city and County work
plans, as recommended above, greater program efficiency and sharing of innovative ideas is expected.

A complete list of ongoing programs and activities and who is responsible for implementation of
each is provided in Table 4-3.

References
Cascadia. 2000. Waste Monitoring Program: 1999/2000 Comprehensive Waste Stream
Characterization and Transfer Station Customer Surveys. Final Report. Prepared by Cascadia Consultmg
Group, Inc., for King County Department of Natural Resources, Solid Waste Division, Seattle, WA.

Table 4-3. Waste Reduction and Recycling Recommendations [table outlining the strategy
for particular programs and activities)
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Table 4-3. Waste Reduction and Recycling Recommendations

Program or ’ Responsibility for
Activity Strategy Implementation
Required Collection
Household collection'of Provide household collection of primary recyclables to Cities, County
primary recyclables all urban single and multi-family residences, and to
‘ unincorporated areas as specified in KCC 10.18.020 (B).
Rural drop box collection | Provide drop box collection sites for primary recyclables to | County
of primary recyclables serve areas where household collection is not provided.
Special collection events | Provide scheduled events to collect secondary recyclables | County
at sites that serve unincorporated areas of King County.
Yard waste collection Provide areas for source-separated yard waste collection County
areas at existing Cedar Falls, Factoria and Enumclaw and-Vashen
facilities, and at all new or upgraded transfer stations,
where feasible.
Optional Collection
Rural household Periodically assess the feasibility of expanding curbside Cities, County
collection of primary collection of recyclables in rural areas not currently '
recyclables receiving this service (Vashon, Skykomish, Snoqualmie
Pass). ‘ .
Household collection of Add secondary recyclables to collection programs when Cities, County
secondary recyclables feasible and supported by community.
Special collection events | Provide scheduled events to collect secondary recyclables | Cities
at sites serving primarily cities.
Non-residential collection | Evaltate options for providing contract recyclable Cities, County
of primary recyclables collection service to businesses in jurisdictions that
exercise contracting authority.
Drop box collection of Continue to provide collection of primary recyclables at County
primary recyclables at existing transfer stations where space allows, unless an
County disposal facilities | evaluation shows that space would be better used for
: collection of secondary recyclables.
Expanded secondary Provide areas for expanded collection of secondary Couhty
recyclable collection at recyclable and reusable materials at new and upgraded
County disposal facilities | transfer stations, where feasible. :




Table 4-3. continued

Program or

) Respbnsibility for

and recycling programs

in a manner that demonstrates leadership for residents,
businesses, and institutions.

Activity Strategy Implementation
Policies
Collection rate incentives | €ontintue-to Consider establishing rate incentives for Cities -Cotnty—
solid waste collection that encourage participation in :
recycling programs and reduced generation of garbage,
such as mini-can garbage service; recycling-only rates for
non-garbage customers; embedded recycling costs in
garbage fees; and substantial volume-based cost
differentials for garbage service.
Residential yard waste Continue to implement requirements that yard waste not | Cities, County
source separation be discarded as garbage picked up from households by
requirements haulers.
Yard waste disposal Ban disposal of yard waste as garbage at County facilities County
ban if there is sufficient processing capacity and there are
sufficient drop site collection options for landscapers and
self haulers.
Procurement policies Continue the adoption of government procurement policies | Cities, County
that favor the use of recycled and environmentally
preferable products.
Designation of Update list of designated secondary recyclables yearly in ; County
recyclables Division’s annual report. ,
In-house waste reduction | Manage solid waste generated by city and County agencies | Cities, County




Table 4-3. continued

Program or | : Responsibility for

Activity Strategy Implementation
Waste Reduction and Recycling Programs - '

(King County is responsible for implementing all programs below in coordination with cities. Cltles may select -
, progmm activities that best serve their residents and businesses.)

Waste prevention " | Encourage and educate residents and businesses to
reduce waste generation through programs targeting
specific activities and/or materials:
* Promote grasscycling/mulching mower County, City Voluntary
Promote backyard composting ' :
Promote junk mail reduction
Promote purchasing habits that reduce waste
“Provide technical assistance to reduce wasteful packaging
Provide technical assistance to businesses to reduce waste
Promote waste exchanges
Conduct education programs targeted at schools K—12
Conduct incentive programs, such as recognition programs
Coordinate the National Waste Prevention Coalition
listserve and national waste prevention projects

County

Recycling Encourage and educate residents and businesses to recycle:
» Educate unincorporated area residents about how and
what to recycle County
* Provide technical assistance to businesses on how to recycle
* Link businesses to service providers
» Work with certificated haulers to provide recycling
information to residents and businesses -
* Conduct education programs targeted at schools K-12
* Target the building mdustry for education about CDL
debris recycling

County, City Voluntary

Green building Encourage the use of recycled and other environmentally County, City Voluntary
: sensitive products and practices in the design and construction '
of buildings, including new and remodeled homes:
* Provide leadership training and assistance on the Leadership
in Energy & Environmental Design green building standard
* Promote green building in the private sector
* Continue leadership role in U.S. Building Councit




Table 4-3. continued

Program or
Activity

Strategy

Responsibility for

Implementation

Wéste Reduction and Recycling Programs - continued

Integrated resource
conservation programs

Integrate waste reduction and recycling programs with other
resource conservation efforts, including air and water quality,
salmon restoration, and soils management:

| » complement and coordinate programs

« Leverage dollars to address regional issues
» Present a clear, consistent message to citizens on how
resources are linked and how they can be conserved

County, City Voluntary

Organics programs

Implement recommended prograrﬁs and policies:

‘e Improve soil health and organics management in new

development

= Improve soil health and organics management in existing
development

« improve manure management practices

« Consider and promote recovery and beneficial use of
food waste :

 Increase recycling of yard waste

» Expand markets for compost :

« Expand organics processing capacity, as needed

County, City Voluntary

Product stewardship

Promote an envifonmental management strategy under which
those who design, produce, sell, oruse a product take respon-
sibility for minimizing the products’s environmental impact
throughtout all stages of the product’s life cycle:

| * Coordinate with other jurisdictions through the North-

- west Product Stewardship Council -
"o Develop partnerships with the private sector to focus
on reducing disposal of specific materials, such as
electronics and carpet
» Support regional efforts to implement product stewardship
policies ‘

County, City Voluntary




‘Table 4-3. conlinued

Program or Responsibility for
Activity Strategy Implementation
Waste Reduction and Recycling Programs — continued
Regional market Continue to foster the development and expansion of markets | County
development for recyclable materials in King County and the region:
'  Consumer outreach: Increase consumer awareness and use
of recycled products
» Sustainable landscaping: Encourage the use of recycled
products and other environmentally sensitive products and
practices in landscaping
« Assistance to manufactures (LinkUp): Create markets for
recyclable materials by providing technical and marketing
assistance to manufacturers of recycled products and
‘manufacturers interested in converting from virgin to
recycled materials :
» Market infrastructure: Support market development
through strategies applying economic development tools,
such as financial incentives and commodity specifications
City-County Coordination
Waste reduction and Provide annual County grant funding to support education County, Cities
recycling grant program | and collection of secondary recyclables. Cities choose how to
allocate funding in ways that are most useful in their
community. -
Annual Waste Reduction | Hold annual meetings with the Division the-Marketing: County, Cities
and Recycling Progra Commissien; and the cities to coordinate work plans and '
Work Plan ‘ ensure that grant-funded and County programs are coordinated
and complementary.




CHAPTER 5 - Collection of Curbside Recyclables and Mixed
Municipal Solid Waste

About 90 percent of the residents in the King County system subscribe to curbside garbage
collection services. According to telephone surveys conducted by the Solid Waste Division, about 87
percent of those subscribers also put their recyclable materials at the curb for collection. This chapter
discusses the collection of curbside recyclables and garbage, referred to as mixed municipal solld
waste (or MMSW), within the incorporated and unincorporated areas of King County.

Private solid waste management companies provide collection throughout most of the region’s
service area, eXcept in Enumclaw and Skykomish, where the cities operate their own collection
systems. According to County records, two private collection companies — Waste Management, Inc.
and Rabanco — provide about 99 percent of the collection services in the region. Waste Connections,
Inc. provides collection on Vashon Island only. Through these companies and the cities, curbside
collection of MMSW and recyclables is available to nearly everyone in the County.

The following sections set out the county collection policies and describe the MMSW and recycling
collection systems in King County. Since different legal authorities govern each collection system, they
are discussed separately. The system for MMSW collection is discussed first because it predates
recycling collection and helped establish the infrastructure for both systems. These discussions are
followed by a description of major issues and recommendations for collection services in the region for
the next 20 years.

COunty Collection Policies

CP-1. The county solid waste system shall provide for and designate urban collection service

levels for mixed municipal solid waste, recycling and yard waste for residents in all parts of the county

except for Vashon Island, Skykomish Valley, and Snoqualmie Pass.

CP-2. The county should promote collection service that has as little impact as possible on
roadways and traffic. The cities should consider using their contractlng authority to specify which
transfer stations the collection companies use.

_ CP-3. The county and cities should seek to manage demand for self-haul services for .
customers who self-haul regularly, by encouraging subscriptions to curbside collection.

CP-4. The county shall seek to manage demand for self-haul services for customers who self-
haul occasionally, by working with cities and private collection companies to develop cost effective
options for disposing of bulky wastes.

CP-5. The county should not consider the p055|b|l|ty of eliminating service to self-haulers, as
this would conflict with the county’s goals of environmental protection and customer service.

CP-6. A solid waste collection district may be established for the purpose of requiring
mandatory curbside collection service if the county and the cities agree that it is in the public interest
and necessary for the protection of public health.

CP-7. The county, in consultation with the cities and Solld Waste Advisory Committee should
explore the benefits and costs of a uniform method of recycling collection throughout the region.

CP-8. The county should host special recycling collection events and investigate options for
expanding this recycling option. '

CP-9. If authorized by the state legislature, the county should work with the cities to establish
region-wide waste disposal incentive rates that encourage recycling and reduce disposal.



CP-10. The county, in conjunction with the city of Seattle, the cities within the region and Public
Health — Seattle & King County shall offer collection of household hazardous waste in conformance
with the adopted local hazardous waste management plan prepared under chapter 70.105 RCW.

CP-11. The county should improve collection services for household hazardous waste in the
eastern and southern portions of the county in conformance with the local hazardous waste
management program. Enhancements should include implementing a pilot stationary collection
service at a transfer station and implementing a pilot program to augment current mobile collectlon
services.

CP-12. The county should work with the cities, regional busmesses, and regional manufacturers
to develop alternative collection opportunities and product stewardship programs.

Collection of Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

The most dramatic change in the collection industry nationally in recent years has been the
consolidation of solid waste management companies and a trend toward expanding their range of
services. The private solid waste management companies in King County have become vertically
integrated, meaning they are able to provide services ranging from collection to landfilling.

[picture of garbage truck]

Two national companies — Waste Management, Inc. and Allied Waste Industries, Inc. — have
purchased most of the smaller companies in the region. Industry consolidations in 1998 included the
purchase of Rabanco by Allied Waste Industries, Inc. and the purchase of Waste Management, Inc. by
U.S.A. Waste (who took on the Waste Management name). In early 1999, Waste Management
purchased RST Disposal and its affiliated companies, and Rabanco purchased the WUTC-certificated
area near Issaquah and Sammamish from Waste Connections, inc. Rabanco also purchased
Northwest Waste Industries, which operates mainly in Seattle. Also in 1999, Waste Connections, Inc.
purchased American Disposal, the company that provides collection services on Vashon Island. These o
consolidations have reduced the number of collection companies operating in the County to three,
which has created less opportunity locally for competition for city contracts. Also, these companies are
all large national corporations, instead of the local companies that used to operate in most of the
region.

Legal authority for the collection and disposal of MMSW is shared among the state — acting through
the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission (WUTC) — the counties, and the cities.

Table 2-1 in Chapter 2 lists the planning authorities, their roles, and the gundmg leglslatlon for
collection in King County. The complete texts of the key pieces of legislation are provided in Appendlx
E.

Under RCW 81.77 and 36.58, counties are prohibited from collecting MMSW or regulating solid
waste collection companies. Either the WUTC or the cities regulate this service. The WUTC regulates
collection in all of the unincorporated areas and in cities that choose not to regulate or provide the
service. The other cities contract for collection directly, issue licenses for collection, or provide
collection themselves.



RCW 36.58 authorizes counties to set up collection districts with the intent of establishing
mandatory collection throughout a region. Cities may also participate in the collection districts at their
discretion. To date, however, King County and the cities have not chosen to utilize this authority.

The WUTC sets and adjusts rates and requires compliance with the adopted solid waste
management plan and related ordinances. The WUTC issues certificates to private collection
companies for providing services in designated areas. These certificates specify not only the collection
territory, but also the type of waste to be collected. The certificates exist in perpetuity in the certificated
area unless the certificate holder fails to provide adequate service, in which case the WUTC can
revoke or suspend the certificate. Other persons or companies can also purchase certificates from the
existing holders.

If a city opts to manage solid waste collection itself, it can do so via three mechanisms:
= Municipal: A city can operate its own collection systems and establish its own collection rates.

» License: A city can grant licenses to private collection companies, which augment the WUTC
certificates. These licenses provide for joint regulation of collection and allow the city to review rates
and generate revenues from collection.

* Contract: A city can enter into contracts with private collection companies to collect reSIdentlal and
commercial wastes. These contracts supercede the WUTC certificate. Contracts are awarded '
through a formal bidding process or through direct negotiations. -

Table 5-1 summarizes the roles and authority under the various collection scenarios.

Table 5-1. Roles and Authorities for MMSW Collection [table showing authorities for the
collection options}] |

Private collection companies holding WUTC certificates in the King County sefvice area are listed in
Table 5-2.

Table 5-2. WUTC Certificate Franchise Holders in King County [table showing franchises by
company]

Figures 5-1 and 5-2 show the certificate areas and collection territories held under contract by each
company. ’
Figure 5-1. WUTC-Certificated Collection Areas [map]

Figure 5-2. Cities with Collection Contracts [map]

Collection of Curbside Recyclables

RCW 70.95 provides legal authority to the County and the cities in the regional system to develop
this Plan. The Plan establishes the regional policy and standards for recyclables collection, as well as
waste reduction and recycling programs. As with solid waste, the cities have the authority over
collection of residential recyclables within their jurisdictions.



Table 5-1. Roles and Authorities for MMSW Collection

AUTHORITY
_ WUTC- :
Role Certified Municipal License Contract
MMSW Coliection Collection City Collection Collection’
. Company - Company Company
Regulation of WUTC City WUTC City
Services '
Rate Approval WUTC ity WUTC City
Billing Collection . City City or City or
Company Collection Collection
Company Company




Table 5-2. WUTC Certificate Franchise Holders in King County

Rabanco

[6-12,6-60, G-41] v

dba Eastside Disposal, Kent-Meridian Disposal,
SeaTac Disposal, and Rabanco Connections

54 South Dawson Street, Seattle, WA 98134

Waste Management, Inc. [G-237]

dba WM-Seattle, WM-Northwest,

WM-Rainier, WM-Sno-King, WM-Federal Way Disposal,
WM-RST Disposal, WM-Nick Raffo Garbage Company,
and WM-Tri-Star Disposal

13225 NE 126th Place, Kirkland, WA 98034

Waste Connections, Inc.

16-871
dba American Disposal
P.O. Box 399, Puyallup, WA 98371

Note: Franchise numbers provided in brackets.

Figures 5-1 and 5-2 show the certificate areas and collection territories heid under

contract by each company.




Figure 5-1. WUTC-Certificated Collection Areas
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Figure 5-2. Cities with Collection Contracts
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Residential curbside recycling is available nearly region-wide for the collection of primary
recyclables, which includes newspaper, mixed paper, PET and HDPE bottles, glass containers, tin and
aluminum cans, and yard wastes.

In the unincorporated areas, the County can direct the collection companies through service level
ordinances to pick up certain recyclable materials and to provide a minimum level of services. Cities
can influence collection services through their contracts with collection companies. One goal of both v
the County and the cities is to provide a high level of collection services to customers while maintaining
reasonable rates. ' -

For the unincorporated areas, RCW 36.58 authorizes counties to set minimum service levels (what
to collect and how often) and to contract for collection of recyclables from residences. In addition,
counties may impose fees on these services to fund their waste reduction and recycling programs.
King County has opted to not contract for recycling services, but rather has allowed the WUTC to
regulate recyclables collection in the unincorporated areas. In King County, the WUTC regulates
collection in accordance with the minimum service level standards established by King County Code
10.18. The County collects a fee from unincorporated area residential accounts (22 cents per account
per month) to help fund waste reduction and recycling programs.

[picture of collection of curbside recycling]

"Recycling collection areas are the same as those established for MMSW (Figures 5-1 and 5-2).
According to RCW 70.95.092, the County must designate which services will be available in urban
areas and which will be available in rural areas. in 1993, King County passed Ordinance 10942, which
extended urban service levels into most rural portions of the County. Currently, all urban and rural
areas are provided a uniform level of recycling and yard waste collection services, except for Vashon
Island, the Skykomish Valley, and Snoqualmie Pass. These areas are not yet provided the urban level
of service because collection services are not readily available for their residents.

Collection of non-residential recyclables presents different challenges. There are diverse
businesses and industries in the region, which has made it infeasible to establish uniform requirements
for collection containers and equipment that could serve every need. Thus, there are no state or local
regulations that require a standard level of non-residential recycling service. A few cities do provide for
collection services for non-residential recyclables within their jurisdictions, but businesses may choose
-an alternative service or choose not to participate at all. In the unincorporated areas, non-residential
recycling service is available through the private collection companies. These non-residential
generators can work individually with the private collection companies to estabhsh the type of service
they need, or choose not to have any collection service. -

[picture of Wastémobile]

Issues

. For this 20-year planning period, several issues need to be addressed to respond to industry
changes and to ensure the continued effectiveness of our regional MMSW and recyclables collection
services:



Waste Flow and Hauling Patterns: Private collection companies are not always using the closest
transfer station to dispose of their waste loads. Some cities are interested in changing this practice
to help keep collection rates low. : ‘ '

- Demand Management at Transfer Stations: Strategies such as incentive rates, programmatic
changes and structural changes to transfer stations are needed to improve customer service and
minimize conflicts in use between commercial haulers and self-haulers at the county’s transfer
stations.

« Collection of Curbside Recyclables: Changes in the industry and the region may affect how
curbside recyclable materials are picked up and what is collected in the future. Under consideration
are whether to continue with source-separated collection or convert to commingled collection, and
what additional materials might be collected. ' v

- Special Collection Events: Special events for collecting bulky items and extra waste are offered by
the County and the cities. This chapter discusses how special collection events can be coordinated

- and staged more economically. _

* Household Hazardous Waste Collection: The Wastemobile currently provides for the collection of
household hazardous wastes. This chapter discusses a recent study of this service and the study’s
recommendations for improving household hazardous waste collection in the region.

» Incentive Rates: Offering incentive rates to households can help promote recycling. If incentive
rates were offered, a structure for implementing them region-wide would need to be developed.

 Alternative Collection Opportunities: Newly developed programs provide opportunities for County

and city residents to take products, such as leftover iatex paint and used motor oil, for reuse or
recycling to the retailers or manufacturers of the products. This chapter discusses a few of the
programs that are currently in place. '

Recommendations

The issues presented above are discussed in more detail in this section, followed by the
recommendation for this planning period.

Waste Flow and Hauling Patterns

~ King County’s eight transfer stations are located conveniently throughout the County and have the
capacity to handle all of the MMSW generated in the region; however, the private collection companies
do not always haul their loads of MMSW to the nearest County transfer station. Instead, County
tonnage and transaction records show that about 23 percent of these loads are driven to the private
companies’ own transfer stations in Seattle before being transported to the Cedar Hills Regional -
Landfill. Figures 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5 on the following pages show the hauling patterns and associated
tons transported to facilities in the County and to the privately owned stations in Seattle.

MMSW collected in the cities and unincorporated areas, but transported through the private transfer
stations in Seattle, is ultimately delivered to Cedar Hills, where the collection companies are charged a
regional direct disposal fee. This rate is $23 less than the transfer station tipping fee (see description of
the regional direct fee in Chapter 10). »

When private collection vehicles bypass closer County transfer stations to take advantage of the
regional direct fee, it increases their travel time and distance. This additional time on the roadways



uses more resources, increases road wear and pollution, and leads to increased collection costs. To
encourage the private collection vehicles to use County transfer stations, the County must ensure that
vehicles are processed efﬂcienily through the station queue. In meetings with the private solid waste
management companies during Plan development, representatives asked that the County seek ways
to reduce congestion and long lines at County transfer stations.

Figure 5-3. Waste Transport by Rabanco Companies [map]
Figure 5-4. Waste Transport by Waste Management Companies [map]

Figure 5-5. Waste Transport by Other Collection Companies [map]'

During Plan development, citizens and a number of cities expressed a desire to maintain an MMSW
collection service that is efficient, keeps collection costs down, and has as little impact as possible on
the roadways and traffic. Under their Interlocal Agreements with King County and their contractual
agreements with the private collection companies, cities can use their contracting authority to speC|fy
which transfer stations the collection companies use. They are currently using their authority to direct
MMSW to disposal sites designated in the County’s 1992 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan. Further specification in their contract language can ensure that MMSW is taken to the closest
transfer station.

Figure 5-6 presents an example of contract language that could be used to direct private collection
companies to the closest station. This language is provided as an examplée of what cities could choose
to do.

Figure 5-6. Potential Contract Language

EXAMPLE

Designation of Disposal Site. The Contractor shall deliver, at their cost, all garbage, refuse
or other mixed municipal solid waste to the [name of disposal site or sites] that [is/are] part of
the regional solid waste management system, as identified in the adopted King County.
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan and approved by the Department of Ecology.
When [this/these] {[name of disposal site or sites] are unavailable due to emergency or repair,
the Contractor may use other disposal sites that must be a part of the regional solid waste
management system. Use of these sites shall be limited to the duration of the emergency or
repair period. In no circumstance shall the Contractor use any disposal site that the City would
be prohibited from using were the City to collect and dispose of garbage, refuse or other mixed
mummpal solid waste with its own employees and equipment.

The Contractor shall notify the City of any proposed change to using [name of disposal site
or sites] as its designated disposal site(s) at least forty-five (45) days prior to the proposed
change taking effect. Such proposal shall include the name or names of disposal sites within
the regional solid waste management system to be used, a statement of the reason for the
change in disposal sites, and an estimate of the impact of the change on monthly collection



'Figure 5-3. Waste Transport by Rabanco Companies
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Figure 5-4. Waste Transport by Waste Management Companies
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ﬁgufe 5-5. Waste Transport by Other Collection Services
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costs to households and businesses within the City. The City shall either approve or deny the
Contractor’s proposal within forty-five (45) days of its receipt, and shall base its decision on a
review of the information provided by the Contractor and the adopted King County
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.

Source: This language builds upon language in existing municipal solid waste collection
contracts in the state, obtained through the Municipal Research and Services Center. This
language is provided as example only and should be reviewed by the appropriate legal counsel
before use.

Self-Hauler Use of the Transfer Stations

Residential and non-residential customers who choose to bring their MMSW or primary recyclables
to the transfer stations themselves are referred to as self haulers (discussed in more detail in Chapter
3). The two main types of self haulers are those that have curbside collection but haul occasionally
when they have extra wastes or large, bulky items (including small business self-haulers such as
remodelers and landscapers), and those that do not subscribe to curbside collection and haul their _
household garbage and recycling to the transfer stations regularly. Tonnage and transaction records
compiled by the County for 2000 indicate that 88 percent of the vehicle transactions at County transfer
stations were with self haulers, collectively carrying 26 percent of the overall tons of waste received.

Sidebar - Household Statistics on Curbside Subscription and Self Hauling

90% subscribe to curbside garbage collection

87% also have curbside recyclables pickup

68% never go to a transfer station :

27% ’ go to transfer stations, but no more than once every 6 months

9% go to transfer stations at least once a month

43% of self-haul transactions at the transfer stations are from that 9% of

frequent self haulers

The challenge with managing self-haul traffic is to balance the needs of the self haulers with those
of the private collection company vehicles that bring in most of the waste. High volumes of self-hauling-
activity can cause heavy traffic and congestion at the County transfer stations. This congestion can
cause delays in service for the private collection vehicles that are hauling larger loads. It also increases
capital costs for transfer station upgrades, as more vehicle queuing capacity is needed.

‘Any recommendations for managing self-haul traffic must consider potential negative impacts from
changes in service at the transfer stations, such as increases in ilegal dumping. For this reason, no
changes will be recommended until alternatives are identified for maintaining a high level of service
both at the curb and at the transfer stations (discussed in greater detail in Chapter 6).

Several alternatives were considered for managing self-haul activity through changes or
enhancements in collection services. The recommended alternatives are to encourage subscription to
curbside collection and to manage the need for occasional self hauling by improving pick-up service for
bulky and extra wastes. Another alternative evaluated was to implement mandatory curbside collection






of MMSW. It is not recommended at this time because of the lengthy regulatory process required, the
lack of public and political support, the limited effect it would have on self-haul traffic, and its
unavailability or inconvenience to many rural area self-haul customers. The County does, however,
intend to continue to monitor its potential advantages and disadvantages in the future.

Subscriptions to Curbside Collection

One way to manage self-haul traffic is to maximize customer subscriptions to curbside collection. In
nearly all cases, curbside collection is the most efficient way to provide waste disposal services for
households. Several methods will be used over the next few years to try to increase subscription levels.
Mailings will be sent out in areas with low subscription levels to tell customers how to sign up, how self
hauling may be costing them more, and what kinds of construction projects are coming up atthe
transfer stations that will make service reductions necessary for periods of time. Incentives will be
offered for new subscribers who sign up for a year. These methods will be evaluated for cost
effectiveness and adjusted accordingly. '

Pick-up Service for Bulky and Extra Waste

As discussed in Chapter 3, the most common reason that residents self haul is that they have bulky
or extra waste to dispose. Bulky waste is large items like old furniture, appliances, and wood waste that
will not fit in a standard curbside collection vehicle. Extra waste is waste that can be set out at the curb
but will not fit in a residential curbside collection can, either because of size or volume.

[picture of a vehicle carrying a bulky item]

Residents who accumulate bulky or extra waste have four basic options. They can haul the waste
themselves to a transfer station, they can set the extra waste out at the curb along with their collection
can and pay an established fee, they can arrange to have the bulky or extra waste picked up, or they
can take their bulky items to special community collection events. Because of the costs involved, most
people choose to haul the waste themselves.

Fees for putting extra waste out at the curb vary among cities and areas of the County, ranging
from about $2 to $4 per extra bag or can. Since bulky waste is too heavy or will not fit in a standard
collection vehicle, it requires a scheduled pickup-in a different type of truck. Private collection
companies have WUTC-approved rates for bulky waste collection that range from $28 to $75 per hour,
plus disposal costs. Customers also have the option to hire a non-regulated service to do clean-up,
then take their wastes to the transfer station. Both of these options are currently more costly than the
average self-haul transaction charge at a transfer station, which was $23 in 2000.

To discourage the practice of self hauling bulky and extra wastes would require that collection
services be made more affordable and accessible to residents. The County plans to work cooperatively
with the cities and private collection companies to identify options for residents to choose from. One
option is to work with the cities to schedule more community collection events for bulky and extra
wastes, for both recyclable and disposable materials. Another option is to work with the collection
companies to establish regularly scheduled routes for bulky waste pickup that will make the service



more efficient and economical to the ratepayer. The County will also help inform residents of the full
range of services provided by the private collection companies, including schedules for services and
their costs.

To ensure that the interests of the ratepayers, the County, the cities, and the private collection
companies are all considered, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and city solid waste coordinators
will be involved in developing recommendations for service improvements.

Mandatory Curbside Collection of MMSW

Mandatory curbside collection requires that all residents within a defined area sign up and pay for a
minimum level of service. It has been suggested that mandatory collection would help significantly to
_manage the demand for self hauling.

[picture of self hauler at transfer station]

Cities can require mandatory curbside collection of MMSW within their jurisdictions, and fourteen
cities in the County have done so. The primary reasons for taking this step are to minimize illegal
dumping and littering and to distribute the costs of recycling and solid waste management equitably
among all residents. In addition, it is the most efficient way to prowde the service because of
economies of scale.

To require mandatory collection in an unincorporated area or county-wide, the County would form
an MMSW collection district as described in RCW 36.58A. The statute requires the County to hold
public hearings on the issue and get approval by the King County Council. The Council could approve
a mandatory collection district in all or part of the County if it was deemed in the public interest and
necessary for the protection of public health. In that event, the cities could join the district or could pass
their own mandatory collection ordinances. The County and the cities would have to coordinate the
implementation of these ordinances.

Establishment of collection districts is authorized under this Plan when approved by the Council for
the public interest or preservation of public health. At this point, however, it is not recommended
county-wide because there is no evidence that it would impact the demand for self-haul service. Survey
data from the County’s 1999/2000 Comprehensive Waste Stream Characterization and Transfer
Station Customer Surveys (Appendix A-2) show that there is no discernable effect on self-hauling
traffic in the fourteen cities in the region that have mandatory collection compared with those thatdo
not. The City of Seattle, which has had mandatory collection since 1961, also has data that support the .
finding that mandatory collectlon does not significantly affect self-hauler demand.

Collection of Curbside Recyclables

Changes in the recycling industry may affect how curbside recyclable materials are picked up and
what additional materials may be candidates for recycling in the future.

Currently, there are two common methods for collecting primary recyclable materials. One method
is source separated, where the household or business sorts materials into three separate bins for



collection. The other method is commingled, where all of the recyclable materials, except for glass and
some metals, are collected in one large bin.

The City of Seattle recently signed new contracts that could have an impact on how recyclables are
collected in all of King County. Seattle is making collection uniform by converting all areas of the city to
a commingled bin system. By converting to commingled collection, Seattle estimates it will be able to
reduce transportation costs and increase recycling over time. Instead of having recyclables picked up
every week in the northern part of the city and once a month in the southern part, recyclables are now
picked up every other week city-wide. Yard waste is also picked up every other week, on opposite
weeks from recycling. The cities of Tacoma and Olympia have made similar changes to their collection
systems. :

Because the same collection companies are serving both the King County service area and the City
of Seattle, it is possible the companies may wish to establish a uniform method of collection throughout
the entire region. For this reason, the County and the cities have begun looking at commingled
collection and its potential implications within our regional system, as well as changes to the frequency
of collection.

Another issue is whether additional types of recyclable or reusable materials could be collected at
the curb. Additional materials being considered include polycoated paper, aseptic packages (such as
juice boxes and other similar containers), textiles, all plastic containers (Numbers 1 through 7), and
food wastes for composting. The City of Seattle added to its collection services polycoated paper,
aseptic packages, and plastic container Numbers 1 through 5, which include plastic grocery bags and
rigid plastic containers, except those made of polystyrene.

Table 5-3 shows the amounts of these additional materials under consideration that are currently
disposed in the County’s regional waste stream. Tonnage is calculated from the year 2000 forecast,
and percentages are taken from the Solid Waste Division’s most current waste characterization study
(Cascadia 2000; Appendix A-2). ' :

Table 5-3. Additional Wastes Considered for Collection and Amounts Currently Disposed [table
showing tons of wastes disposed]

Food wastes comprise a substantial portion of the MMSW stream. These wastes could be collected
separately or perhaps be combined with yard waste. King County and the City of Seattle have
conducted several pilot programs to study collection issues, to test composted food waste, to
demonstrate on-site food waste composting, and to survey residential customers on their opinions
about food waste collection. Chapter 4 provides more detailed discussion on the recycling and
composting of food wastes.

The County and the cities will continue to research the benefits of using a commingled collection
system, changing the frequency of collection, and adding materials for collection. The implementation
of these changes in other areas of the Puget Sound is being further evaluated to analyze their benefits
and costs. If these changes are implemented within our regional system, procedures will be developed
to make it easier for cities with collection contracts to make the changes as contracts are renewed.
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Tables-3. .Additional Wastes Considered for Collection and Amounts Current]y Disposed

’

Percent of Overatll

Material : Tons Waste Stream
Polycoated paper and aseptic packages 3,792 ' 0.4
Textiles _ 18,012 1.9
All plastic containers (Numbers 1-7) 16,116 1.7
Food waste and compostable paper 202,872 21.4




Special Collection Events

King County and the cities hold special recycling collection events twice a year during which
residents can recycle items that are not collected at the curb or in-drop box programs, such as tires,
‘refrigerators and other appliances, clothing, furniture, electronics, and scrap metal.

Currently, King County sponsors events for residents in unincorporated areas, and the cities
sponsor events for their residents with funding provided by the County through grants. In 2000, King
“County and the cities held 51 events and collected 3,514 tons of materials from 21,969 vehicles.

The County and the cities will look at more ways to coordinate special collection events, and
potentially reduce administrative costs for staging them. ‘

[picture of special collection event]

[picture of Wastemobile staff]

Household Hazardous Waste Collection

The Local Hazardous Waste Management Program provides household hazardous waste (HHW)
collection throughout King County. The program is sponsored by King County, the City of Seattle, the
cities within our regional system, and Public Health — Seattle & King County. The program is guided by
the Local Hazardous Waste Management Plan mandated under RCW 70.105 and adopted in March
1998. The City of Seattle operates two HHW collection sites within its city limits, which are open to all
King County residents. The County’s Household Hazardous Wastemobile also provides services to
King County residents, traveling to designated sites or special events to collect HHW.

The Local Hazardous Waste Management Program recently completed a study to look at services
currently provided in the region. The study found that services need to be improved in the southem
and eastern portions of the County. Recommendations from the study included:

* Implementing a pilot stationary collection service at a transfer station
« Implementing a pilot program to augment current mobile collection services ‘
» Continuing to provide collection through the County’s Wastemobile and Seattle HHW collection sites

The recommended pilot programs will be implemented in 2001 and 2002. During the same period,
the City of Seattlé will be conducting a pilot program to collect HHW from home-bound residents who
are unable to bring the wastes to a collection site themselves. All of these pilot programs will be
evaluated under the Local Hazardous Waste-Management Program to determine the most effective
way to enhance HHW collection services in the region. '

Incentive Rates

According to information gathered from the cities, the WUTC, and the private collection companies,
collection rates for MMSW vary among the cities and certificated areas (Table 5-4, Figure 5-7). Rates
are affected by population size and density, size and type of commercial and industrial sectors,
distance to the transfer station, age and size of the collection vehicle fleet, and any administrative
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program and billing costs added by the cities. Also, services may vary in numerous ways, including
location of pick up, whether yard waste is included, and what materials are collected.

Incentive or variable rates can be used to encourage recycling. Residents pay for garbage service
based on the size and number of garbage cans they put out on a weekly basis. The more they recycle
— in other words the less garbage they put out at the curb — the less they pay. The rates are structured
so that each additional can of garbage costs incrementally more. The WUTC is not currently
authorized to establish incentive rates; therefore, in unincorporated King County and in cities regulated
by the WUTC, incentive rates are not used. In many of the cities with collection contracts, however,
incentive rates are used to encourage recycling, and have proven to be effective in reducing disposal.

During the 2000 session, the state legislature considered a bill that would allow the County and
cities to establish a structure for incentive rates in the 2007 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan. If such a bill passes in the future, ordinances establishing this new rate structure would have to
be passed within each jurisdiction.

Since incentive rates have proven to be an effective means of encouraging recycling within the City
of Seattle and elsewhere, if the new legislation for incentive rates passes, the County, the cities, and
the WUTC will work together to develop a framework for structuring and implementing incentive rates
region-wide.

Alternative Collection Opportunities

An idea gaining support is taking responsibility for the entire life of a product. One way to encourage
this practice is to provide a means for collecting products that can be reused or recycled. For example,
take-back programs have been started that allow consumers to return products to the store where they
purchased them. Programs are in place for the return of leftover latex paint, used motor oil, and nicad
batteries. Other programs, sponsored by charitable organizations, have been developed to take back
used clothing and household goods. The manufacturers, retailers, charitable organizations, or -
public/private entities may sponsor these programs.

The County and the cities, in conjunction with regional businesses and manufacturers, are working
to increase the number of alternative collection opportunities available in the region. This Plan
supports and encourages such product stewardship efforts.

References

Cascadia. 2000. Waste Monitoring Program: 1999/2000 Comprehensive Waste Stream Characterization and
Transfer Station Customer Surveys. Final Report. Prepared by Cascadia Consulting Group, Inc., for King
County Department of Natural Resources, '
Solid Waste Division, Seattle, WA.

Table 5-4. Residential Collection Services and Rates Throughout the Regional System [table
showing collection rates]

Figure 5-7. Unincorporated Areas of King County [map]
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" Table 5-4. Residéntial Collection Sérvices and Rates Throughout the Regional System

AREE
s 2|82
2188|383
w = =1 = = .
Form of 22 | 25 Eg ,COLLECTION RATES |
Collection Collection S22l ey e Two-can
Jurisdiction Regulation Company AS | &5 | &S | Mini-can One-can (64-gal)
~Algona CONT Sea-Tac (R) n ] $8.27  $13.14  $18.59
Auburn CONT RST (WM) [ ] $7.74  $9.36  $20.69
Beaux Arts CERT Eastside (R) | $10.15 = $12.72 $15.81
Bellevue . CONT Eastside (R) n | $7.84 $14.20 $19.91
Black Diamond CERT Kent-Meridian Disposal (R) n $10.11 $13.21-  $16.93
" Bothell CONT Sno-King(WM) = [ ] N/A $16.53 $23.66
Burien CERT Sea-Tac (R) B $9.72 $12.69 $16.94
Nick Raffo (WM) ‘ $10.26  $15.95 $20.89
Carnation CONT Sno-King(WM) ] . N/A $17.80 $35.39
Clyde Hill CERT Eastside (R) ] $10.15 $12.72  $15.81
Covington CERT Kent-Meridian Disposal (R) ] $10.11  $13.21 $16.93
Des Moines CERT Sea-Tac (R) . = $10.64 $13.97  $16.94
Duvall CERT Sno-King(WM) | $11.90 - $14.40 $20.15
Enumclaw ary City of Enumclaw/RST(WM) | = = | $1009  $16.43 = $23.00
FederalWay = CONT Federal Way Disposal (WM) n ~-$8.52 $13.65 $20.48
Hunts Point CERT Eastside (R) u n $16.06  $18.63  $22.52
Issaquah CONT Rabanco Connections (R) m [  $5.83 $9.91  $20.46
Kenmore CERT Eastside (R) m $10.15 $12.72 $15.81
Kent CONT Kent-Meridian Disposal (R) | | $9.45 $10.98 $16.50
Kirkland - CONT Sno-King(WM) ] ] [ $18.68/ weekly, unlimited
Lake Forest Park  CONT Eastside (R) = | $9.54 $16.17 $22.73
Maple Valley CERT Kent-Meridian Disposal (R) ] $10.11 $13.21 $16.93
Medina CERT Eastside (R) w | = » $16.63  $19.20  $23.09




Table 5-4. continued

5s
Form of §§ 25 |28 |, coLLECTION RATES |
Collection Collection E n ?3 g Z:g ' Two-can

jurisdiction Regulation Company =2 | @O | £ | Mini-can One-can (64 gal)
Mercer Island CONT ~ Eastside (R) = = $9.90  $16.43  $25.44
Newcastle CERT Rainier (WM) | $11.90 $15.00 $21.00
Normandy Park  CERT Sea-Tac (R) n [} $9.37 $12.34 $16.94
North Bend CONT Rabanco Connections (R) ] ] $10.48 $13.57 $27.14
Pacific CONT RST (WM) u $6.00 $13.14  $26.43
Redmond CONT Sno-King(WM) n = $6.47 $9.16 $18.20
Renton CONT Rainier (WM) n ] (] $6.10 $12.80 $20.3g
Sammamish CERT Rabanco Connections (R) = $9.60 $13.73 $20.10

Sno-King(WM) | $11.90 $14.40  $20.15
SeaTac CERT Sea-Tac (R) $6.30 $9.27 $13.83

Nick Raffo (WM) $7.94 $12.12 $16.91
Shoreline CONT Northwest (WM) n $9.73 $11.25 $15.53
Skykomish CIrY Town of Skykomish n N/A $15.00 $21.00
Snoqualmie CONT Rabanco Connections (R) ] ] $1033  $13.35  $26.69
Tukwila® €ERFCONT  Sea-Tac (R) n o7 $8.08 ¥ $10.844°%* $16.18
Woodinvitle CERT Sno-King(WM) n $11.90 $14.40 $20.15
Yarrow Point CERT Eastside (R) n $10.15 $12.72 $15.81
Unincorporated King County (see figure 5-7 for Iocatiohs)

. Service Area 2 CERT Eastside (R) ] $10.15 $12.72 $16.61
Service Area 3 CERT Sno-King(WM) . n $11.90 $14.40  $20.15
Service Area 4 CERT Rabanco Connections (R) n $9.60 $13.73 $20.88
Service Area g CERY Rainier (WM) n $11.90 $15.00 $21.00

Sea-Tac (R) [} $9.72 $12.69 $16.94

Service Area 6 CERT Sea-Tac (R) | $9.72 $12.69  $16.94.
_ Nick Raffo (WM) n $10.26  $15.95  $20.84

Service Area 7 CERT Sea-Tac (R) ] $9.72 $12.69 $16.94
RST (WM) = '$9.81 $14.16 $20.87

Service Area 8 CERT Kent-Meridian Disposal (R) [} $10.11 $13.21 $17.83
Vashon Istand CERT American Disposal (WC) $10.85 $15.22  $20.88

N/A-Not Available.

§Company contracted with Sea-Tac in May 2001

Source: Telephone surveys conducted by the Solid Waste Division of the cities, WUTC, and private collection companies.

Key: coNT—Contract; cerT—Certificate; cimy—City; (WM)—Waste Management; (R)-Rabanco; (WC)-Waste Connections;




Figure 5-7. Unincorporated Service Areas of King County
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CHAPTER 6 - The Regional Transfer System

The concept of a regional solid waste transfer and disposal system in King County was developed in
the early 1960s. Its primary purpose was, and continues to be, the protection of public health and the
environment. Prior to its development, solid waste was hauled directly to open, unlined landfills across
the County. The heightened environmental concern and protection standards that grew out of the
1960s and 1970s, and the tremendous growth in the region over the last 40 years, have shaped the
system in operation today. The current transfer system serves three main functions:

- It provides geographically dispersed, convenient, and safe collection points around the County for mixed
municipal solid waste (MMSW) from both commercial and self haulers

» |t provides collection points for recyclable materials from self haulers

« It reduces traffic on the highways and at the landfill by providing stations where smaller loads can be
consolidated into fewer, larger loads for transport

The transfer system continues to evolve to accommodate regional growth and the changing needs
of the region’s customers. The most significant change for this 20-year planning period will be the
closure of the County’s only active landfill — the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. This closure is expected
when the landfill reaches capacity in approximately 2012. As the date approaches, the regional transfer
system must be readied for waste export (as discussed in Chapter 7). Before waste export is
implemented, transfer stations will be equipped to load waste efficiently into trailers that are then
exported to an out-of-County landfill. These and other changes needed at the transfer stations are the
subject of this chapter.

The chapter begins with the county’s policies on the reglonal transfer system. Then the chapter
contains a brief description of how the regional transfer system operates today and the issues involved
in maintaining an efficient and cost-effective system in the future. This description is followed with
separate discussions of recommendations for service-level and facility changes during the planning
period. ' :

The recommendations are designed to meet the following criteria:
» Provide needed services that benefit the community

 Ensure rates remain low and stable over time

* Support regional goals for waste reduction and recycling

» Comply with all federal, state, and local laws

County Regional Transfer System Policies

RTS-1. The county’s objectives for its transfer system are:

1. Meeting customer needs for convenient, uniform services;

2. Seeking to maintain operating costs for solid waste management lower than those in other
jurisdictions;

3. Preparing the mixed municipal solid waste transfer system for eventual waste export;

4. Keeping rates stable and rate increases as low as possible while meeting the costs of
managing the system and providing services to solid waste customers; and



5. Protecting environmental quality and public health and safety while providing cost efficient
services.

RTS-2. The county should provide for the future of the solid waste transfer system by
maximizing use of existing transfer stations, making existing transfer stations as efficient as possible,
evaluating the need for new transfer facilities, and focusing capital improvements on balancing service
needs of commercial and self-haulers. ~

RTS-3. The county should focus capital investment to: :

1. Maintain the county’s system facilities in a safe condition for both the system’s customers
and the system’s employees;

2. Upgrade its transfer facilities to serve a future waste export system when the Cedar Hills
regional landfill reaches its permitted capacity, or at such earlier time as the county may
decide;

" 3. Improve transfer stations to improve efficiency, capacity and customer service; and

4. Expand, relocate or replace, or any combination thereof, transfer stations when safety,
efficiency, capacity or customer services needs cannot be met by existing transfer facilities.

RTS-4. The county should prioritize efficient service to commercial haulers while still providing
services for self-haul customers, provided that nothing in this policy permits limiting standard hours of
operation at county transfer facilities for self-haul customers without council approval by ordinance.

RTS-5. Compactors should be installed at transfer stations in order to achieve operating
efficiencies by processing waste more quickly in less space, reducing truck trips between the stations
and the disposal site, saving transportation and equipment costs, reducing odors and litter, and
preparing for economical waste export. The county should prioritize, to the extent practlcable
compactor installation at those transfer stations with the greatest tonnages.

RTS-6. The county shall evaluate the feasibility of siting an additional transfer facility to serve
residents of northeast King County.

RTS-7. The county shall establish criteria and standards for determining when a county owned
and operated transfer station has exceeded its capacity to efficiently serve the needs of its customers
and where new or relocated transfer facilities are needed.

RTS-8. Before restricting access to any customer class at a specific transfer station, the
executive shall transmit for council approval by motion a demand management plan for that transfer
station. The demand management plan shall identify strategies such as incentive rates, programmatic
changes and structural changes designed to minimize conflicts between commercial haulers and self
haulers and improve customer service. The demand management plan shall include an evaluation of
the costs and benefits of these strategies, the impact of implementing these strategies on different
sectors of commercial and self haulers that use the transfer station, and impacts on illegal dumping.
The demand management plan shall be formulated with the participation of affected cities. '

RTS-9. The county, in coordination with affected cities, should continue to improve county
transfer station operations to ensure efficient queuing, unloading and exiting.

RTS-10. The county shall designate county-owned transfer stations as either capable of being
expanded on-site or constrained from on-site expansion. The purpose of this designation is to
maximize the use of existing sites by concentrating capital investment on sites where significant
improvements are both physically possible, and supported by the host city. Facilities capable of being
expanded may require new construction or major rebuilding in order to provide a full range of solid
waste disposal and recycling services for county residents and businesses. Facilities constrained from
on-site expansion will receive necessary safety and efficiency improvements, including compactors.

RTS-11 In designating transfer stations as either capable of being expanded on-site or
constrained from on-site expansion, the county shall consider the size of the site, other physical
characteristics and constraints, the level of support for needed improvements by the host city. The
system as a whole shall be assessed to maximize the equitable distribution of full service facilities.



RTS-12. The following transfer stations are designated as capable of being expanded on site:
First Northeast, Factoria, Bow Lake, Enumclaw and Vashon.

RTS-13. The following transfer stations are designated as constrained from on-site expansion:
Houghton, Renton, and Algona.

RTS-14. The following transfer stations are authorized by the county as adjunct transfer
stations to receive, consolidate and deposit mixed municipal solid waste into larger transfer vehicles for
transport to and disposal at county authorized disposal sites: Waste Management's Eastmont and
Rabanco’s Third and Lander facilities.

RTS-15. The county should maintain the use of drop boxes to serve rural customers in the
Skykomish and Cedar Falls area until periodic analyses of demographic and disposal trends in the
rural areas determine that improvements in the type and level of service and facilities may be needed.
The county should explore the use of an access card to provide access to drop box facilities for
residents and property owners in the area so that |nd|v1dual property owners could be billed on a
monthly basis.

RTS-16. The county should continue to prowde solid waste services through the county transfer
facilities. However, the county will remain open to considering and implementing future private sector
proposals for the transfer system as part of its annual evaluation of the timing of waste export. 'In
evaluating future private sector proposals for the transfer system, the county should balance financial
costs and benefits with other relevant factors, including environmental considerations and fairness to
existing labor. The county should consider expanding the role of collection companies in the provision
of transfer services when the collection companies demonstrate that such expansion reduces the
overall costs of solid waste management to county residents and businesses, maintains or improves
service levels, and-advances the goal that solid waste disposal facilities be dispersed throughout the
county in an equitable manner. The county’s goal will be to make the transition to waste export as
equitable as possible to those affected by the transition.

RTS-17. All public and private transfer facilities shall comply with applicable federal, state, and
local laws and proposed facility improvements shall be required to meet applicable legal requirements.
Legal requirements include, but are not limited to those regarding environmental protection, public
health and safety, procurement and labor.

RTS-18. The county shall prepare the capltal improvement program required to implement the
Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan under K.C.C. 4.04.200 through 4.04.270.
Proposed capital improvements are subject to council appropriation and the county’s annual budget
process. The proposed capital improvement program should demonstrate how the following
considerations are addressed:

1. Protecting the safety of customers and employees at any solid waste facility;

2. Planning for permit acquisition requirements and timing;

3. Mitigating impacts to the surrounding community including but not limited to noise, traffic,

~ dust, odor and litter;

4. Including public comment and input, |nclud|ng comment and |nput from the host

jurisdictions, in project development;

5. Preparing for waste export;

6. Minimizing service disruption at transfer facilities and throughout the system during capital

construction;

7. Ensuring that no more than one transfer station is closed for capltal improvements at any

time;

8. Demonstrating the extent to which sites requiring capital improvements are functioning at or

near operating capacity for either traffic or tonnage;

9. Demonstrating how the planned capital improvements were evaluated accordlng to the

criteria and standards for transfer facility efficiency; and

10. Achieving operating savings.



RTS-19. The capital improvement program for King County shall only fund projects and
improvements at facilities owned and operated by King County.

RTS-20. Prior to making any improvements to transfer stations or locating new transfer
facilities, the executive shall work with affected communities to develop mitigation measures for
environmental impacts created by the construction, operation, maintenance or expansion of transfer
facilities.

RTS 21. The county is encouraged to exceed minimum environmental requirements in the
operation of its solid waste handling facilities where feasible. The county shall investigate the use and
cost of technology and equipment that may allow the county to exceed minimum legal environmental
requirements, including, but not limited to, those related to concerns such as air quality and sound.

RTS-22. The county shall evaluate the potential for establishing a special services transfer
facility to handle bulky wastes and recycling, and serve self-haul customers.

The Transfer System Today

The regional transfer system now comprises a mix of public and private facilities, including eight
transfer stations and two rural drop boxes operated by the County and two transfer stations operated by the
two major private solid waste management companies in the county — Waste Management, Inc. and '
Rabanco. The county’s objectives for its transfer system and recommendations are:
¢ Meeting customer needs for convenient, uniform services
¢ Seeking to maintain operating costs for solid waste management lower than those in other

jurisdictions '
e Preparing the mixed municipal solid waste transfer system for eventual waste export
¢ Keeping rates stable and rate increases as low as possible while meeting the costs of managing
the system and providing services to solid waste customer
Protecting environmental quality and public heaith and safety while providing cost efficient services

Figure 6-1 shows the locations of the county system’s transfer facilities and the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. Transfer stations are dispersed geographlcally throughout the county to maximize the efficiency of
-solid waste: collection.

[picture of Enumclaw Transfer/Recycling Station]

According to County transaction data, about 75 percent of the system’s MMSW is transported through
the County transfer facilities before disposal at the Cedar Hilis Regional Landfill. About 23 percent of the
remaining MMSW is transported to the privately owned transfer stations in Seattle, where loads are
consolidated and hauled to Cedar Hills. The remaining 2 percent is hauled directly to Cedar Hills because
the landfill is the closest facility, or the waste is difficult to handle (see Chapter 8 on special wastes).

'~ Waste Management and Rabanco are the primary commercial haulers in the region. Waste
Management owns and operates a transfer station at its Eastmont facility in Seattle, and Rabanco owns and
operates a transfer station at Third & Lander, also in Seattle. These two private facilities are part of the solid
waste management systems for both King County and the City of Seattle, serving primarily collection
vehicles from their own companies and subsidiaries.



Figure 6-1. Locations of the Region's Facilities
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In addition to serving the commercial haulers, the County facilities serve self haulers. Self haulers
are residential and non-residential customers who choose to bring their garbage and recyclables to the
transfer facilities themselves.

Figure 6-1. Locations of System Facilities [map]

Table 6-1 gives the location and level of service provided at each transfer facility. All County-operated
transfer stations are open to self haulers and commercial haulers from at least 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., 362
days a year. The Factoria Transfer Station is open weekdays from 6:15 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. Days and hours
of operation are set by ordinance by the King County Council (codified in KCC Title 10). According to their
plans of operation, Waste Management's Eastmont transfer station is open weekdays from 6:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. and Saturday from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., and Rabanco’s Third & Lander transfer station is open
weekdays from 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and Saturday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. Both private stations have
extended hours to serve their own collection vehicles.

County-operated drop boxes are located at Cedar Falls and Skykomish. These facilities are provided as
a convenience to self haulers in the rural areas; they are not intended to serve commercial oollectlon
vehicles. Table 6-2 shows their locations, services provided, and hours of operation.

Table 6-1. Services Provided at Each Transfer Station [table describing services at each station}

Table 6-2. Services Provided at the Drop Boxes [tables describing services and hours for drop
boxes]

Public Health — Seattle & King County (the Health Department) is the primary local authority for
ensuring that all of the system’s transfer stations and drop boxes meet all applicable federal, state, and
local laws and regulations for the protection of human health and the environment. it is the primary
mission of the Solid Waste Division to maintain and operate its facilities in a manner that meets or
exceeds those standards. Appendix E-3 summarizes the standards that each facility must comply with
under the King County Board of Health Code, Title 10.

[picture of recyclables collection area at the Vashoh Transfer Station]

Issues in Planning for the Future of the Transfer System

The 1992 Final Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan recommended an aggressive
strategy for upgrading the County’s transfer system, including the siting and construction of three to
four new transfer stations. The cost for building the new stations and upgrading others was estlmated
at the time to cost approximately $191 million (in 2000 dollars).

In 1995, the King County Council rejected a rate proposal that was designed, in part, to implement
the transfer station improvements set forth in the 1992 Plan. The Council also directed that the Solid
Waste Division take measures to reduce or eliminate the need for any new stations (KCC 10.22).
Subsequent discussions with the cities, the public, and the private solid waste management companies
showed support for that direction. The consistent message was to make existing facilities as efficient



" Table 6-1. Services Provided at Each Transfer Station

Stations Publicly Owned and Operated by the King County Solid Waste Division

Bellevue, 98005

including tin, aluminum, glass, mixed paper, newspaper,
cardboard, #1 and #2 plastic, and yard waste.

: Round Trip
Transfer Station Facility Type and : Acres Miles to
and Address Services Provided Occupied Cedar
Algona Two-trailer direct load facmty Recelves MMSW from 4.6 A
35315 West Valley Hwy. commercial and self-haul customers.
Algona, 98001
Bow Lake Push-pit facility. Receives MMSW from commercial and 16.9 33
18800 Orillia Rd. South self-haul customers and recyclables, including tin, glass, .
Seattle, 98188 aluminum, mixed paper, newspaper, cardboard, and #1
: and #2 plastic.

Enumclaw Compactor-equipped facility with push pit. Receives 25.0 1842
1650 Battersby Ave. E. MMSW from commercial and self-haul customers and
Enumclaw, 98022 recyclables, including tin, aluminum, glass, mixed paper,

newspaper, cardboard, #1 and #2 plastic, yard waste,

clean wood, and appliances.
Factoria Two-trailer direct load facility. Receives MMSW from 7.8 36
13800 SE 32nd St. commercial and self-haul customers and recyclables, '




Table 6-1. continued

Transfer Station

Facility Type and

Round Trip

Acres Miles to

and general recyclables.

and Address Services Provided Occupied Cedar
First Northeast Two-trailer direct load facility. Receives MMSW from 12.5 73
2300 N. 165th St. commercial and self-haul customers and recyclables, '
Seattle, 98133 including tin, aluminum, glass, mixed paper, newspaper,
: cardboard, and #1 and #2 plastic. Reusable items for

Goodwill also collected. _
Houghton Two-trailer direct load facility. Receives MMSW from 8.4 48
11727 NE 60th St. commercial and self-haul customers and recyclables,
Kirkland, 98033 including glass, tin, aluminum, mixed paper, newspaper,

cardboard, and #1 and #2 plastic.
Renton Two-trailer direct load facility. Receives MMSW from 9.0 24
3021 NE 4th St. commercial and self-haul customers and recyclables,
Renton, 98056 including glass, tin, aluminum, mixed paper, newspaper,

. cardboard, and #1 and #2 plastic.

Vashon Compactor-equipped facility with surge pit. Receives 9.4 90
18910 Westside Hwy. SW  MMSW from commercial and self-haul customers and
Vashon, 98070 recyclables, including tin, aluminum, glass, mixed waste

paper, newspaper, cardboard, #1 and #2 plastic, yard

waste, and appliances.
Stations Owned and Operated by Private Companies _
Eastmont Compactor-equipped facility. Receives MMSW from its 2.7 72
(Waste Mgmt.) own collection and container vehicles, and CDL waste,
7201 W Marginal Way SW  petroleum-contaminated soils, and asbestos from its own
Seattle, 98106 vehicles and contractors.
Third & Lander Compactor-equipped facility. Receives MMSW from its - 13 70
(Rabanco) own collection and container vehicles, and petroleum-
2733 Third Avenue contaminated soils, CDL waste, yard wastes, and asbestos
Seattle, 98134 from its own vehicles and contractors. Accepts pre-sorted

Source: Facility operations plans.




Table 6-2. Services Provided at the Drop Boxes

Location and Address

Services Provided

Hours of Operation

Cedar Falls
16925 Cedar Falls Rd. SE
North Bend, 98045

'Receives MMSW from self haulers only,

and recyclables, including tin, aluminum,
glass, mixed waste paper, newspaper,

cardboard, plastic, and yard waste.

8:00 2.m.—5:00 p.m.
Pacific Daylight Time;
9:00 a.m.—6:00 p.m.

Pacific Standard ,Tirr:le

Skykomish

Skykomish, 98288

74324 NE Old Cascade Hwy.

Receives MMSW from self haulers and

the City of Skykomish, and recyclables,
including tin, aluminum, glass, mixed waste
paper, newspaper, cardboard, and plastic.

8:00 a3.m.—5:00 p.m.




as possible prior to constructing new facilities, while keeping rates low and stable over time. The 2001
Plan continues to follow the policy directive set forth in 1995, as well as the input that has been received
since then. The recommendations in this chapter are discussed with the following in mind — to minimize -
required capital investments by focusing on service and facility improvements that address the needs of
today’s customers, as well as the future direction of MMSW and recyclables handling in the region. New
facilities could be considered where existing capacity has been optimized.

Since 1992 the County has made few changes at the transfer stations that wouid expand the physical
structures or services; however, the region’s population and customer base have continued to grow.
The primary challenge is to see that County facilities can keep pace with continued growth and provide
the level of services customers have come to expect. There are two broad categories of issues to
consider during this planning period: '

- Service-Level Issues: Providing efficient service to the commercial haulers who bring in most of
the waste by getting them in and out of the station quickly. At the same time, providing adequate
services for the self-haul customers. '

+ Facility Issues: Preparing for eventual waste export when the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes
in approximately 2012, as well as upgrading facilities so they can handle the increased generation
of MMSW and recyclables forecast for the region over the next 20 years and establishing criteria
and standards for determining when a county owned facility has exceeded its capacity to efficiently
serve the needs of its customers and where new or relocated transfer facilities are needed.

These issues and the proposed recommendations are discussed in the following sections.

Service-Level Issues

The County is committed to serving all of the system’s customers while maximizing the
efficienciy_ of its facilities and services. Currently, however, resources at many of the County
transfer stations are stretched by the high volume of traffic during peak hours of use. The County
stations serve two distinct types of customers — the private solid waste management companies
(referred to in this chapter as commercial haulers) and the self haulers. The commercial haulers
work under contract with the cities to collect MMSW within their boundaries, or operate under
Washington Utilities and. Transportation Commission certificates to perform the same function for
other areas of the region. The commercial haulers deliver large loads of MMSW to the transfer
stations, averaging 5.5 tons per load. Self haulers are those who bring garbage and recyclables to
the stations themselves.

County transaction records show that Waste Management and Rabanco delivered about 74 percent of
" the MMSW received at County transfer stations in 2000. Self haulers brought the remaining 26 percent. By
contrast, 12 percent of the transactions were with commercial haulers, while 88 percent were with self
haulers. These figures show that while the majority of the County’s waste tonnage is received from
commercial haulers, the overwhelming majority of the transactions are with the self haulers.

There are some self-haul customers who regularly haul their waste to county transfer. Some of
these self-haul customers are located in the rural unincorporated portions of the county and some



regular self haulers do so because of personal preference. There are other self-haul customers who
occasionally haul their waste to county transfer stations. The most common reasons these customers
give for self hauling are that they have a large amount of garbage or items that are too big for curbside
pickup (see Chapter 5). This intermittent self hauling of extra or bulky wastes often results from a
household move or major cleaning, remodeling, or landscaping projects.

Through its Waste Monitoring Program, the County collects data about the solid waste system
customers and how they use County facilities, as well as why some customers choose to self haul
rather than use curbside collection services. The data collected are supplemented by transaction
records from the individual facilities and through annual telephone surveys conducted by the County.
These data are an important tool for developing strategies to manage the use of County facilities.

[picture of garbage truck]

The most recent telephone survey of a random sampli'ng‘ of residences in the service area indicates
that about 9 percent of the households in King County visit a transfer station at least once a month.
These customers account for about 43 percent of the self-haul transactions. An estimated 68 percent
of the region’s households never visit transfer stations. One reason customers commonly give for self
hauling is they believe it is cheaper than curbside collection. Collection rate information obtained from
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission and the cities that contract for collection
service shows that the average curbside collection rate is $14.13 per month for weekly, single-can
pickup in King County (includes incorporated and unincorporated areas). The minimum fee at the
transfer facilities is $15.25, including tax and surcharge. The curbside collection rate usually includes
collection of recyclables as well (see Chapter 5 for more discussion of curbside collection fees).

Table 6-3. Numbers of Tons Received and Transactions Reported at Regional Transfer Stations
in 2000 [table showing tons received at each station]

Table 6-3 shows the number of tons delivered and transactions that occurred at the County and
private transfer stations in 2000. Data for County-operated stations come from transaction records;
data for the private stations are taken from reports submitted by the private companies to the Health
Department. Rabanco’s Third & Lander station receives some self-haul customers, while Waste
Management’s Eastmont station accepts self-hauled wastes from businesses but not residents.

Transaction data show that commercial hauling vehicles that enter the sfations are typically
unloading an average of 5.5 tons each, while self-hauling vehicles are carrying anywhere from a few
hundred pounds to a quarter of a ton. Queuing studies conducted by the County and transaction data
show that even with considerably lafger loads commercial haulers take less time to empty their trucks
because the beds tip to allow garbage to flow into the trailers or pit. These data show that it takes
commercial haulers approximately 10 minutes to weigh in, unload, and weigh out, while self haulers
average about 30 minutes to do the same.



Table 6-3. Numbers of Tons Received and Transactions Reported at Regional Transfer Stations in 2000

Transfer Commercial  Self-Hauled  Total Commercial  Self-Haul Total
Station MMSW Tons MMSW Tons MMSW Tons Transactions  Transactions  Transactions
Algona 71,154 31,229 - 102,382 14,942 121,941 136,883
Bow Lake 85,946 27,923 113,868 16,762 90,309 107,071
Enumclaw 10,774 10,315 21,089 2,077 41,804 ' 43,881
Factoria 132,166 31,909 164,075 21;890 101,548 123,438
First Northeast 24,537 31,978 56,515 4,716 115,095 - 119,811
" Houghton 144,087 30,537 174,625 26,199 102,748 128,947
Renton 50,229 ' 16,084 66,312 ) 7,781 69,242 - 77,023
Vashon 2,472 6,353 8,824 457 21,399 21,856
Eastmont :
(Waste Mgmt.) 175,536 ND 175,536 ND ND ND
Third & Lander v
{Rabanco) 38,199 ND . 38199 ND ND : ND
Reg. Direct Total 735,099 186,326 921,426 94,824 664,086 758,910
Eastmont ‘
{City of Seattle) 91,722 ND 91,722 ND ND ND
Third & Lander
{City of Seattle} 136,695 ND 136,695 ND ND ) ND
TOTAL 963,516 186,326 1,149,843 94,824 664,086 758,910

1 City of Seattle tonnage is not part of the King County Solid Waste System. The City tonnage that is reported is handied by the 2 private
facilities that serve both the County and City. The remaining City tonnage (247,715 tons) is handled at 2 City-owned facilities.

Note: nd- no data available .

Source: Data for County-operated stations taken from transaction records; data for the private stations taken from the private companies’
reports to the Health Department, and Seattle Public Utilities’ tonnage reports.




The goal of the recommendations presented below is to provide efficient service to the system’s
customers, while optimizing capital investment and retaining the system’s ability to serve self-haul
customers. As disposal and recycling tonnage and the number of transactions are projected to
increase from year to year, providing a high level of service for both the commercial haulers and self
haulers requires that the region’s transfer system be modernized and in some cases new facilities buiit.

[picture of self-haul vehicle at the scalehouse]

Recommendations for Service-Level Improvements

County transfer stations offer a high level of service to the region’s customers. The County
recognizes that providing self-haul service at County transfer stations is necessary now and in the .
future. The question then becomes how to provide this service while maintaining efficient service for
the commercial haulers, who collect most of the region’s waste.

e The objective for this planning period is to: Manage the overall demand for self-haul services in
coordination with the County, the cities, and the commercial haulers; '

o Provide system improvements at individual transfer stations, based on detailed master plans; and

e Add new transfer facilities as needed. '

- Managing the Demand for Self-Haul Services

The demand for self-haul services can be managed by increasing subscriptions to curbside garbage
and recyclables collection, providing economical services for collecting extra and bulKy wastes, and
expanding recycling and reuse opportunities in the community. The policies support three primary
strategies: _

Incentive Rates:

e The Solid Waste Division is considering implementing a pilot program to issue a money-saving
coupon to a portion of County residents. Residents could choose to redeem the coupon for one of
several purposes, including: '
— Dollars off a new subscription for curbside collection
— Payment toward a one-time curbside collection of bulky or extra waste by a hauler
— Dollars toward covering the tipping fee at a transfer station during off-peak hours
~ Payment toward recycling materials that are charged a fee, such as appliances or monitors
If successful, the coupon pilot program may-be offered to all residents-of the County. The program
will be evaluated to see which services are effective at managing self-haul trips and are most
appealing to residents. Details of program implementation will be coordinated with the cities and
the commercial haulers. '

» The county will also consider the use of incentive rates to encourage self-haul customers to use

transfer facilities at particular hours of the day, to reduce conflicting use and ease traffic at
transfer stations.

[picture of curbside garbage and recyclables at the curb]



» Programmatic Changes (Cooperative Promotions with the Cities and Commercial Haulers):
The Solid Waste Division will work with the cities and commercial haulers to pursue methods to
manage self-haul traffic. Some of the methods under consideration include:

— Staging more community collection events
— Promoting subscriptions for curbside garbage and recyclables collection
— Providing economical on-call or monthly pick-up of bulky waste and extra garbage

o Structural Changes:

The county will be making structural changes at transfer facilities that will separate commercial
haulers from self-haulers using the facilities, such as separate queuing and tipping areas where
: space allows.

Demand management plans are required before the county will consider restricting access to any

customer class at a specific transfer station. The plans will identify strategies designed to minimize

conflicts between commercial haulers’ and self-haulers’ use of transfer stations and improve customer
~ service. ' ’

Facility Issues

King County’s transfer system is aging — five of the eight County-operated transfer stations are
more than 35 years old. Major improvements are needed during this planning period to meet long-term
environmental and operational requirements at these older stations. '

The county plans to install waste compactors at its transfer stations when operating efficiencies and
tonnages handled justify the investment. Waste compactors will allow the county to process waste
“‘more quickly in less space, reduce truck trips between the stations and disposal site, save
transportation and equipment costs, and reduce odors and litter.

[picture of train]

Installation of waste compactors at county transfer stations will also ready the transfer system for
waste export by the time the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes in about 2012 (see Chapter 7). The
City of Seattle and Snohomish County have already implemented waste export within their jurisdictions.
In discussions with County staff, both reported that their waste export contracts require or provide
financial incentives for compacting wastes at the transfer stations prior to export. Compacting MMSW
increases the amount that can be shipped in a single load from an average of 17 tons to 27 tons. The
current reported costs for long-hauling uncompacted wastes are almost 1.5 times higher. Currently,
only two of the County’s newer transfer stations — Enumclaw and Vashon — are equipped with
compactors.

In addition to receiving MMSW, County transfer facilities provide for collection of recyclable
materials. The older transfer stations were originally built to process MMSW, but not to provide for



recyclables collection or reuse opportunities. Recycling services have been added wherever possible at
County facilities, but often the demand for space has exceeded what is currently available. Primary
recyclables — newspaper, mixed paper, PET and HDPE bottles, glass containers, and tin and i
aluminum cans — are collected at all of the stations except the Algona Transfer Station. Yard waste is
collected separately only at the Factoria, Enumclaw, and Cedar Falls facilities. The newer stations at
Enumclaw and Vashon were designed and built to provide efficient MMSW disposal and recyclables
collection services. In addition to accepting primary recyclables, clean wood and appliances are
collected at these two stations. The County’s drop boxes appear to be adequate to serve rural
customers in the Skykomish and Cedar Falls areas for the 20-year planning period; however, the
County will conduct periodic analyses of demographic trends to determine when additional services
and facilities may be needed. -

All capital improvements to County facilities are subject to appropriation of funds by the King County
Council as part of the annual budget process. During the next three year planning cycle, the County
will establish criteria and standards for determining when a County-owned and operated transfer -
station has exceeded its capacity to efficiently serve the needs of its customers, and where new or
relocated transfer facilities are needed. For example, the County will evaluate the feasibility of siting an
additional transfer station to serve residents of northeast King County. Capital investments to expand

_or relocate transfer stations, or any combination thereof will be considered when safety, efficiency,
capacity, or customer service needs cannot be met by existing facilities.

The siting of, or significant improvements to, facilities for the transfer or export of solid waste also
includes completion of a comprehensive public involvement process. Steps in the process include:

« Early public notification and opportunities for comment throughout the siting process via face-to-face
meetings, written notices and surveys, and on-line Internet surveys and information sources

» Establishment of citizen advisory committees and task forces to explore siting options

* Involvement of community leaders and neighborhood organizations '

» Workshops and other forums for public input

» Development of evaluation criteria that incorporate local issues

* Analysis of community impacts

+ Dissemination of project information through brochures, advertisements, and public notices

This public information process was successfully used to guide the siting and design of the County’s
Enumclaw, Factoria, and Vashon Transfer Stations. '

Recommendations for Facility Improvements

As discussed earlier, the region’s transfer system is aging. During this planning period, the system
must be prepared for the challenges of a growing region and changing technologies. Facilities will need
to be upgraded to handle projected increases in disposal and recycling tonnage and to ready the
system for waste export once the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes (see Chapter 7 for details).

The recommendations proposed below are designed to maximize the utility of regional transfer and
disposal facilities while keeping disposal fees low and stable. They take into consideration the
capacities and limitations at each transfer station, as well as projected growth trends, and tailor
modifications and capital investments accordingly. The estimated $75million capital program over the
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next 12 years builds in the capacity and flexibility for future growth while keeping projected rate
increases as low as possible. The aim is to ensure that King County customers across the reglon have
access to vital services for garbage disposal and recycling.

Input on Facility Improvements _
The transfer system recommendations were shaped by a number of issues that arose during Plan
development and on policy direction from the King County Council, which include the following:

» King County Council directives require that any plan to improve the transfer system keep capital
investment costs low and customer rates stable. Council direction further specifies that proposals
from the private sector be solicited and considered.

» The cities and the public indicated a desire for expanded recycling services at the transfer stations. Most
frequently mentioned items were appliances, yard waste, clean wood, and recyclable construction,
demolition, and landclearing (CDL) debris. The collection of moderate risk waste at the transfer stations

 was also requested. The cities and the public also indicated that stations need to be flexible to new
technologies, as well as changes in activities or handling practices over time. '

[picture of public meeting]

Long-term queuing capacity at the transfer stations needs to be addressed. Queuing lanes at some
facilities need to be reconfigured to meet projected future demand and keep customers off adjacent
streets, and to be a good neighbor. Separate queuing lanes for commercial haulers and self haulers
would also allow the commercial haulers to get through the system faster. In some cases, sites
constraints do not allow for additional mitigation, and methods to move some of the business to other
transfer stations may be necessary. '
Private-sector proposals were received during the input phase for this Plan. The two major solid waste
management companies that serve the region have proposed to expand their MMSW transfer activities
in King County.

* Applicable civil service laws generally prohibit public employers from contracting with private entities to
perform work which regularly could be, and historically has been, performed by publlc employees, and
which could continue to be performed by public employees. .

* Policy of the King County Council's Management, Labor and Customer Service Committee states that
contracting out of work currently performed by represented County employees shall not be proposed to
the Council until a work program has been completed that involves the affected bargaining unitin
exploring other alternatives to meet management goals (Appendix C-3). '

» The King County Executive’s policy is not to contract out County work that is ‘being performed by County
workers. : -

* Most cities expressed concern about private vs. public ownership of the transfer system. They are
concemned that industry consolidations have limited market competition in the private sector. Many of the
cities have indicated that their influence over service levels and rates is best maintained by continued
public ownership of the majority of the MMSW transfer system. '

» Al transfer facilities must comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws. As such, any proposed

facility improvements would be required to meet all laws covering issues such as environmental

protection, public health and safety, procurement, and labor before they could be implemented.

1



Summary of Alternatives Considered ‘

In'the draft 2000 Plan issued in April, several alteratives for the transfer system were put forward for
consideration. These alternatives were further discussed and analyzed among all of the Plan participants
during the public comment period for the draft. Aside from the recommendation proposed herein, one
alternative considered in the draft Plan was to maintain the transfer system in its current condition, with
capital improvements limited to those required for general maintenance and public health and safety. This
alternative was rejected during Plan development because it would result in the overall degradation of the
transfer system and levels of service in the region. In addition, this alternative did not incorporate the
installation of waste compactors necessary to make an efficient and economical transmon to waste export in
the future.

The draft Plan also looked at proposals from the private solid waste management companies — Rabanco
and Waste Management, Inc. — to expand their roles within the regional system. Rabanco’s proposal called
for closing the County’s Renton Transfer Station and replacing its function entirely with their own Black River
CDL Transfer and Recycling Station, which is also in Renton. In-a second proposal, Waste Management
suggested that the County implement a competitive process that would allow both public and private service
providers to vie for new facilities and system improvements in the future. Both of these proposals were
examined in detail to weigh possible advantages and disadvantages to the regional system and its
ratepayers. In these analyses, neither proposal showed benefits to the ratepayers in terms of improved
service levels or reduced costs. Therefore, the proposals are not recommended for further consideration at
this time. A more detailed evaluation of the proposals and analyses is presented in this chapter following
discussion of the proposed recommendation.

Details of the Plan:

The proposed recommendation for the future of the solid waste transfer system provides a blueprint for
achieving the following objectives:

» Meeting customer needs for convenient, uniform services

» Continuing to keep operating costs for solid waste management lower than those in comparable
jurisdictions

* Preparing the MMSW transfer system for eventual waste export

» Keeping any increase in disposal fees low and stable

* Protecting environmental quality and publlc health and safety while providing cost-efficient services

The strategy is to make maximum use of the existing transfer stations located within the service
area, to install waste compactors at its transfer stations in order to achieve operating efficiencies; to
prepare for waste export at the transfer stations, with priority given to the transfer stations with the
largest volumes where practicable; and to improve the capacity for providing the full range of collection
services for MMSW and recyclable materials at the larger sites. The recommendation designates three
categories of stations — expandable stations, constrained stations, and adjunct stations. Expandable
stations are located on larger sites that have room for physical expansion of transfer buildings and
services. Expandable stations can be enlarged and upgraded to serve commercial hauiers and self
haulers separately throughout the site, and provide primary and some secondary recycling collection
services (such as yard waste and appliances collection) to self haulers. Constrained stations, on the
other hand, are generally located on smaller sites where it is not possible to enlarge existing transfer
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buildings or expand services beyond what is currently available. . At these stations, the separation of
self haulers from commercial haulers for garbage disposal will remain at the tipping floor only, and the
stations will only be able to accommodate collection of primary recyclables from self haulers. Adjunct
stations are the two privately owned transfer stations in Seattle, which add overall capacity and
flexibility to the regional system. The County and private stations are designated as follows:

[picture of Factoria transfer station]

» Expandable Stations — First Northeast, Factoria, Bow Lake, Enumclaw, and Vashon: These sites
can accommodate enlarged facilities and expanded services. The Factoria Transfer Station in
particular is recognized as being important to improve soon, as it meets the objectives of waste
export preparation at a high volume station and it relieves the pressure on the Houghton Transfer
Station. The Enumclaw and Vashon Transfer Stations are relatively new and are not expected to
need expansion in the planning period. They were built to accommodate extensive recyclables
collection and are already equipped with compactors for waste export.

* Constrained Stations — Houghton, Renton, and Algona: These transfer stations are located where
expansion is not possible. The transfer buildings can be upgraded but not enlarged. As such, no
expansion of services is planned for these sites — with the noted exception of Algona where the
provision of primary recyclables collection services is planned. These stations will get waste
compactors to achieve operating efficiencies and to prepare for waste export preparation, with the
highest volume stations being prioritized for the installation of waste compactors. ‘_

* Adjunct Stations - Waste Management's Eastmont and Rabanco’s Third & Lander transfer
stations: These two privately owned facilities within Seattle serve primarily their own commercial
hauling vehicles. MMSW is currently hauled from these stations dlrectly to the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. :

* New Facilities — The county will study the feasibility of building a new transfer facility to serve
customers in northeast King County.

Proposed facility improvements will be based on facility master plans approved by the County
Council. Submission of facility master plans to the County Council will begin by January 2002. The
County Council has previously reviewed plans and approved a budget for the expansion of the Factoria
Transfer Station and has givén direction to go forward with the project.

Facility improvements for safety and efficiency at most County transfer stations and major
improvements at the three older expandable stations are recommended. Table 6-4 shows the planned
improvements and projected costs. These proposed capital improvements are subject to the County’s
annual budget process and County Council appropriation. As such, proposed capital improvements will
demonstrate how the following considerations are addressed:

» Protecting the safety of customers and employees at any solid waste facility;

» Planning for permit acquisition requirements and timing;

» Mitigating impacts to the surrounding community including but not limited to noise, traffic, dust,

odor and litter;
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¢ Including public comment and input, with comment and input from the host jurisdictions, in
project development;

¢ Preparing for waste export; ' ‘

e Minimizing service disruption-at transfer facilities and throughout the system during capital
construction; _ ’ '

e Ensuring that no more than one transfer station is closed for capital improvements at any time;

o Demonstrating the extent to which sites requiring capital improvements are functioning at or
near operating capacity for either traffic or tonnage;

e Demonstrating how the planned capital improvements were evaluated according to the criteria
and standards for transfer facility efficiency; and

e Achieving operating savings.

Table 6-4. Capital Improvement and Costs under the Proposed Recommendation [table
showing breakdown of costs for facility improvements] ‘

By 2012, all stations will be equipped with waste compactors in order to achieve operating
efficiencies and prepare for waste export (see Chapter 7). All of the planned improvements at transfer
stations should result in adequate tipping stalls and queuing space to efficiently handle both

“commercial and self-haul traffic. If customer service needs cannot be met by the planned

improvements to existing facilities, additional capital investment to expand or relocate transfer stations,
or any combination thereof, will be evaluated.

A goal of the planned CIP is to expand recyclables collection at transfer stations, wherever
practicable. At the expandable stations, additional items considered for collection are appliances, yard
waste, clean wood, and recyclable CDL debris. Collection of used oil and antifreeze will also be
considered. At the constrained stations, additional recyclables collection is subject to space
constraints. Moderate risk waste will be collected wherever site conditions allow, with approval and
agreement from the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program and local jurisdictions (see
Chapter 5).

Implementation of this CIP will accommodate projected future growth and build in the flexibility to
respond to changing collection and handling technologies. Needed capital improvements can be made
while keeping rate increases low. Figures 6-2 and 6-3 show the County’s current forecast of the basic
fee through 2020. Figure 6-2 shows the basic fee as it rises relative to inflation; Figure 6-3 shows the
current forecast of the basic fee adjusted for inflation. As the figures illustrate, the most substantial rate
increases occur when projected waste export costs are phased in after 2012. Earlier rate increases
cover the cost of recommended capital improvements (see Table 6-4 for details) and expected
increases in operating and program costs. Assumptions used in developing this forecast are presented
in Appendix F-1.

Figure 6-2. Forecast of the Basic Fee Through 2020 (with inflation) [graph]

Figure 6-3. Forecast of the Basic Fee Adjusted for Inflation (Year 2000 Dollars) [graph]
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Table 6-4 Capital Improvements and Costs under the Proposed Recommendation’

Facility Improvements Year Completed Total Cost

Factoria Build replacement station, install compactor; - 2004 $24,800,000
improve queuing; expand recycling area

First Northeast Rebuild or replace transfer building; improve To be determined $ 4,000,000-
queuing; expand recycling area; $14,400,000
install compactor v '

Bow Lake Retrofit transfer building; expand 2006 $11,600,000
recycling area; install compactor

Algona Install compactor 2008 $ 6,000,000

Houghton Install compactor” To be determined $ 4,000,000

Renton : Install compactor ‘ To be determined $ 4,000,000

Possible new TS in Northeas Build new transfer facility, install To be determined Unknown

King County compactor.

Sub-Total $54,800,000

.. $64,800,000

Al Stations (except Scalehouse replacement, repairs, Varies $10,200,000

Enumclaw and Vashon) and major maintenance as needed '

Total Cost $75,000,000

! All improvements other than Factoria are subject to facilities master plan approval by the King County Council-

2 Improvements to Houghton are linked to the analysis of a possible new transfer station in northeast King County. Closure of
Houghton may be possible if the new transfer station and Factoria transfer station can more efficiently serve the Houghton transfer
station customer base.



Figure 6-2. Forecast of the Basic Fee Through 2020 (with inflation) -
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‘Figure 6-3. Forecast of the Basic Fee Adjusted for Inflation (Year 2000 Dollars)
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The projected forecast of basic fees includes a three percent annual inflation rate. This is based on
current short-term economic forecasts. Using other measurements of inflation or different assumptions
about the rate of change in the Consumer Price Index would yield essentially the same result. These
forecasts will need to be updated periodically to monitor all system costs.

Analysis of Private-Sector Proposals _

The County will remain open to considering and implementing private-sector proposals for the
transfer system as part of its annual evaluation of the timing of waste export. In evaluating private-
sector proposals for the transfer system, the County will balance financial costs and benefits with other
relevant factors, including environmental considerations and fairness to exnstlng labor. The following
~ private-sector proposals were examined in developing this Plan.

Rabanco and Waste Management each proposed separate alternatives to the County to expand
their roles within the regional transfer and disposal system. As mentioned earlier in the chapter,
Rabanco suggested closing the County’s Renton Transfer Station and replacing its function entirely
with their own Black River CDL Transfer and Recycling Station. Waste Management suggested that
the County implement a competitive process that would allow both public and private service providers
to vie for new facilities and system improvements in the future. Both alternatives would expand the
private sector’s role in the operation of the regional system. The Solid Waste Division examined the
proposals to weigh benefits to the region’s customers and facilities. Neither of the proposals
demonstrated benefits to County ratepayers that would outweigh the costs involved in implementing
them. Specifically, there appeared to be no benefits in terms of cost, efficiency, or service for any of
- the participants in the regional system except for the commercial haulers themselves.

Both alternatives lack specifics on several key issues needed to evaluate their feasibility completely.
The discussion below presents an analysis of both proposals based on the information received by the
Solid Waste Division to date.

Evaluation of Rabénco’s Black River Alternative

Rabanco’s Black River alternative outlined in the draft Plan proposed the following:

« That King County close the Renton Transfer Station and direct MMSW to Rabanco’s Black River
CDL Transfer and Recycling Station in Renton (assuming the facility is permitted to receive MMSW
by the Health Department). Rabanco suggested this closure could save the County money currently
earmarked for capital improvements to the Renton Transfer Station. According to Rabanco, the
Black River station has the capacity to handle the volumes of MMSW and associated vehicle traffic
and would operate on the same schedule as the Renton Transfer Station. Rabanco also stated that
it would offer employees displaced at the Renton Transfer Station the first opportunity to fill any new
positions at the Black River station.

» That Rabanco’s SeaTac Disposal and Kent-Meridian Disposal trucks be rerouted from the County’s
Bow Lake Transfer Station to Rabanco’s Biack River station.

» That MMSW be loaded from the Black River station in railcars (along with CDL) for waste export
and disposal at Rabanco’s Roosevelt Regional Landfill in eastern Washington, or delivered to the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill for disposal (see Chapter 7 for disposal recommendations).
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Rabanco’s original proposal lacked sufficient detail to conduct an informed analysis for the draft
Plan. Between issuance of the draft and final Plans, Rabanco submitted additional information to the
Solid Waste Division; however, as indicated by the discussion that follows, there are still constraining
issues and uncertainties that make the benefits to the region’s customers unclear and their proposed
alternative incongruous with County policies and goals.

Station Location and Traffic: King County Comprehensive Plan Policy F-250 states that “Solid
waste handling facilities should be dispersed throughout the County in an equitable manner.” The
Renton Transfer Station is on the eastern plateau in the City of Renton. It is adjacent to a maintenance
facility for the County Road Services Department and other mixed-use sites. The station is
conveniently located for Renton’s self haulers; for residents of Covington, Maple Valley, and the
unincorporated areas of southeast King County; and for the commercial hauler that serves residents of
Renton and areas to the east. The Division’s most recent waste monitoring survey showed that 61
percent of the self-haul traffic at the station is from the City of Renton and 15 percent is from the
unincorporated area. ' '

Rabanco’s Black River CDL Transfer and Recycling Station is located on the west side of Renton,
just within the city limits in an industrial area. It is approximately 5 miles from the County’s Bow Lake
Transfer Station in Tukwila. Redirecting customer traffic from the Renton station to the Black River
station would not support the equitable distribution of transfer facilities throughout the County. In fact,
with the proximity to the Bow Lake station, there would be excess capacity in the Tukwila/Renton area,
while the areas east and south of Renton would be underserved. Because of the population growth in
this latter area, the County could eventually be required to site a new station to serve these area
residents. The City of Maple Valley, the Four Creeks Unincorporated Area Council, and Solid Waste
Advisory Committee have expressed concern over possible closure of the Renton facility for this
reason. : ' ' _

Additional traffic impacts in Renton could also result from the switch in stations. The Renton
Transfer Station is located above downtown Renton, while the Black River facility is west of downtown
near the City of Tukwila. Under Rabanco’s alternative, commercial haulers and self haulers on the
plateau or in areas to the east that currently use the Renton Transfer Station would have to travel _
through Renton on 1-405 or across surface streets to get to the Black River facility. Based on disposal
data and customer surveys for the Renton Transfer Station, the potential for traffic impacts could be
significant in and around downtown Renton from customers driving off the plateau to the Black River
site. Current estimates indicate that it could add more than 435 round trips per week by self haulers
and commercial haulers commuting from east of Renton. '

Service Levels: The Black River facility is currently designed, operating, and permitted to accept
only CDL waste and recyclable CDL materials from commercial haulers and self haulers.
Implementation of Rabanco’s Black River alternative would be contingent upon its ability to obtain a
permit from the Health Department to handle MMSW at the station. Rabanco has indicated it would
provide the same level of services at Black River that the County is proposing to offer at the Renton
station, including areas for collecting recyclable materials. Rabanco is not proposing any
enhancements to the level of service beyond those recommended for the Renton Transfer Station.
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Capital Costs and Impacts on Rates: One potential advantage of the Black River alternative cited
by proponents is that the County would avoid the capital costs for future upgrades to the Renton
Transfer Station, which total $4 million by 2012. This cost covers the installation of a compactor at the
station to prepare for waste export. To compare the projected long-term effects on rates, Solid Waste
Division staff asked Rabanco to provide data on its capital costs to ready the Black River facility to
receive MMSW and recyclables, but Rabanco did not provide the information. They did state in a letter
that their capital costs would be “internalized by Rabanco and included in the service level fee charge.”

With the data available, the Division conducted a preliminary analysis of the possible impacts to
ratepayers from replacing the Renton Transfer Station with the Black River facility. In the absence of
- actual figures from Rabanco, the analysis assumed their costs, including the installation of a waste
compactor, and revenues would be the same as those for the County. The estimated implementation
date was projected to be 2004. _

The analysis estimated that the shift to the Black River facility would divert 117,000 tons of
MMSW annually from the County’s Renton and Bow Lake Transfer Stations: While there would be
some savings in operational costs from closing the Renton station, the overall net loss to the
County would be about $9.30 per ton. Although the Bow Lake station would remain open, the loss
in tonnage would result in higher operational costs at that station, which contributes to the overall
rise in the system-wide per ton disposal rate. In the long term, the projected revenue loss for the
County over the 20-year planning period would be $14.5 million (in 2004 dollars). The annual
revenue loss of $970,000 would result in a rate increase to customers of $1.00 per ton to maintain
services at the remaining County-owned stations.

Under this scenario, Rabanco would profit by the same amount — $9.30 per ton. Under state law
(RCW 81.77.160), the private companies can, and do, charge the prevailing regional per ton disposal
rate to their customers —i.e., the County’s disposal rate, without justification based on their operating
costs or profit. Past practice would lead to the conclusion that if the County raised its fees by $1.00 per
ton to make up for the revenue loss from closing the Renton station, Rabanco’s transfer station fees
would also be raised by $1.00. That would further increase their profits at the expense of the
ratepayers. '

Environmental Concerns: Concern has been expressed that the Renton Transfer Station is
located over a recharge area for the Renton aquifer. To ensure that the site poses no risk of
contamination to the aquifer, the Solid Waste Division conducts routine surface water quality testing
monthly and quarterly. Testing is conducted according to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
guidelines, and the test results are reviewed by the Health Department and City of Renton experts.
Both the Health Department and City experts concur that surface water runoff from the site poses no

_health risk. ' ' o

The Black River facility is located near the City of Renton’s Black River riparian forest, a managed
natural area. The riparian forest is home to a great blue heron rookery. Use of the Black River facility
as an MMSW transfer station would increase the amount of truck traffic and associated noise along
Monster Road SW, immediately adjacent to the riparian forest. Recent evidence compiled by the
County’s Wildlife Program indicates that the number of herons in the riparian forest is declining,
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possibly due to increased development in the area. Use of the Black River facility as an MMSW
transfer station may cause additional stress to the heron population in the area.

Procurement Issues and Contracting Out of Work: According to County procurement policies
and state law, King County cannot issue a contract for services without first going through a
competitive procurement process. Rabanco’s proposal to close Renton and replace it with their Black
River facility would trigger the need for this process. Both the public and private sector would have the
opportunity to bid on the service. _

Under contract with King County, the Rabanco facility currently provides only construction,
demolition and landscaping debris (CDL) transfer and disposal services at Black River. To provide a
level of service comparable to that at the Renton station, Rabanco would need to add MMSW and
recyclables transfer services at the station. Rabanco suggested they could make this change in service
levels through an amendment to their existing CDL handling contract with the County. See chapter 8.
However, since Rabanco’s current proposal is outside the scope of the original Request for Proposals
and would be for a different service than that provided by the original contract, a contract amendment
would not be adequate. Instead, this change would require a new contract and a competitive
procurement process.

[picture of transfer station operator]

Another issue involves restrictions placed on the County regarding the contracting out of work. With
the suggested closure of the Renton Transfer Station, Rabanco has proposed to either hire affected
County employees at similar wages and benefits, or contract with the County for labor. Either method
of staffing the Black River facility would change the contracted condition of County workers and
therefore would require collective bargaining with the affected bargaining units before any change in
working conditions could occur (RCW 41.56). Currently, the union contracts in place for workers at -
County facilities include clauses that prohibit the contracting out of their work to another party.
Therefore, it is highly unlikely that an agreement could be reached with County workers to either be
hired by Rabanco or become contracted employees at a Rabanco facility.

" Evaluation of Waste Management’'s Competitive Process Altemative

Waste Management suggested an alternative whereby the construction and operation of new
transfer facilities, or facility upgrades, would be open to a competitive bidding process. Under their
proposal, both private- and public-sector entities would bid for transfer station upgrades and
improvements. Proposals would be reviewed and evaluated in the context of the current solid waste
plan against criteria developed by a panel of private industry representatives, the cities, and the
~ County. ' '

During the development of this Plan, some members of the public and cities indicated that they
wanted the operation of the solid waste system to remain in the hands of the public sector. Over the
years, King County has developed a transfer and disposal system that is accessible and affordable to
residents throughout the region. It was not built with an eye on profitability, but to be accountable to
public needs, including 1) accessibility to residents in both incorporated and unincorporated areas of
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the County, 2) uniformly affordable disposal rates, and 3) environmental stewardship through
aggressive waste reduction and recycling programs and education. Some of the County’s eight transfer
stations cost more to operate than others due to factors such as location, waste volumes, and
customer mix. To ensure affordable rates for all residents, the County’s operational costs are averaged
to offer a reasonable, uniform disposal rate at all stations. Also factored into the disposal rate are
waste reduction and recycling programs and services, including educational programs. County policies
and programs are driven by input from the cities, members of the public, advisory groups, and the
private solid waste management companies. It is a system that is accountable to those it serves from
the planning stages through the assessment of fees.

As shown in the example of Rabanco’s proposal, there is no evidence to suggest that shifting
operation of the transfer system to the private sector would increase system efficiency, result in
savings to the ratepayer, or improve or expand services.

There are several legal, policy, and contractual constraints that would effectively eliminate the
County’s ability to institute a competitive bidding process while there are public employees working
under labor contracts. These constraints are as follows:

» The King County Adopted Labor Policy (October 1996) states that "It shall be the policy of the King
County Council that the contracting out of work presently performed by represented County employees
shall not be proposed to the Council until a work program has been completed that involved the affected
bargaining unit in exploring other altematives to meet management goals.”

» Current labor contracts with the two major bargaining units at County transfer facilities include a clause
forbidding the contracting out of work except under special conditions. The County is required to notify
the bargaining unit of its intention to contract out and, when requested, bargain the decision and/or the
effects of that decision.

« Washington’s Public Employees’ Collective Bargaining Act, RCW Chapter 41.56.030(4) requires that
public employers engage in collective bargaining over hours, wages, and working conditions. Failure to
bargain over these “mandatory subjects of bargaining” constitutes an unfair labor practice (RCW
41.56.140(4)). The Public Employees’ Relations Commission administers the Act and has consistently
ruled that the decision to assign work historically performed by employees in a bargaining unit to others
outside that unit must be bargained. There is no reason to assume that labor unions representing
workers at County transfer stations would be amenable to having their jobs contracted out to the private
sector. : ,

« Applicable civil service laws generally prohibit employers from contracting with private entities to perform
work which regularly could be, and historically has been, performed by public employees, and which

“could continue to be performed by public employees. '

As outlined above, the competitive process alternative would require significant changes in law or
policy, or lengthy negotiations with the affected bargaining units. The time that would be req'ui'red to
effect these kinds of changes would conflict with the schedule required for preparing the regional
transfer system for waste export by 2012.

A few cities expressed interest in including a design, build, and operate approach to siting or
constructing' new facilities and making major improvements to existing stations. Under the design,
build, and operate procurement process, one company is contracted to perform all three functions.
Typical County practice is to issue separate contracts for the three functions. RCW 39.10.050 currently
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allows public agencies to use a design/build (but not operate) procurement process, but the statute is
scheduled to expire on July 1, 2001. There will be a proposal in the 2001 legislative session to extend
the law; however, its future is uncertain at this time.
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CHAPTER 7 - Disposal of Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

King County’s disposal system for mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) comprises one active
landfill — the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill — and ten closed landfills. All County landfills, both active and
inactive, are designed, operated, and monitored to meet or exceed applicable federal, state, and local
- standards for protection of public health and the environment.

The currently active Cedar Hills Regional Landfill will reach its permitted capacity and close during
this 20-year planning period. The major issue addressed in this chapter is how to provide for the -
disposal of MMSW in the region once this occurs. Current County policy is to initiate waste export
~ when conditions warrant (upon approval by the King County Council), rather than siting a replacement
landfill in King County. County policy also directs that the current Plan review this policy direction and
recommend whether modifications are needed before implementation (KCC 10.22.025).

During development of the Plan, the public asked the County to look at a range of options and
alternatives for disposal of the region’s MMSW once Cedar Hills closes, as well as the timing of its
closure. Three disposal alternatives were suggested for consideration — waste export, construction of a
new publicly owned landfill in another county, and construction of an incinerator. Each of these
alternatives was evaluated in terms of cost, feasibility, and compatibility with the region’s goals and
programs. Detailed results of these evaluations are provided in Appendix D. This chapter sets out the
county’s policies on waste disposal and looks in depth at waste eXport — the recommended alternative,
and provides a brief description of results from the evaluation of the other two alternatives considered.

Following discussion about the future of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, this chapter looks at the
County’s long-term plan for continued management and environmental monitoring of the closed
landfills throughout the region, as well as plans for the eventual beneficial reuse of these sites.

County Disposal Policies

DSW-1. All county landfills, both active and inactive, shall be designed, operated, and
monitored to meet or exceed applicable federal, state, and local standards for protection of public
health and the environment. - '

DSW-2. The county should not seek to site a replacement landfill for the Cedar Hills regional
landfill in King County. Upon council approval by ordinance, the county shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-3. The county shall contract for long-term disposal capacity at an out-of-county landfill or
landfills. It is anticipated that export of the region’s mixed municipal solid waste will begin when the
Cedar Hills regional landfill has reached its permitted capacity. However, the county will remain open
to considering and implementing private sector proposals for early waste export. An orderly transition
to waste export should occur before Cedar Hills is closed.

DSW-4. The county shall continue to monitor waste export prices and the avallablllty of landfill
space and report back to the region on its findings at least annually to determine if future landfill space
- should be reserved and purchased in advance of use. The policy of King County shall be to monitor
and analyze conditions impacting the appropriateness, feasibility and timing of waste export on a
continuous basis. The executive shall report to the council at least once every three years and more if
circumstances warrant on such conditions. When such conditions warrant, and upon council approval
by ordinance, the division shall initiate solid waste export.

DSW-5. Itis expected that rail hauling will be the preferred method of exporting the county’s
solid waste in the future. The county shall continue to monitor the long-term availability of future rail
capacity to ensure that adequate transport capability exists.



DSW-6. The county shall plan for implementing waste export and include in the county’s plan
details on the sequence of phasing in waste export, the financial and staffing impacts, and the status
and future capacity of rail transportation.

- DSW-7. Atleast one year prior to the initiation of waste export, the county should develop
comprehensive emergency response procedures for the region’s waste export system.

DSW-8. If the need arises for the county to develop one or more such facilities, the process for
siting intermodal facilities where containers are transferred from trucks to rail cars or barges shall
include:

1. Involving all affected jurisdictions and interested parties in the siting process in decision
making, and providing access to relevant information to affected jurisdictions and interested parties;

2. Listening and responding to input from all affected jurisdictions and interested parties; and

3. Developing jointly with all affected jurisdictions and interested parties criteria for identifying
prospective sites that comprehensively evaluate environmental, technical, financial, and community
needs.

DSW-9. The county shall continue to monitor and maintain closed landfills that fall under its
jurisdiction. ‘ -

DSW-10. The county shall continue to work with cities, the state, and federal agencies to
explore beneficial reuse options for all closed landfills. Any future monitoring or environmental system
installation shall be designed to facilitate reuse of the sites.

The Future of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and Waste Disposal in the
Region

Al of King County’s mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) is disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfil. Based on County disposal data and on the design specifications contained in the Cedar Hills Site
Development Plan (Site Plan), Cedar Hills had an estimated 12.5 million tons of remaining landfill capacity
as of January 2000. The County’s current waste forecast estimates that Cedar Hills will reach capacity in
approximately 2012. Before that time, the County will need to select and be ready to implement an -
alterative system for disposing of the region’s MMSW. '

Figure 7-1. Layout of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill [map]

. Operation of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is carried out according to an approved Site Plan. MMSW
is disposed in designed cells or “Areas.” Currently, MMSW is being disposed in Area 5 of the landfill. This
area will receive MMSW for approximately 5 years. After that time, the Site Plan states that Areas 6 and 7
will be developed and filled sequentially until the landfill reaches permitted capacity. Figure 7-1 shows the
general layout of the landfill, including the boundaries of the active and future refuse areas.

In developing this plan, three alternatives were evaluated for MMSW disposal, including:

» Contracting with a landfill for disposal capacity and service — waste export (KCC 10.22.025)

« Constructing a new County-owned landfill outside of King County

» Constructing an incinerator

Replacement of Cedar Hills with another landfill in King County, orrexpan‘sion beyond current planned
capacity, is not considered in this Plan, because of siting obstacles and directives from the King County
Council and the Executive to pursue other options.



Figure 7-1. Layout of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill
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Waste export is the alternative recommended in this Plan. Before presenting details about the
selection, timing, preparation for, and implementation of waste export, the chapter discusses the two
other alternatives and the reasons they are not recommended. Detailed analytical results for each
alternative are provided in Appendix D.

Construction of a New County-Owned Landfili Outside of King County
One alternative considered was the construction of a new landfillin another county that could be

shared with the host county. It was assumed that King County would cover the costs for development
and most of the operations of the landfill. Four counties in eastern Washington were looked to as
possible partners — Chelan, Douglas, Kittitas, and Yakima. These counties were considered for the
following reasons: ' '

* The cost of land in these counties is well below that in King County

* The population density is lower and large tracts of land are available

» The annual rainfall is substantially lower, reducing the cost of landfill management

+ Development costs, including siting and permitting, are lower in these regions than in King County

* Proximity to these counties would minimize transportation costs

[picture of Area 5 of Cedar Hills Regional Landfill]

Representatives from each of the four counties were contacted regarding their long-term disposal
capacity needs and plans. It was found that all four counties had long-term disposal plans in place and
were not considering other alternatives at this time. Chelan and Douglas Counties are already sharing
landfill space at a privately operated site in Douglas County that has more than 10 years of remaining
capacity. Kittitas County is moving to waste export, and Yakima County has sufficient landfill space to
serve their needs for approximately 10 to 20 more years. Since there was no mutual benefit for siting a
landfill in any of these counties, this alternative was not considered further.

Construction of an Incinerator :

Incineration of solid waste was studied thoroughly in the 1970s and 1980s to reduce the volume of
waste disposed. The proposition met with considerable opposition from the public because of concerns
about the potential environmental impacts of ash and air emissions. As a result, the King County
Council and the Executive decided to pursue behavioral changes rather than capital programs to
reduce waste volumes. They then redirected the focus of County policy to waste reduction and
recycling as the priority methods of handling solid waste (KCC 10.22.035). ~

In the development of this Plan, the County was asked to look at incineration again to see if there
have been changes in the technology over the last decade that would address environmental concerns
or compatibility with the region’s focus on waste reduction and recycling.

[picture of a waste to energy facility operating in Spokane County]
The County looked at cost and performance data for incinerators operating in Spokane and Marion

County, Oregon. A separate review was also conducted of the incineration industry nationwide to
provide additional information about cost and performance, as well as the compatibility of incineration



with waste reduction and 'recycling programs. Results from these reviews support the conclusion that
incineration is not a feasible alternative for the region at this time. Findings of the reviews can be
summarized as follows (see Appendices D-1 and D-3 for more detail):

« A review of capital costs for the Spokane and Marion County incinerators, as well as others and an
estimate of capacity needed for the region, indicate that the cost of constructing an incinerator
would be at least $150 million. This cost would have to be paid entirely by ratepayers because state
grants that were available in the 1980s to help fund alternative disposal technologies are no longer
available. '

» Historically, the operational costs of incinerators are not fully offset by the sale of generated
electricity. Though current wholesale prices’are very high, there is no evidence to suggest that
incinerators can operate cost effectively in this region over the long term.

« A national review of incinerator performance data and information shows that approximately 10 to
30 percent of the incinerated waste remains as residual ash that must be disposed; in addition,
approximately 15 percent of the solid waste stream is non-combustible. For King County, this would
mean 250,000 to 450,000 tons per year of residual ash and solid waste would still require disposal
in a landfill.

* A review of literature on lncmeratlon and recycling shows that most of the combustible portion of the
waste stream consists of newspaper, mixed paper, and yard waste (including wood waste),
materials that are currently recycled. Pulling these materials back into the waste stream to fuel
combustion is incompatible with the region’s waste reduction and recycling goals. Without
combustible waste for fuel, incineration requires substantial amounts of other types of fuel.

+ The reviews conducted for this Plan did not identify any advancement in technology that would
affect ash generation, air emissions, or other aspects of environmental performance for _
incinerators. Therefore, public opposition to incinerators would likely be as strong as it was in the
1980s. '

Waste Export

Adopted County policy states, in part, that the County should initiate waste export  when
conditions warrant, and after Council approval (KCC 10.22.025). County policy also directs that this
Plan review the waste export market before a recommendation is submitted to implement it.

[picture of containers full of MMSW]

In developing this Plan, the Solid Waste Division conducted a comprehensive review of waste
export to determine whether it is cost effective, operationally feasible, and consistent with the region’s
goals for waste reduction and recycling. The City of Seattle and Snohomish County, where waste

_export has been the primary means of MMSW disposal since the early 1990s, were used as a basis for
the evaluation. Representatives from the City of Seattle and Snohomish County provided detailed
information about their waste export systems and their existing waste export contracts. Based on this
review, waste export was deemed the most feasible alternative for future MMSW disposal in the King



County regional system. A summary of the review follows; additional details are provided in Appendix
D.

Both the City of Seattle and Snohomish County reported that their waste export contracts require or
provnde incentives for compacting wastes prior to export. The compaction of wastes reduces the
volume and consequently the cost of transport and disposal. Among the capital improvements
recommended in this Plan (Chapter 6) is to install compactors at the County’s transfer stations prior to
the closure of Cedar Hills. For a-waste export contract similar to Seattle’s, the estimated per ton fee for
compacted waste in 2012 would be approximately $37.50 (in year 2000 dollars). The actual cost per
ton will vary depending primarily on market forces; however, recent trends have shown a decrease in
the per ton cost of landfill disposal, reflecting increases in landfill space in the Northwest region and
other factors. Based on this review, the cost of waste export is significantly less than the cost for other
disposal alternatives evaluated in this chapter. v

In addition to being the lowest cost alternative among the three considered, waste export offers
other advantages. Information provided by Regional Disposal Company (that operates the Roosevelt
Landfill in Washington), Waste Management Inc. (that operates the Columbia Ridge Landfili in
Oregon), and Waste Connections Inc. (that operates the Finley Buttes Landfill in Oregon) indicates that
between 50 and 100 years of landfill capacity exists at each-one of these landfills. Their capacity
estimates also assume growth in tonnage at each landfill over time.

Competition in the export market extends beyond these three existing landfills in southeastern
Washington and northeastern Oregon. Information obtained from the Solid Waste Association of North
America shows that publicly and privately owned landfills capable of receiving waste by rail are
operating, planned, or under construction in Utah, Idaho, California, and elsewhere in eastern
Washington. ’

Although exporting waste beyond the Northwest may sound costly, distance traveled is actually a
very small component of transport costs. A review of the City of Seattle and Snohomish County waste
export contracts found that the incremental cost of miles traveled is a negligible component of the
contracted transport price. Disposal figures for 1999 from the Washington Depértment of Ecology
provide further evidence of the limited impact of distance on transport costs. The figures show that the
Roosevelt Landfill received approximately 174,000 tons of waste from Napa Valley, California. While
numerous landfills in California are closer to Napa Valley, the Roosevelt Landfill was able to offer a
competitive price that made export cost effective. The presence of abundant landfill space in the
western states demonstrates that waste export will remain feasible for at least the next 20 years.

Waste export is also compatible with the region’s waste reduction and recycling goals and
programs. Disposal via waste export is expected to cost at least $10 per ton more than disposal at the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. The additional cost per ton of exporting waste will provide additional
incentives for residents and businesses to reduce the MMSW stream through reuse and recycling.

The closure of Cedar Hills and implementation of waste export will eliminate jobs related to landfill
operations. A task force has already been formed to develop a transition plan to deal with changes in
staffing and operations.

Several issues remain about when and how to implement waste export. Questions addressed in the
plan and to be reevaluated in the next planning cycle.regarding the timing of waste export include:
Should the County implement waste export before Cedar Hills reaches its permitted capacity?
 Should the County implement a system of partial waste export, delaying the closure of Cedar Hills?



e Should the County purchase future landfill space now? ‘
e Should the County implement waste export on its own, or in coordination with the City of Seattle or
adjacent counties? "

Questions regarding how to implement waste export include:

» How will an intermodal yard or yards be sited (sites where transfer containers are shifted from trucks
to rail cars or barges)?

» Should any intermodal yard be combined with transfer station facmtles'?

» Will there be adequate regional rail capacity in 2012 when Cedar Hills is pro;ected to close?

» Should the County export to a single landfill or multiple landfills? :

» Would a combined contract for waste export and disposal leave the County vulnerable to price
gouging? :

Each of these questions is addressed below.

" Should the County implement waste export before Cedar Hills reaches its permitted capacity?
Determining whether to close the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill early (before it reaches its permitted
capacity) requires a review of two major issues: ’

» The service level and rate impacts to the region
- The ability of the region to provide disposal services during and after emergencies

[picture of liners installed during the construction of new disposal areas]

~ The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill was developed and is managed to provide the system customers
with long-term disposal capacity in a manner that protects public health. As such, there are long-term
liabilities that would still require funding if the landfill were to close before it reached capacuty At the
earliest, a waste export system could be put in place around 2004, when Area 5 is expected to reach
capacity, by developing a temporary compaction and reloading facility in the region until the County’s
transfer stations can be modified for waste export (discussed in Chapter 6). To determine the cost
implications of moving to early waste export in 2004, the County conducted an analysis of the costs of
waste export measured against the cost sa\/ings of no longer operating Cedar Hills. This analysis
showed that closing Cedar Hills early would require rates to increase to cover the cost of waste export.
Disposal rates would also have to increase to pay for the closure and post-closure maintenance of
Cedar Hills, which would have to be paid eight years earlier than planned. Combined with the cost of
implementing waste export, the cost to ratepayers would be approximately $99 million or $16 per ton
(in 2000 dollars) between 2004 and 2012 (the projected date when Cedar Hills would otherwise reach
capacity. The earlier Cedar Hills closes the greater the rate impact would be at the time of closure. If
ratepayers were unwilling to pay these higher disposal fees, other services would have to be drastically
cut back to fund the unavoidable costs of closure and post-closure maintenance and waste export. In
closing, the analysis demonstrates that early closure could compromise service levels within the solid
waste system and would be costly to the ratepayers. Detailed assumptions and methods used in this
analysis are presented in Appendix D-2. While this Plan recommends that Cedar Hills be used as the



primary disposal facility for King County until it reaches its permitted capacity, the County will remain
open to considering and implementing private-sector proposals for early waste export.

[picture of trailer unloading garbage at Cedar Hills]

The County also conducted a separate review to determine whether it would be beneficial to close
Cedar Hills early and preserve a portion of the landfill to ensure dispoSal capacity in the event of an
emergency. Snohomish County’s experiences with waste export and emergency preparedness were
used as a basis for the review.

~ Nearly 10 years ago, Snohomish County permitted a new landfill and constructed a cell specifically
for back-up capacity in the event of an emergency. To date, the County has not used the cell and does
not foresee needing it in the future for its intended purpose. This latter conclusion is supported by a
recently completed emergency response study for Snohomish County’s solid waste operations. The
study, conducted by SCS Engineers, considered the impacts of a full range of potential emergency
situations ranging from seasonal storms, mud slides, train derailments, and labor strikes, to major
subduction zone earthquakes. The study found that most potential emergencies would last only a few
days to a week. The study also determined that vemergency response procedures that are already in
place for the County’s waste export system are more than adequate for handling temporary disruptions
in normal transfer and disposal services.

The only emergency expected to affect waste export services for Ionger than a weéek is a subduction
zone earthquake. The debris from this type of an event would come primarily from collapsmg buildings
and other structures. Based on a reVIew of experiences in southern California, the volume of MMSW
generated in such a situation is expected to decrease, primarily because businesses close down and
households consume less. Following a major earthquake, the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway
projects it would need 2 to 3 weeks to restore rail service in the Northwest. Again, existing emergency
response procedures within the Snohomish County waste export system are projected to be able to
handle the volumes of MMSW that would need to be disposed in the interim. The standard method for
managing debris from damaged and collapsed structures after an emergency is to stockpile and
recycle it rather than dispose of it. Recent experience with the Northridge earthquake in the Los -
Angeles area and with hurricanes in south Florida has demonstrated the effectiveness of relying on
recycling rather than disposal to manage this type of debris.

. Snohomish County’s emergency response plan also notes that activating a back -up in-county
landfill requires mobilization time, staff, and start-up costs to acqwre equipment and staff capable of
operating a landfill.

The emergency plan and procedures used by Snohomish County can be’ applled to King County’s
regional solid waste handling system. King County would be subject to the same types of emergencies
and mobilization and start-up costs during an emergency. Based on Snohomish County’s experience,
King County’s recommendation is to develop comprehensive emergency response procedures for the
region’s waste export system and have them in place by the time waste export is implemented.

[picture of South Park Landﬁll] ‘



Should the County implement a system of partial waste export, delaying the closure of Cedar Hills?
Rather than implement waste export after Cedar Hills reaches capacity, the County could choose to
extend the life of the landfill by beginning to export a portion of its MMSW at an earlier date.

In 1995, the County developed a detailed, dynamic model to determine whether it would be cost
effective to County ratepayers to export waste rather than continue to use Cedar Hills for its remaining
life (described in Appendix D-4). This model also investigated whether it would be cost effective for the
County to export waste from certain transfer stations and, in so doing, extend the life of Cedar Hills.

The model estimated the net costs or savings associated with various early export scenarios,
compared to relying solely on Cedar Hills for disposal until it reaches capacity. In any partial waste
export scenario some costs would be saved, such as the cost of hauling waste to an intermodal facility
rather than Cedar Hills, while some additional costs would be incurred, such as the additional per ton
cost of waste export. Key factors in the model included the fixed costs of operating Cedar Hills, the
variable (pei’ ton) costs of disposing waste at Cedar Hills, the short-haul transport costs of hauling
waste from transfer stations to Cedar Hills, the cost of developing and closing new areas of the landfill,
the remaining capacity of Cedar Hills, and the per ton costs of waste export. Notably, some of the
assumptions used in the model favored waste export, such as a relatively high estimate of tons per
load exported and a relatively low estimate of truck turnaround times at an intermodal facility.

[picture of landfill activity at Cedar Hills]

The 1995 modeling effort demonstrated that early or partial waste export would not be cost-effective for
County ratepayers. Cedar Hills operates most efficiently at higher rates of disposal. Thus, any cost savings
associated with not using Cedar Hills for a share of the region’s waste is more than offset by the additional
costs associated with exporting waste out of the County. All partial waste export scenarios modeled were
more costly than using Cedar Hills until it reached capacity. Simply stated — the study found that the
more waste exported before Cedar Hills was filled, the more ratepayers would have to pay or the
more services would have to be cut back to cover the higher disposal costs. The recommendation
was made not to pursue any partial or early waste export to make the most efficient and cost-
effective use of Cedar Hills(Appendix D-4). Because of the importance of the recommendation,
two independent consultants reviewed the model — one hired by the County and the other by
potential waste export firms. Both reviews found the model sound.

Given the model results and the fact that waste export and in-county disposal costs are relatively
unchanged, there is no rate benefit to initiating partial waste export. However, as the date approaches
when Cedar Hills reaches capacity, the County will need to determine how the transition to waste
export can be achieved most efficiently. This will require a thorough analysié that begins well in
advance of closure. In addition, consistent with County policy, the timing of waste export will be
reexamined annually, with reports to the King County Council on the findings. The county will remain
open to considering and implementing export early should circumstances warrant.

Should the County purchase future landfill space now? Posed another way, would it be advantageous to
purchase landfill space sooner, in case landfill prices rise over time? To determine if this trend is likely, the
County reviewed landfill prices for the Roosevelt and Columbia Ridge Landfills for the last 5 to 10 years. The



County also conducted a brief survey of landfill capacity in the westemn United States and a cost analysis of
waste transport to determine if there are market forces at work that could drive landfill prices up.

When waste export began locally in the early 1990s, contracted disposal prices at landfills in the
‘Northwest were between $23 and $26 per ton (excluding transport costs). As waste export activity has
increased during the decade, disposal prices have declined. Today, contracted disposal costs at
Roosevelt and Columbia Ridge are less than $20 per ton.

It appears there is sufficient landfill space available in the Northwest (Roosevelt Landfill in
Washington and Columbia Ridge and Finley Buttes Landfills in Oregon), as well as in ldaho, Utah, and
California, to keep the industry competitive. Exporting MMSW to landfills in these other states is a
viable option. A review of the City of Seattle and Snohomish County waste export contracts revealed
that the incremental cost of miles traveled back and forth between the community served and the
landfill site is negligible (Appendix D-1). '

The early purchase of future landfill space appears to be cost effective only if the price for landfill
space increases over time. Since the opposite trend is occurring, this option need not be pursued at
this time; however, the County will continue to monitor waste export prices and the availability of landfill
space and report back to the region on its findings at least annually.

Should the County implement waste export on its own, or in coordination with the City of Seattle or
adjacent counties? The City of Seattle is already exporting its waste to the Columbia Ridge Landfill.
Snohomish County also exports its waste, but to the Roosevelt Landfill. The volume of waste exported
by these two jurisdictions is approximately equal to the volume of waste that the County will need to
export. Opportunities may exist for King County to coordinate with Seattle, Snohomish County, or
other jurisdictions in implementing waste export. A coordinated waste export system with another or
multiple jurisdictions could lead to greater economies of scale in contract costs, lower costs for
intermodal facilities if they could be shared, and lower costs for rate payers. As an initial step, the
County will develop a detailed waste export implementation and coordination plan. The plan will
address specific issues covering the timing of waste export, capacity and facility needs, intermodal
yard needs, and answer questions about the feasibility and costs and benefits of possble joint
operations with adjacent counties and other jurisdictions.

How will an intermodal yard or yards be sited (sites where transfer containers are shifted from
trucks to rail cars or barges)? During Plan development, the cities asked that they have input in the
process of siting an intermodal yard — or yafds. Primarily, they want to help ensure that no one
jurisdiction has to absorb a disproportionate amount of waste and truck traffic.

The methods available for exporting the region’s waste include rail hauling, barging, or trucking waste to
an out-of-region landfill. Rail hauling or barging will require an intermodal facility (or facilities) where
loaded transfer containers are shifted from trucks to either rail cars or barges.

Given that there are 37 cities in the regional solid waste system, decisions about the method of
waste export, and decisions about the siting of intermodal facilities (whether by rail or barge), should be
made jointly. The region has several years to discuss and decide how and where these facilities will be
sited.



If the need arises for the county to develop one or more intermodal facilities, the process for siting '
these facilities shall include:

« Involving all affected jurisdictions and interested parties in the siting process in decision making,
and providing access to relevant information to affected jurisdictions and interested parties;

« Listening and responding to input from all affected jurisdictions and interested parties; and

» Developing jointly with all affected jurisdictions and interested parties criteria for identifying
prospective sites that comprehensively evaluate environmental, technical, financial, and
community needs.

Will there be adequate regional rail capacity in 2012 when Cedar Hills is projected to close?
Because of cost and other considerations, it is likely that rail hauling will be the preferred method of
exporting waste in the future. Since rail transport is limited to a small number of rail lines, the Solid
Waste Division estimated and briefly analyzed future rail capacity needs.

[picture of trailers being loaded for rail hauling]

Both the City of Seattle and Snohomish County, who currently contract for waste export (disposal
and transport), use rail hauling as their transport method. Their experience with waste export provides
a model for calculating the region’s needs for rail capacity should rail hauling be the selected method of
export in 2012." Assuming the County would have a comparable train container payload and require a
similar train size as the City of Seattle, it is estimated that approximately 8 to 10 trains per week,
consisting of about 100 containers per train, would be needed to haul the County’s waste between
2012 and 2020. :

_ Solid Waste Division staff discussed these future rail needs with a representatlve from the Port of

Seattle, who was knowledgeable about the regional intermodal transportation infrastructure and
general trends in railway capacity, and representatives from the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Rallway,
which owns a significant portion of the rail lines in the region. The followmg information was gathered
from those discussions:

» The year 2012 — when Cedar Hills is currently anticipated to reach capacity and the County
proposes to begin waste export — is beyond the typical planning time frame of the railway industry.

« The additional trains needed for rail hauling in the County would not significantly increase current rail
traffic. The additional trains would represent only about a 4 percent increase in the current volume of
daily rail traffic through the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway main rail yard in south Seattle.

« Both the Port and railroad representatives indicate that adequate main line capacity will be available to

- export the region’s waste in 201 2. Three major east-west main lines for rail haul routes currently exist:

1) north through Stevens Pass, 2) through Stampede Pass, and 3) south along the Columbia River
Gorge. These routes have the capacity to handle additional freight trains throughout the foreseeable
future.

The County will continue to monitor the long-term availability of future rail capacity to ensure that

adequate rail capacity actually exists when it is needed. Additionally, the County will need to address
many other specific issues, including adequate availability of rail containers. A discussion of how

10



existing transfer station facilities will be upgraded to be compatible with waste export, includinga
strategy for installation of compactors to support efficient long hauling of waste, and consideration of
the most effective means of transporting waste from transfer stations to rail lines, such as the
development of rail spurs to support such a transfer will occur after the adoption of this plan. Should

“the County export to a single landfill or multiple landfills? Another question with respect to waste export
is whether to export to a single landfill or to multiple landfills. Having one landfill may be more cost
effective, if there are economies of scale that favor using one transport system and taking MMSW to
only one landfill. On the other hand, having multiple landfills may provide some assurance that the
County’s MMSW disposal needs will be met, even if one of the landfills is unexpectedly closed. The
answer to this question will depend on future market conditions and the interest among prospective
landfill contractors in providing MMSW disposal services. This issue is best addressed during the
contract procurement process, as Cedar Hills nears capacity and waste export becomes more
imminent.

Would a combined contract for waste export and disposal leave the County vulnerable to price
gouging? Concern has been expressed that combining both waste export and disposal into one
contract would make the County vuinerable to price gouging from railroads because there are only two
rail providers in the region. Waste export is the combined activity of transporting and then disposing of
collected solid waste. The method of export is most often via rail, but can also involve barging or long-
haul trucking. All three methods of export are in use now in Oregon and Washington.

For all methods of export, the landfill contractor must be able to work efficiently with the transport
contractor on a daily basis. Therefore, the common practice is for local governments to issue a single
request for bids or proposals for waste export services that include both transport and disposal. There
are several reasons that this approach is practical and efficient:

* The landfill contractor can select a cost-competitive transport contractor to include in a single bid or
proposal. It is in the best interests of both contractors to work out a competitive price for waste
export services in order to have a chance at a winning bid or proposal.

» Once a waste export contract is signed and implemented, day-to-day logistical matters and other
details become the responsibility of the landfill contractor — not the Couhty

« The County will have a single point of contact (usually the landfill contractor) for all issues related to
contract management and compliance.

The County will continue to monitor current market forces and contract management issues until
such time as a waste export contract is negotiated.

Summary
The plan directs implementation of waste export as follows:
* The region’s MMSW will be disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill until it reaches its
permitted capacity in approximately 2012
« The County will contract for long-term disposal capacity at an out-of-county landfill(s) and begin
exporting its MMSW after Cedar Hills closes
~» The County will develop an emergency response and back-up plan as part of preparing for waste
export
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« The County will continue to monitor waste export prices and the availability of landfill space and
report back at least annually

- The County will work with the cities during the siting process for intermodal yards if they are
required

- The County will continue to monitor the long-term availability of future rail capacity

» The County will prepare a detailed waste export implementation and coordination plan that will
address the possibility of joint operations with adjacent counties or other jurisdictions

» Decisions about the number of landfills to contract with will be made during the contract procurement
process '

» The County will study pricing and contract issues before determlnlng whether to negotiate a single
contract for export and disposal

« The County will consider initiating waste export earlier than 2012 if circumstances warrant

- Management of the County’s Closed Landfills

King County maintains ten closed landfills throughout the region (Figure 7-2). The landfills closed at
various times over the last 30 years. In the late 1960s and 1970s, the Corliss, Bow Lake, Houghton,
Puyallup/Kit Comer, and South Park Landfills were closed. The Duvall Landfill was closed in 1981. The
Cedar Falls, Enumclaw, and Hobart Landfills were closed within the last 10 to 15 years. Most recently closed
was the Vashon Landfill, which stopped accepting waste in 1999.

The Solid Waste Division monitors groundwater, surface water, wastewater, and landfill gas at all 10 of
the County’s closed landfills. Since 1972, federal and state requirements for the management of closed
landfill sites have become more stringent. In response, environmental monitoring programs have been
stepped up with more monitoring stations and a broader scope of chemical analyses. These changes have
also led to increases in reporting requirements. ' '

Under the Solid Waste Division’s current monitoring program, samples are collected from more than 180
groundwater, surface water, and wastewater monitoring stations and approximately 100 landfill gas
monitoring stations. Monitoring samples are collected on a monthly or quarterly schedule, depending on
the medium. These data are summarized in quarterly and annual reports submitted to the Washington
Department of Ecology and Public Health — Seattle & King County. The Health Department also routinely
inspects all of the closed landfills.

Figure 7-2. Locations of the County’s Closed Landfills [map]

A brief summary of the past, current, and future activities at the sites is brovided in Tables 7-1.

Table 7-1. Status of the County’s Closed Landfills [table describing environmental systems in
place and current and future programs}

The County continues to examine pOSSIbIIItIeS for the beneficial reuse of closed landfi lis in the region.

" The presence of monltonng equipment at these landfills can limit the types of beneficial reuse projects that
can be implemented. As programs and monitoring are expanded at these sites, the County is designing
systems with beneficial reuse in mind.
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Figure 7-2. Locations of the County’s Closed Landfills
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Table 7-1. Status of the County’s Closed Landfills

Landfill Year Closed

Environmental Systems in Place

Current and Future Programs

Bow Lake mid-1960s

Preliminary studies conducted in
1985 and 1986 indicated the site
did not require monitoring systems

Continuing routine inspections to
monitor for changes in conditions

Corliss mid-19605

Preliminary studies conducted in
1985 and 1986 indicated the site
did not require monitoring systems

Continuing routine inspections to
monitor for changes in conditions

Houghton mid-1960s

Landfill gas extraction; ground-
water and landfill gas monitoring

Lease signed in March 1999 to develop
athletic fields at the site; continuing
monitoring and maintenance of
environmental systems

Puyallup/ mid-1960s
Kit Corner

Landfill gas extraction; ground-
water and landfill gas monitoring;
vegetative landfill cover

Continuing monitoring and maintenance
of environmental systems

South Park 1978

Groundwater, surface water, and
landfill gas monitoring

Site being marketed for sale and
development under King County

Council Motion 9885 for industrial

uses; continuing monitoring and maintenance
of environmental systems '

Duvall - 1981

Leachate collection; groundwater,
surface water, and landfill gas
monitoring; soil cover

Groundwater wells installed to expand existing
network; gas probes installed to monitor sub-
surface landfill gas; vegetative landfill cover to
be constructed- to improve existing

cover’s ability to reduce surface water infiltra-
tion through the refuse, and monitoring; contin-
uing monitoring and maintenance of environ-
mental systems; evaluating the existing
leachate collection system




Table 7-1. continued

Landfill  Year Closed Environmental Systems in Place Current and Future Programs

Cedar Falls 1989 Passive gas collection; groundwater, Additional groundwater wells recently installed;
surface water, and landfill gas moni-  routine evaluations of the passive gas collec-
toring; composite cover system tion system being conducted; continuing
monitoring and maintenance of
environmental systems ,

Enumclaw 1993 Landfill gas extraction; leachate Contiruing monitoring and maintenance of

_collection; stormwater drainage; environmental' systems
groundwater, surface water, and

landfill gas monitoring; composite

cover system

Hobart 1994 Landfill gas extraction; leachate Continuing monitoring and maintenance of
extraction and collection; ground- environmental systems
water and landfill gas monitoring;
groundwater cutoff well; composite
cover system ‘

Vashon 1999 Landfill gas extraction; leachate Temporary cover witbe is being replaced with
collection; stormwater drainage; final cover ir2ee%; controls planned include an
groundwater, surface water, and expansion of active landfilt gas extraction,
landfill gas monitoring; composite leachate coltection, and stormwater detention
cover system sf;stems, and groundwater, surface water, and

landfill gas monitoring networks; continuing
monitoring and maintenance of environmental
systems '




Recent examples of reuse projects include:

« Duvall Landfill - The County has installed an 800 MHz radio tower outside of the refuse boundary
of the site as part of the Emergency Communications Project.

 Houghton Landfill - A lease was signed in March 1999 to develop athletic fields at the former
Houghton landfill site. Environmental investigations at the site conducted by the County and
independently verified by the Health Department, University of Washington Environmental Health
Department, and the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (within the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency) found that recreational use would not pose a threat to public
health or safety. :

« South Park Landfill — The County is marketing this site and investigating pOSSIbllItIeS for
developing the area for industrial uses. A site developer is being selected in 2001/2002.

- Open Space Preservation — All closed landfill sites represent open space that can be used for
habitat. Sites are open grassy areas and some are adjacent to woods. Sites that are already
providing habitat for birds and other migratory animals are the Duvall and Cedar Falls landfill sites.
‘Both are in the headwaters of significant streams and provide cover and a source of food for birds.
Management of these and the other sites as open space helps to support the County’s goals and
policies for open space and habitat preservation.

Plan Policies

Extensive environmental monitoring and mitigation systems are in place at the County’s closed
landfills. Current practices are intended to assist the County in complying with regulatory requirements

- for these sites. The County will continue to monitor and maintain the landfills as needed.

The County will continue to explore beneficial reuse options for all closed landfill sites whenever it
might benefit the community without posing a threat to public health and safety. The Solid Waste
Division is working in close coordination with city, County, state, and federal agencies, and the public to
identify possible reuse options. Any future monitoring or environmental system installation will be
designed to facilitate reuse of the sites. :

The County also will work to convert landfill gas, the gas produced by the mlcroblal decomposition
of municipal solid waste, into a marketable energy product as soon as possible.
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CHAPTER 8 - Construction, Demolltlon, and Landclearing Debris
~and Special Wastes

The solid waste stream in King County includes two categories of wastes that may require special
handling or may be unsuitable for disposal directly into a transfer station or landfill because of their
physical characteristics or composition. This chapter deals with these two broad categories of wastes.

The first category discussed is construction, demolition, and landclearing debris, referred to as CDL.

'CDL is the waste generated primarily by construction and land development companies who build,
remodel, and demolish structures and clear land for development. The second category of waste is
referred to as special wastes and includes contaminated soils, asbestos-containing materials, treated
biomedical wastes, treatment plant grit and vactor wastes, agricultural wastes, and tires. If special
clearances for disposal are required, they are issued in accordance with various federal, state, and
local regulations and policies. Chapter 9, Enforcement, describes in more detail the waste clearance
program for special wastes disposed at King County facilities.

CDL and special wastes have specific and unique handling and disposal requirements. In this
chapter, CDL is discussed first, with recommendations provided at the end of the discussion. Special
wastes are described in the section that follows.. Specific recommendations for special waste handling
before and after the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes are summarized in a table at the end of the
section, along with any further studies needed to make a final determination.

County Construction, Demolition and Landclearing Debris (CDL) Policies

CON-1. The county shall ensure a satisfactory level of CDL transfer and disposal in the county,
and encourage and expand recycling of CDL.

CON-2. The county shall continue to limit CDL disposal as provided in the King County Code,
the existing CDL contracts and the Solid Waste Acceptance Policy at least until May 31, 2004 when
existing contracts expire.

CON-3. The county should support private efforts to reduce the overall amount of CDL being
disposed of in the county solid waste system by encouraging separation of recyclable or reusable
portions of CDL from the waste stream. Separation can occur at a construction or demolition site or at
one of the CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfill.

CON-4. The county should encourage a CDL management system that maximizes reuse and

‘recycling and provides for the safe and efficient disposal of the remaining CDL.

CON-5. In keeping with state and regional system goals and recommendations for waste
reduction and recycling, the preferred method for managing CDL is to separate out the recyclable or
reusable portions of the CDL waste stream and reduce the overall amount of CDL waste disposedof in
the county’s solid waste system. Separation can occur at a construction or demolition site, at one of the
CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfill. :

CON-6. The executive in consultation with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and
appropriate staff from cities in the region shall propose to the council alternatives for future handling of
CDL that will best suit the region as a whole. A goal of the preferred alternative should be to increase
the amount of CDL recycled from work and disposal sites. The council shall approve the CDL handling
program by ordinance.



Construction, Demolition, and Landclearing Debris (CDL)

As stated earlier, CDL is generated by construction and landclearing activities. Historically, CDL
waste has been collected, transported, and disposed largely by private-sector solid waste management
companies. With the adoption of the 1 989 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, the County
and the cities reaffirmed the basic policy of leaving the responsibility of CDL waste handling to the
private sector. However, government’s role was expanded to ensure that CDL waste handling services
were available region-wide through a County-controlled procurement process. Until 1991, there were
two private landfills in the County — Newcastle Demolition Waste Landfill and Mt. Olivet Landfill - where
CDL wastes could be disposed. Both landfills reached maximum capacity and were closed by the
spring of 1991. When these landfills closed, King County began taking CDL waste at its transfer
stations and the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill on a temporary basis. Because of the heavy and bulky
nature of CDL waste, it requires special handling and safety measures. The County’s facilities were not
designed to handle this type of bulky waste.

[picture of heavy equipment handling CDL debris]

Knowing that the two private landfills would not provide long-term CDL waste disposal capacity for '
the region, the County began to examine alternatives for its handling. In December 1989, the County
issued a Request for Proposals from private-sector waste handling operators for the collection,
handling, and disposal of CDL wastes. The County’s objectives were to ensure a satisfactory level of
CDL collection and disposal service, promote private enterprise in CDL handling, and maintain
competition for the benefit of the public. In addition, the'County was committed to recycling and,
therefore, sought to increase the amount of CDL materials being recycled. :

In the early 1990s, two private-sector solid waste management companies - Waste Management,
Inc. and Regional Disposal Company (a subsidiary of Rabanco) — signed contracts with King County to
handle the region’s CDL waste and recyclables. These identical contracts, which extend through 2004,
require each company to provide a minimum handling capacity of 25,000 tons of CDL wastes per
month. To accommodate this requirement, each company operates two receiving facilities in King
County (shown in Figure 8-1). : -

Figure 8-1. Locations of the Regional CDL Handling Facilities in the County [map]

King County banned CDL waste at its facilities in 1993, except for small amounts delivered to
County transfer stations by residential customers. These small amounts are accepted only when
delivered in vehicles of pick-up size or smaller. The loads typically contain gypsum wallboard,
dimension lumber, treated or painted wood, roofing and siding, and stumps. Loads of waste where
the total weight of the load does not contain-more than 10 percent CDL are also accepted along
with mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) at the transfer stations.

The private solid waste management companies prepare monthly reports on the volume of CDL
disposed at their facilities. These data are summanzed by year in Table 8-1.

Table 8-1. Estlmated Volumes (in tons) of CDL Waste Disposed at the Private Facllltles [table
showing tonnage figures for CDL] ‘



Data on the amount of CDL waste delivered to the County’s transfer stations along with MMSW are
collected during the Solid Waste Division’s waste characterization surveys. The most recent survey
results (Cascadia 2000; also provided in Appendix A-2) indicate that approximately 11 percent of the
MMSW stream entering County facilities contain materials found in CDL waste. '

In keeping with state and regional system goals and policies for waste reduction and recycling, the
preferred method for managing CDL is to separate out the recyclable or reusable portions of the CDL
waste stream and reduce the overall amount of CDL waste disposed. Separation can occur at a
construction or demolition site, at one of the CDL receiving facilities, or at a landfill. Based on
information received from Regional Disposal Company and Waste Management, they each accept
mixed CDL at their respective receiving facilities, separate out some recyclables for processing, and
transport the remainder to their respective landfills in Klickitat County, WA (Roosevelt Landfill) and
Gilliam County, OR (Columbia Ridge Landfill) for disposal. Waste Management's Argo Yard facility
accepts only containerized loads of mixed CDL, which come from large construction/demolition sites or
from their Eastmont transfer station. These CDL loads are transported directly to the Columbia Ridge
Landfill for disposal.

[picture of concrete and dirt from a demolition project]

While the 1992 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan identified waste reduction and
recycling as the primary method of managing CDL, it is difficult to measure how much is actually being
done. For example, there are no data on the tons of CDL recycled at construction or demolition job
sites and taken directly to a processor. The CDL handling companies are required by Public Health —
Seattle & King County to report data to the Health Department on the tons of CDL materials recycled at
their facilities; however, those data include tonnage from the City of Seattle and other sources.
Isolating the amount that comes only from the area governed by this Plan is a rough estimate. For
1998 and 1999, the percentage of our regional CDL waste stream estimated to have been recycled
was 3.3 and 5.1, respectively. Again, these figures reflect only a fraction of the recycling activity that
may be occurring. '

Issues

Currently, few studies have been conducted on the CDL waste stream, so there is little information
on the specific composition of the CDL wastes (for example, wood vs. gypsum), who generates what
quantities, and how much is being recycled. There is also limited information about the extent to which
the mixed CDL waste stream can be recycled, the facilities that process CDL. for recycling, and the:
existing and potential markets for recyclable CDL. These data are key in developing a CDL
management system that maximizes reuse and recycling and provides for the safe and efficient
disposal of the remaining CDL.

Table 8-2. Projections of Mixed CDL Disposal through 2020 [table showing tonnage in 5-year
increments] , ,



The County’s CDL waste contracts are scheduled to expire in 2004. The County is in the procéss of

~ gathering CDL waste disposal information to help plan for the region’s future CDL handling needs.

Table 8-2 shows the estimated annual volume of CDL expected to be disposed at the private facilities
in 5-year increments through 2020. These projections are based on data for past years and assume
CDL contracts remain in place through the planning period. Appendix A-1 provides more detailed
information on the methodology used to develop these projections.

One option for ensuring adequate CDL handling capacity in the future would be for the County to
take CDL back into its waste handling system after the present contracts expire. One issue to be
considered under this scenario is the effect on the County’s structural facilities. Information from 1991
to 1993, when the County accepted a substantial portion of the regional CDL waste stream, indicates
that there is more wear and tear on facilities that accept CDL, due to the bulky and heavy nature of the
wastes. CDL does not compact as well as MMSW, so disposing of it at the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill could quicken the pace at which the landfill reaches capacity.

Policies _

Because of the paucity of existing data about the regional CDL waste stream and its
generators, the plan directs that targeted studies be conducted before the existing CDL contracts
expire. Results of these studies will be used to evaluate alternatives for its future handling. The
goal is to complete the studies by 2002 so that a decision can be made on an alternative or blend
of alternatives prior to expiration of the existing contracts in 2004. The evaluation and selection of
a management alternative will take place with regional participation. Once data on the
alternatives are available, the Solid Waste Division will meet with the Solid Waste Advisory
Committee and city solid waste coordinators to determine which alternative would best suit the.
region as a whole. Criteria that will be used to choose the final alternative include the potential to
increase the amount of CDL that is recycled, accessibility of the disposal and recycling facilities,
and ability to maintain affordable disposal rates. |

The most important element of any alternative chosen will be to increase the amount of CDL
recycled from both work sites and disposal sites. The four alternatives to be evaluated are as
follows:

Alternative 1: Renew and Renegotiate Current Contracts

Current contracts allow for their renewal after the 2004 expiration date. Renew contracts, but
renegotiate those contract condltlons that deal with recycllng and ways to make service
improvements.

Alternative 2: Current Contracts Expire; No New Contracts Neqotlated

» Scenario A — Allow the existing contracts to expire in 2004, accept CDL at County facmtles and
include CDL in the waste export contracts when Cedar Hills reaches its permitted capacity.
Consider establishing a dedicated CDL receiving facility to actively promote more recycling.

* Scenario B — Allow the existing contracts to expire in 2004 but continue to prohibit most CDL
disposal at the County’s facilities. CDL would flow to private-sector facilities without any contractual
ties with the County governing capacity and other requirements.




Alternative 3: Limited Disposal at Transfer Facilities
Negotiate new long-term contracts that provide for expanded recycling of mixed CDL and the

transfer/disposal of the residual, non-recyclable CDL. Loosen restrictions on CDL disposal at the
County transfer facilities to allow small commercial vehicles to dispose of CDL.

Alternative 4: Contract CDL Disposal_

Negotiate new contracts through 2012 that provide for expanded recycling of mixed CDL and the
transfer/disposal of the residual, non-recyclable CDL. Thereafter, include CDL in the County’s waste
export contracts with provisions for a continuing emphasis on mixed CDL recycling.

Information that the Solid Waste Division is compiling over the next two years to allow for an
informed regional decision includes: -

-« Characteristics of the CDL waste stream, including composition, origin, and amount of the CDL

generated, disposed, and recycled .

« Characteristics of CDL waste present in the County’s MMSW stream

» The geographic flow of CDL generated in the County — the locations where it is generated,
transferred for disposal, or recycled

» The processing methods and end uses for CDL that is recycled

* The types and amount of CDL currently disposed that could be recycled

 How generated CDL is collected and transferred to CDL handling facilities

* Types of vehicles that haul CDL at public and private transfer stations and their average tonnage

« Opportunities for and barriers to increased CDL recycling

« Potential impact on County facilities of accepting CDL materials, including safety concerns

« Economic and operational feasibility of a separate publicly owned and operated CDL recycling and
transfer facility '

» Cost, rate impacts, and other factors that might affect the alternatives

County Special Wastes Policies

SPW-1. The county shall accept contaminated soil only at the Cedar Hills regional landfill.
After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes contaminated soil should be handled by the private sector.

SPW-2. The county shall accept asbestos-containing materials for disposal only at the Cedar -
Hills regional landfill if accompanied by required federal, state or local asbestos disposal :
documentation. After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes, asbestos-containing materials should be
handled by the private sector.

"SPW-3. The county shall evaluate providing one solid waste transfer facility that would accept
small volumes of asbestos-containing materials from residential customers.

- SPW-4. The county shall make safety and public health the top priorities in managing the
disposal of biomedical wastes. The county shall accept treated biomedical wastes at the Cedar Hills
regional landfill and county transfer facilities only if it has been treated according to standards
contained in the county Solid Waste Regulations. After the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes treated
biomedical wastes should be handled by the private sector. The county shall also evaluate the
possibility of accepting small volumes of treated biomedical wastes at county transfer statlons after the
Cedar Hills regional landfill closes.

SPW-5. The county shall evaluate providing a separate receptacle for disposal of small
quantities of sharps generated by residents or small businesses at some or all transfer facilities.



SPW-6. The county should develop and implement educational programs for residents on the
proper disposal practices for sharps and other biomedical wastes.

SPW-7. The county should work with pharmacies and health care providers to educate
individuals on proper disposal of medical waste, and to establish voluntary take-back programs for
home-generated sharps and other used medical supplies.

SPW-8. The county shall accept disposal of de-watered vactor wastes only at the Cedar HI"S
regional landfill. The county should reevaluate and revise recommendations from the 1994 Vactor
Waste Disposal Plan to provide wet vactor waste management alternatives after the Cedar Hills
regional landfill closes. :

SPW-9. The county should develop and implement long-term management solutions for the
special handling required for de-watered vactor wastes. The county should dispose of de-watered
vactor wastes through future waste export contracts after the Cedar Hills regional landfill closes unless
other management options are identified in the county’s evaluation of long-term management
solutions.

SPW-10. The county should accept limited numbers of waste tires at transfer stations and
should dispose of limited humbers of waste tires at the Cedar Hills regional landfill. Once the Cedar
Hills regional landfill is closed, the county should dispose of waste tires through future waste export
contracts.

SPW-11 The county shall authorize disposal of controlled solid waste that cannot be handled by
the county facilities at locations outside the county on'a case-by-case basis.

Special Wastes

Special wastes include contaminated soil, asbestos-containing materials, treated biomedical
wastes, treatment plant grit and vactor wastes, agricultural wastes, tires, and other wastes. All of these
types of special wastes are currently accepted at County facilities, though in some cases only at the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. With few exceptions, all of the special wastes require clearance under
various waste acceptance policies or regulations.

[.picture of bags of special wastes]

Each type of special waste is discussed briefly below, describing how it is generated and how itis
currently handled within the regional system. Special wastes constitute a very small portion of the
overall waste stream at County facilities, and the procedures for their disposal are, in many cases,
defined by regulation.

Policies for their handling until and after the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes are summarized in

_Table 8-3 at the end of this section, including any further studies needed to make a final decision on

long-term handling.

Contaminated Soil

Contaminated soil is soil containing fuel oil, gasoline, lubricating oil, other hydrocarbons,; or other
contaminants at concentrations that are lower than hazardous or dangerous waste levels but generally
higher than cleanup levels established by the Washington Department of Ecology (PUT 7-1-4 [PR], 6.38).
The Solid Waste Division and the Health Department regulate its disposal through the waste clearance
process (d|scussed in more detail in Chapter 9, Enforcement).



Contaminated soil generally results from leaking underground storage tanks, site remediation activities,
or releases of hazardous substances into soil. Beginning in the late 1980s, the disposal of contaminated
soils increased dramatically due to the federal underground storage tank program that required upgrading or
replacing commercial and industrial tanks (Federal Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, 40
CFR Parts 280-281). Under this program, underground storage tanks installed before December 1988 were
to be upgraded or removed. During the early years of the program, the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill saw a
surge in the disposal of contaminated soil. In 1991, soil received at the landfill reached a high of 16,700 tons,
but by 1992 the volume had dropped to less than 1,000 tons per year. By 1999, that volume dropped even
further to only 88 tons.

Disposal of contaminated soil at private transfer stations within the region, however, has increased .
in the last few years. In 1999, more than 16,000 tons of contaminated soil was received at Rabanco’s
Third & Lander facility and more than 600 tons was received at Waste Management’s Argo Yard. The
reason for the shift toward private-sector management of contaminated soil is that these two private
companies use the material as daily cover at their out—of—county landfills, which reduces the cost of
disposal to the customer.

[picture of on-site treatment facilities]

In addition to disposal, there are a variety of treatment processes that remove or destroy hazardous
substances in contaminated soil. On-site treatment technologies include aeration, in situ bio-
remediation, and use of mobile thermal desorbtion or incineration units. Off-site treatment technologies
include thermal stripping and incineration. These technologies can be cost-competitive options for
managing contaminated soils, depending on the volume of soil and characteristics of the contaminants.
Treatment is most cost-competitive for large remediation projects and for petroleum-contaminated soil.
The rates charged for treatment are often less than the rates for disposal as special wastes.

Further declines in the volume of contaminated soil requiring treatment or disposal are expected in the
future due, in part, to the success of the storage tank removal program.

The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is the only in-County disposal facility that accepts contaminated soil.
Once the landfill reaches its permitted capacity, the only disposal option available will be the out-of-county
landfills. Out-of-county landfills already accept and manage significantly more contaminated soil than is
disposed at Cedar Hills. Capacity exists at these landfills to provide disposal for at least 50 years after Cedar
Hills closes (see Chapter 7).

Asbestos-Containing Materials . »

Asbestos-containing materials are wastes that contain more than 1 percent asbestos by weight.
Asbestos waste is generated largely through structural demolition, renovation, and remodeling.
Airborne asbestos presents a considerable risk to human health and is therefore considered a
hazardous air pollutant.

‘Asbestos handling, from removal at the site through final landf Il disposal, is regulated by the
following federal, state, and local laws:

* The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40 CFR Part 61

Subpart M)



- The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency’s (PSCAA) Asbestos Control Standard (Regulation Il1, Article
4) -
« King County Solid Waste Regulations (KCBOHC 10.28.060)
- King County Waste Clearance and Waste Acceptance Policies (PUT 7-2-1 [PR], and PUT 7-1-4
- [PR])

Landfilling is the most common method for managing these materials because once asbestos is
buried it no longer poses a health hazard. The Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is the only facility within the
County s regional system that accepts asbestos. All friable asbestos-containing waste received must
be accompanied by an U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Waste Shipment Record for Regulated
Asbestos Waste Material and either a PSCAA Notice of Intent or a Solid Waste Division Waste

~Clearance Decision.

Each friable asbestos load is placed in a pit prepared specifically for asbestos-containing waste,
special waste, and containerized sharps (needies, syringes). A waste screening technician observes
the waste as it is unloaded to ensure that the material is properly bagged and labeled and that the
bags are not broken during placement. The asbestos pit is covered at the end of the working day. The
Solid Waste Division maintains records of the location, depth, and volume of asbestos-containing
waste disposed at the landfill.

The volume of asbestos waste generated within the region seems to be declining. In 1991,
approximately 3,800 tons of asbestos was disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill; however,
tonnage has declined substantially since then. By 1995, the amount of asbestos disposed at Cedar
Hills declined to about 100 tons annually and has remained at that level through 1999.

The long-term decline in asbestos disposal is due, in part, to a dwindling number of buildings and
other structures that still contain the material. The decline can also be attributed to the increased role
of the private sector in providing asbestos disposal services. It is believed that the private sector has
the capacity to handle the asbestos wastes generated in King County after the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill closes.

Treated Biomedical Wastes :

Biomedical wastes include cultures; laboratory waste; needles and other sharps; and liquid human blood,
tissues, and body parts generated primarily by hospitals, laboratories, research facilities, and medical,
dental, and veterinary clinics. Residential users of syringes, lancets, and other home health care materials .
also generate a small amount of biomedical waste. These wastes can contain pathogens in sufficient
concentrations to pose risk of disease in humans exposed to them.

Within King County, the Health Department regulates the handling and disposal of commercnal
biomedical waste. Disposal of commercial biomedical waste at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is also
regulated by the County’s Waste Acceptance Policy (PUT 7-1-4 [PR]). Cedar Hills accepts biomedical
waste from medical facilities only when it has been treated according to standards contained in King County
Solid Waste Regulations (KCBOHC 10.28.070). Most biomedical waste must be treated by steam
sterilization, incineration, or other approved method. Sharps waste, including needles, syringes with needles
attached, and lancets, must be contained in rigid, puncture-proof containers. Most of the commercial
biomedical waste generated in the region is treated and disposed via private incinerators and treatment
facilities outside King County.



[picture of laboratory and medical wastes]

Home-generated biomedical wastes, such as needles and syringes, are disposed of as MMSW.
Although quantities are less, they can pose the same risks as those from the medical and research
communities. Improper disposal of home-generated sharps can expose solid waste workers to blood-
borne pathogens. The Washington Department of Ecology and the Health Department inform the
public about proper handling and disposal of home-generated medical wastes.

in 1999, the approximate quantity of treated biomedical wastes received as special waste at the
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill amounted to about 55 tons. The wastes were received primarily from
small-scale medical services providing their own transport. Most of the biomedical wastes generated by
hospitals and clinics are taken to out-of-county facilities for treatment, either by incineration or
microwave, and disposal. No data are available on the volume of biomedical waste handled by the
private sector. According to the Solid Waste Division’s most recent waste characterization study
(Appendix A-2), the volume of treated biomedical wastes delivered to the County’s transfer facilities
along with MMSW is small (about 300 tons per year) and consists primarily of syringes, intravenous
tubing, bandages, medications, and other wastes.

Safety is the most important concern with the transfer and disposal of biomedical wastes. In 1999, a
statewide group was convened to identify medical waste management issues that could, or should, be
addressed by legislation. The group concluded that medical waste management in the state was not
posing a health risk to the general public, but did constitute a risk for solid waste haulers and site
operators and workers at medical waste processing facilities. Reasons given for the risk included:

» Generators are not always packaging material correctly '
* There is a growing amount of biomedical waste in the residential waste stream because of more
outpatient care -
» Transport laws do not apply to small-quantity transporters carrying less than 100 Ibs. of biomedical
wastes '
- Laboratory-generated cultures and stocks can be partlcularly dangerous to handle, and there are no
standards for deactivating these materials before they are disposed

In addition, even though needles and other sharps are required to be disposed in plastic containers,
sometimes in the disposal process the containers are broken, creating a safety hazard for wastes handlers.
Some method of segregating these wastes at the transfer facilities would increase worker safety. For
example, City of Seattle transfer stations provide separate barrels for the disposal of sharps and small
amounts of medical wastes. ' T

The statewide group identified several actions that could be taken at the state and local levels to
improve safety, which included:

» Initiating educational programs for residents on proper disposal practlces for sharps and other

biomedical wastes

» Working with pharmacies and health care providers to educate individuals on how to properly
dispose of medical waste, and establishing voluntary take-back programs for home- generated
sharps and other used medical supplies



Treatment Plant Grit and Vactor Wastes

Treatment plant grit and vactor wastes are the by-products of sewage treatment plants, industrial
activities, and various commercial and residential activities. Because of the potential for these wastes
to contain industrial pollutants, they are regulated by the County’s Waste Acceptance Policy (PUT 7-1-
4 [PR}).

[picture of treatment plant]

Treatment plant grit consists of both floating and sunken solids that are screened out at the
entrances to sewage treatment plants. Specific materials include rags, plastics, rocks, and sand.
Treatment plant grit is delivered directly to Cedar Hills by the County’s Wastewater Treatment Division
and by smaller treatment plant operators. '

There are both wet and dry vactor wastes. Wet vactor wastes are mostly catch basin sludges from
streets and parking lots, consisting primarily of sand and silt, some litter, and a certain percentage of
oil and grease. Wet vactor wastes are dewatered prior to delivery at Cedar Hills for disposal; however,
the material must retain a relatively high water content in order for it to be pumped from the vactor
. trucks that deliver it.

Dry vactor wastes are street sweepings, soot from chimney sweeps, and vacuumed debris from
duct systems. The material is difficult to’ handle because it often consists of fine dust that can be blown
around easily.

The primary method of managing treatment plant grit and vactor wastes is landfill disposal. The
Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is the only in-county landfill that accepts these types of waste. The
quantity of wastes received in 1999 was-approximately 4,500 tons. Rabanco’s transfer station at
Third & Lander also accepts both wet and dry vactor wastes, but not treatment plant grit. Based
on monthly tonnage reports from Rabanco, they take in larger volumes of vactor wastes than
Cedar Hills. |

Vactor wastes present special handling problems for waste export and disposal. Wet vactor wastes
contain high volumes of water that must be removed before transport in order to reduce the weight of
the material as well as the risk of leakage. However, some water content must remain so that it can be
pumped from the delivery trucks. There are two public facilities in the County that remove the water
from wet vactor wastes. Dry vactor waste is light material, but very difficult to handle at transfer stations
because of its dust-like nature. Given the characteristics of these materials, it is likely that special
methods of managing these wastes will have to be developed in order to implement an efficient waste
export system. -

In 1994, the King County Surface Water Management Division, now the Water and Land Resources
Division, published a Vactor Waste Disposal Plan. The purpose of the Vactor Plan was to develop
waste disposal practices for wet vactor waste that would protect regional water quality. Major
recommendations contained in the Vactor Plan include:

» Providing a network of receiving stations for public and private vactor trucks

» Encouraging the construction of vactor waste receiving facilities through the development of uniform
land use standards that facilitate siting and construction

+ Developing environmentally sound, cost-effective, and creative technologies for handling wet vactor
waste



To date, not all recommendations contained in the Vactor Plan have been implemented; however, a
- review of the Vactor Plan recommendations and supporting documentation appears warranted given
the need to provide wet vactor waste management alternatives after Cedar Hills reaches its permitted
capacity. Both Snohomish County and the City of Seattle operate waste export systems and handle
wet vactor waste. A review of their handling practices also warrants further study.

Agricultural Wastes

Agricultural wastes are by-products of farming and ranching that include crop processing waste,
carcasses of dead farm animals, and manure. The King County Cooperative Extension Service reports that
crop-processing waste is not a major concemn in King County. No estimates are available on quantity
because most of it is returned to the soil at the end of the growing season. Current practlces do not generate
wastes that require disposal or result in pollution problems.

[picture of agricultural wastes]

The management of animal carcasses is a well-developed industry, which relies on rendering plants that .
derive useful products from animal remains. Some types of animals, whose carcasses cannot be rendered,
may be disposed in landfills. In 1999, 41 tons of animal remains were disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. In comparison, the Baker Commodities rendering facility processes approximately 5,000 tons of
dead animals per month.

Farm animals in King County produce from about 1,400 to 1,700 tons of manure per day, which is
generally stockpiled and may eventually be applied to farmlands. The major concem for manure storage,
processing, and application is contamination of surface water.

Since agricultural wastes are organic wastes, policies for their future handling are prowded in Chapter 4.

Waste Tires »

Waste tires are accepted at County disposal facilities but on a limited basns Commercial haulers are not
allowed to dispose waste tires at County facilities; individuals can dispose up to four tires at a time. The tires
received are disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill along with other MMSW. Because waste tires are

~disposed with other MMSW, there is no specific information about actual volumes received; however, survey
data gathered by the Solid Waste Division for the Waste Monitoring Program indicate that waste tires make
up about one half of one percent of the County’s MMSW stream (Appendix A-2).

“Most waste tires continue to be managed by private recyclers and processors. Once Cedar Hills reaches
its permitted capacity, those few waste tires that are disposed will likely also be handled by processors or
will be managed as a part of a waste export contract for MMSW.

Other Wastes :

Certain wastes require disposal by means not available in King County, such as incineration. These
wastes include, but are not limited to, some government-classified materials including computer disks,
reports, and other materials that contain classified or sensitive information. King County Code Title
- 10.08.020(c) provides that “Unless specifically permitted by state law or specifically authorized by King
County ordinance, it is unlawful for any commercial hauler or other person or entity to deliver or deposit any



controlled solid waste outside the borders of King County unless it is authorized by the adopted ng County
comprehensive solid waste management plan.” : :

Although the amount of waste requiring disposal by incineration or other method not available in PGng County is
negligible, requests for such out-of-county disposal may require action in a relatively short time frame. ltis
recommended that the Solid Waste Division Manager have the authority to approve out-of-county disposal of this
waste on a case-by-case basis

‘Table 8-3. Policies for Special Wastes [table showmg recommendations before and after
landfill closure]
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CHAPTER 9 - Enforcement

King County and the cities within its jurisdiction are responsible for providing enforcement of federal,
-state, and local laws and regulations that guide the planning, operation, and maintenance of the
region’s solid waste management system. This local enforcement authority ensures that our system
meets all applicable standards for the protection of human health and environmental quality in the
region.

This chapter discusses four areas of enforcement delegated to Public Health — Seattle & King
County (the Heaith Department), King County’s Department of Development and Environmental
Services and Solid Waste Division, and the cities:

 Permitting and compliance for solid waste handling facilities
« Management of waste flows within the region

 Acceptance of special wastes

« lllegal dumping and litter control

Each enforcement category is discussed below, along with issues and recommendations as
appropriate.

County Enforcement Policies

ENF-1. The county shall exercise its enforcement authority to ensure that the county solid
waste management system meets all applicable standards for the protection of human health and
environmental quality in the region.

ENF-2. Enforcement shall be achieved through permitting and compliance for SO|Id waste
handling facilities; management of waste flows within the region; regulation of acceptance of special
wastes; and control of illegal dumping and litter. -

~ ENF-3. The county, cities and towns should work cooperatively to manage waste flows within
the region. The responsibilities for waste handling and process for managing waste flow are
established by interlocal agreement.

ENF-4. The county shall not accept hazardous and dangerous wastes, as defined under
federal, state and local law, for disposal at county facilities.

ENF-5. The county should maintain a waste-screening program at county disposal facilities to
ensure that material in the solid waste stream is handled in conformance with county and state
regulations. The purpose of the waste-screening program is to safely process solid wastes and to
prohibit hazardous and dangerous wastes from the county waste facilities.

ENF-6. The county should implement a comprehensive public outreach and education program
to assure that proper waste handling practices are observed.

ENF 7. The county should develop programs and strategies designed to reduce illegal’
dumping and littering.

ENF-8. The county should continue the community litter cleanup program administered by the
solid waste division of department of natural resources and parks as long as financial assistance from
the state is available.

ENF-9. The county should continue to seek state fundlng to support efforts by the county and
the cities to clean up illegal dumping and litter on public lands and waterways.

ENF-10. The county should reconvene the illegal dumping task force to improve coordination
among county agencies, cities, and other relevant public agencies responsible for illegal dumping
cleanup, education and prevention programs.

ENF-11. The county should implement a coordinated effort to develop an illegal dumping
clean-up, education and prevention program targeted at county-owned or controlled properties.



ENF-12. The county should establish an illegal dumping hotline to provide a single point of
contact for the public to report illegal dumping. To the extent possible, this hotline should be
coordinated with other similar hotlines.

ENF-13. The county should consider legislation to strengthen enforcement against illegal
dumping and litter in the unincorporated areas of the county.

Permitting and Compliance for Solid Waste Handling Facilities

The Health Department is the primary regulatory and enforcement agency responsible for issuing
operating permits for both public and private solid waste handling facilities and associated transport
vehicles in King County. Solid waste handling regulations are codified in Title 10 of the King County Board of
Health Code, and apply to all public and private solid waste facilities in the region that handle mixed
municipal solid waste (MMSW) or separate or process recyclable material. Health Department enforcement
activities are funded by a portion of the Solid Waste Division’s disposal fees (based on overall tonnage) and
grants from the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology).

The permitting process is the vehicle by which the Health Department enforces the state’s Minimum
Functional Standards (MFS; WAC 173-304 and WAC 173-351) and the King County Board of Health
Code. The MFS set standards for the proper handling of all solid waste materials and the protection of
public health and the environment. The King County Board of Health Code is the local adoption of the
state regulations, which must be at least as stringent as the state regulations.

[picture of trash dumpster]

Through the permitting process, the Health Department also helps to implement the provisions of
the adopted solid waste management plan. All facility permit applications must detail their relationship
to, and be consistent with, the adopted plan as a condition of receiving permit approval. -

The Health Department issues the initial permits for solid waste handling sites and then regularly
inspects the transfer stations and drop boxes, transport vehicles, recycling drop boxes, compost
facilities, moderate risk waste sites, and landfill operations. If a facility is determined to be out of
compliance, the Health Department is authorized to take a number of steps, including:

+ Grant a variance, with the approval of Ecology, if the public health and environment are not
endangered or if compliance would produce hardship for the owner without equal or greater benefit
to the public

* Issue an annual permit for the sute as long as Health Department conditions are met and there is a
schedule for reaching compliance or closure

~ + Initiate actions involving civil penaities, criminal proceedings, or an order to close a site, if
determined that the operation would endanger public health

Ecology has the right to appeal issuance of any permit to the State Pollution Control Heanngs
Board A

Issues and Policies

Recent bills have been passed that would require changes to WAC 173-304, which is in the process of
being revised. The legislation reduces permitting requirements for beneficial uses of recycled materials, as
well as permitting for certain types of facilities, where public health and environmental protection are not at
risk.

The present enforcement system appears to be effective in ensuring compliance. The revised
regulations described above may require that the Health Department reassess permitting requirements
for some facilities, but most solid waste handling facilities will continue to be held to the strict standards
that are currently in place



Management of Waste Flow

It is the responsibility of the county to ensure that the county’s solid waste system meets all applicable
standards for the protection of human health and environmental quality in the region. To meet this
responsibility, the county works cooperatively with cities and towns in the region to manage the flow of
waste into authorized facilities for sorting, processing and disposal. The county works with'the cities
and towns through interlocal agreements. These agreements are contracts currently set to run through
2028. Through these agreements, the county is required to ensure that transfer and disposal services
are provided and participating cities and towns are committed to direct waste collected within their
respective jurisdictions into the King County solid waste system. This contractual relationship between
the county and the interlocal agreement cities and towns helps to ensure that public health and the
environment are protected and that the region’s solid waste system operates efficiently.

Issues and Policies

Privately owned solid waste management companies continue to use the regional disposal system
to dispose of MMSW, as specified in their agreements with the cities. Regionally, waste flows are
managed, and we are able to forecast system capacny and facility needs based on a defined service
area.

During the development of this Plan, the cities raised an issue regarding the management of waste flows
within the region. Some of the cities expressed interest in directing collected solid waste to the closest
- facility within the regional system in order to reduce collection costs to ratepayers and transportation
impacts. As discussed in detail in Chapter 5, the city contracting authority already allows the cities to
address this issue. Chapter 5 provides an example of contract language for the cities to use at their
discretion.

_Policies direct that the existing system of waste flow management will be maintained, and
that the County and cities will continue to work together to manage waste flows within the region. It is
also assumed that the Interlocal Agreements that exist between the County and cities be maintained
through 2028, their existing term of expiration. Any changes to these assumptions would necessitate
an update to the plan, and re-allocation of responsibilities as appropriate.

Acceptance of Special Wastes

Most of the waste delivered to our regional system is MMSW from residential and non-residential
sources. A portion of the waste stream, however, requires special handling and waste »
clearance/acceptance before disposal because of legal, environmental, public health, or operational
concerns. These special wastes include contaminated soils, asbestos-containing materials, treated
biomedical wastes, treatment plant grit and vactor wastes, agricultural wastes, and other wastes (see
Chapter 8). Certain wastes, including hazardous and dangerous wastes, as defined by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Washington State Waste Regulations, are prohibited:
from disposal at County facilities. Table 9-1 summarizes the regulations governing waste acceptance in
King County.

[picture of drum containing solid resins]

Table 9-1. Waste Acceptance Regulations [table showing regulations and content]



In February 1993, the Solid Waste Division implemented a waste-screening program that was
recommended in the 1992 Plan, and required by state and federal law (RCRA Subtitle D and WAC
173-351). Under this program, technicians in the Special Waste Unit, in cooperation with other staff,
are responsible for ensuring that material in the solid waste stream entering County facilities is handled
in accordance with the King County Public Rules and state regulations. The technicians’ primary task is
to perform manual and visual screening of incoming loads of waste at each of the transfer facilities and
at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill to identify and properly manage any potentially unacceptable
wastes. _

The Special Waste Unit also administers the waste acceptance and clearance policies, with
assistance as needed from the Health Department. The County’s Waste Clearance Policy (PUT 7-2-
1[PR]) describes procedures for. obtaining a clearance to dispose special wastes. The Solid Waste
Division provides a free service to customers to evaluate wastes and determine if they can be accepted
and under what conditions. The Health Department assists the Division by reviewing data on industrial
and contaminated wastes and providing a determination on these materials. If wastes are deemed
acceptable, the Division can issue a clearance for disposal. Waste that does not meet acceptance
criteria cannot be issued a clearance or be disposed in County facilities.

_Policies ' :

The waste-screening program and clearance procedures within the Solid Waste Division are
working well. The Division continues to emphasize public outreach and education to assure that proper
waste handling practices are observed.

lllegal Dumping and Litter Control

llegal dumping and littering are generally defined as the accumulation or disposal of waste materials
anywhere other than in a designated receptacle or permitted waste handling facility. Many local jurisdictions
and County departments respond to complaints of illegal dumping and littering in the region, making it
difficult to properly assess the scale of the problem and to design adequate prevention and enforcement
programs. ‘ '

King County ordinances against littering and illegal dumping are codified in the King County Board of
Health Code, Title 10, and the Solid Waste Code, Title 10 (Appendicies E-2 and E-3). The purpose of illegal
dumping and anti-litter legislation is to promote health, safety, and environmental quality and to reduce the
cost of cleanup. Enforcement authority and options are codified in King County Code, Title 23. Responsibility
for investigation, enforcement, and cleanup throughout the County lies with the Health Department, as well
as other County departments including the Department of Development and Environmental Services, the
Department of Transportation, the Roads Services Division, and the Department of Natural Resources and
Parks Water and Land Resources Division: Ecology also plays a cleanup and enforcement role. Most of the
cities have passed ordinances covering illegal dumping in their communities, which they enforce
themselves. _ .

Specific regional responsibilities for the cleanup of illegal dumping and litter are summarized in
Table 9-2. : :

Table 9-2. Regional Responsibilities for Cleanup [responsibilities by entity]

[picture of illegal dumping site]

The Health Department is authorized to pursue civil actions against an offender or property. Civil
penalties for a first violation can be as high as $250 per day.

In 1998, Ecology created the Community Litter Cleanup Program that provides financial assistance
to help local governments pay for illegal dumping and litter programs. It pays for picking up litter,



cleaning up illegal dumps, and educational programs aimed at illegal dumping and litter prevention.
State funds were made available to any geographic area.covered by a local solid waste management
plan. King County, after consultation with the cities, applied for and received funds from Ecology, which
enabled the County to respond to requests from the cities and County departments to clean up illegal
dumping and litter on public lands and waterways. In 1998, more than 74 tons of wastes were cleaned
up at 28 sites. In 1999, more than 95 tons were cleaned up at 43 sites. The efficient use of staff time
and volunteers has leveraged the funding contributed by the state into a highly valuable program.

RCW 7.80.120 establishes penalties for litter and illegal dumping in incorporated areas of a county.
The 2000 state legislature strengthened litter and illegal dumping enforcement in unincorporated areas
by passing SSB 6194, codified in RCW 70.93.060. The amended law classifies litter and illegal
dumping in unincorporated areas as a misdemeanor, punishable by specific penaltles and actions as
prescribed in the law.

Issues and Policies

There are multiple agencies involved in region-wide cleanup and prevention programs for illegal
dumping and littering. The 1992 Plan recommended that an lllegal Dumping Task Force made up of
affected agencies be convened to develop a comprehensive strategy to address illegal dumping. The
Task Force was convened and a working relationship was developed among the agencies. As aresult,
efforts to address illegal dumping are more coordinated, overlap has been reduced, and some gaps in
coverage have been eliminated. Based on input received from the public and the cities during Plan
development, illegal dumping and littering continue to be a concern in the region. Coordinated efforts to
manage illegal dumping and littering will continue.

In addition, there is a clear need for more accurate and complete statistical information on the-
number of illegal dumping and litter incidents and volumes of material. The County will initiate a
coordinated effort to gather this information and make it available to all agencues responsible for
investigation and enforcement.

There are five primary recommendations to help control illegal dumping and litter: '

» Continue the Community Litter Cleanup Program as long as state financial assistance is available.
This is a cost-effective program that, through the creative work of County staff and the cooperation
of volunteer organizations and property owners, has resulted in four times as much cleanup
accomplished as financial assistance provided.

» Reconvene the lllegal Dumping Task Force to improve coordination among the County agencies,
cities, and other relevant public agencies responsible for illegal dumping cleanup, education, and
prevention programs. The Task Force will consider both public and private property in the
development of the program. Initial Task Force membership will include all affected departments in
the County. After County agencies have developed a coordinated approach, representatives from
the cities and other relevant public agencies will be asked to participate.

* Lead a coordinated effort to develop an illegal dumping cleanup, education, and preventlon program
targeted at County-owned or controlled properties to serve as an example of good neighborly
conduct. All affected County departments will be involved in the development and implementation of
the program and will share in the costs.

» Establish an lllegal Dumping Hotline. The hotline will prov;de a smgle point of contact for the public
to report illegal dumping. Reports to the hotline will be referred to the appropriate agency for action,
with tracking and follow-up.

« Pass a County ordinance similar to state statute RCW 7.80.120 to strengthen enforcement in the
unincorporated areas of King County. '



CHAPTER 10 - Solid Waste System Financing and Rates

v Funding mechanisms for solid waste systems vary dramatically in different areas of the country. In
some areas, solid waste services and programs are paid for through general property tax revenues.
Because funding is achieved through the tax structure in these areas, citizens do not necessarily make
a direct connection between the cost of handling solid waste and the amount of garbage they throw
away. : : :
In King County, virtually all of the solid waste services and programs are paid for directly by the
users of the system in the form of fees for garbage collection and disposal. These fees pay for services
and facilities, educational and informational programs, and the development of regional policy. When
citizens can make a direct connection between solid waste disposal and its associated costs, they are
more likely to see the effects of positive behaviors such as waste reduction and recycling.

With this Plan, the County has sought active participation from the users of the regional solid waste
system in planning for the future. During development of the Plan, Solid Waste Division staff met with
- the public, cities, and private solid waste management companies to hear their ideas about the future
of solid waste services and programs. Where rates are concerned, the public expressed a general
desire to keep them as low as possible.

In meetings with the cities, the focus was on how solid waste fees are collected and allocated
among our services and programs. Three key concerns were brought to light during these meetings:
» The equity of the reduced fee that private haulers pay when they transport wastes through their own
transfer facilities instead of County facilities
* The use of a system-wide average rate :
» Funding for the cities in the system service area that may be impacted by County-owned transfer
stations to help pay for some of the potential impacts from station activities, such as additional
traffic, road wear, and litter

[picture of garbage collectors with truck]

Before delving into these specific concerns, this chapter sets the stage for how we as a region can
- work to resolve them. The first recommendation is for the County to provide more technical assistance
to the cities in developing collection contracts and grants, including how to locate funding sources. The
second is to share responsibility with the cities for the development of regional solid waste policies
~ through a Solid Waste Policy Work Group. In the past the cities’ role has been one of policy review.
With this Plan, the County has made a commitment to work with the cities on the development of
regional solid waste policy and rates. Recommendations from the group would be submitted to the
King County Executive for consideration. Along with this latter recommendation is more detailed
discussion about some alternative rate structures that could be considered. The County plans to
maintain a rate structure based on tonnage unless it can be demonstrated that an alternate rate
structure would benefit the system as a whole.

The chapter begins with the county’s financial and rate policies followed by a brief description of
how city and County programs and services are currently funded. '



County Financing and Rates Policies

FIN-1. The county shall maintain, conduct, operate and account for the disposal of solid waste
as a utility of the county. The solid waste system shall be a self-supporting utility financed primarily
through fees for disposal.

FIN-2. The county shall charge garbage disposal fees directly to users of the solid waste
disposal system to pay for solid waste services.

FIN-3. The county shall maintain a rate structure based on tonnage, recognizing that the
structure does not provide a self-hauler subsidy, unless the executive demonstrates that a different
rate structure would benefit the system as a whole. '

FIN-4. The county should keep garbage disposal fees as low as possible and should manage
the solid waste system to keep rate increases as low as possible while meeting the costs of managmg
the system and providing service to solid waste customers.

FIN-5. The county should provide technical assistance to the cities in developing collection
contracts and grants.

FIN-6. The county should develop and implement a grant program for the cities that will
consolidate grant programs and contracts wherever possible. The county should provide technical
assistance to aid the cities in identifying, applying for and administering grants.

FIN-7. The county should provide opportunities to expand the role of cities in developing and
reviewing regional solid waste policies and rates by establishing a Solid Waste Policy Work Group to
work in conjunction with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee to make recommendations regarding
system operations to the King County executive. As part of these recommendations, the executive
shall evaluate the costs and benefits of alternative rate structures on individual customer classes.

FIN-8. The county is committed to working with the cities that are impacted by transfer stations
to explore funding to mitigate potential impacts from these facilities. Any statutorily authorized host
fees should be in amounts directly attributable to the solid waste facility provided that the cities c¢an
establish that the fee is reasonably necessary to mitigate for impacts of the solid waste facility as
required in state law.

Funding of Solid Waste Services and Programs

This section describes how the cities 'and the County collect fees and how these fees are used to
pay for collection and disposal services and other solid waste programs.

Sidebar - Waste Reduction and Recycling Grants

King County issues grants to the cities to help fund waste reduction and recycling programs. In
the 1980s, when it was projected that the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill would reach its permitted
capacity as early as 2004, a surcharge on County disposal fees was collected to pay for the
construction of incinerators in the County. In 1989 the County decided not to build incinerators
and to focus instead on waste reduction and recycling. $3 million of the surcharge paid by the
ratepayers was directed to a grant program to fund waste reduction/recycling programs and
projects in the cities and in unincorporated King County. While the cities’ $1.5-million share in
grant funds has been expended, the County plans to continue funding this popular program.
The remaining portion of the surcharge money collected for Const_ruction of incinerators was
used for the environmental remediation and maintenance of the County’s landfills.



-The commitment of the cities and the County to waste reduction and recycling has proven to be
extremely beneficial to the ratepayers. Since changing course in 1989, the development plan
for the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill has been scaled back, and 5 years have been added to its
estimated life. Through the collaborative efforts of local government and the citizens, the
inevitable day has been delayed when our most cost-effective disposal resource will be closed.

Funding for the Cities

The cities in King County fund their solid waste and recycling programs in various ways. One funding
source is through revenues the cities either generate or receive from solid waste collection services. Many
cities contract with private solid waste management companies and negotiate a collection price and level of
service. Other cities bill customers directly and then pay the private companies for the contracted collection,
disposal, and recycling services provided. Most cities, however, allow the private companies to bill the
customers directly for the contracted services. Depending on their contracts, some private companies also
collect a small fee that is returned to the cities to fund their solid waste and recycling programs. The cities of
Enumclaw and Skykomish are the exception in that they collect garbage and recyclables within their own city
boundaries and bill their customers themselves. Some cities also tax solid waste collection revenues under
the utility tax authorized by state law to generate money for other city purposes.

A second funding source is state- or County-funded grants. Some cities do not generate or recelve any
revenue from solid waste collection and rely solely on these grant funds.

The 37 cities participating in the King County regional solid waste system vary greatly in size and
available resources. Some cities have the resources to fund innovative environmental programs, while
others do not have the staff or the money to do much more than comply with regulations. State- and County-
funded grants are one way to equalize the level of services among the cities. These grants may require the
cities to provide matching funds or to employ staff to locate and administer the grants. King County recently
designated staff to work with the cities to identify additional private and public grant opportunities to fund
their environmental programs. Division staff will be providing technical assistance to the cities on grant
writing and-management. Combining the resources of the County and the cmes will help leverage the
resources needed by the cities to obtain important funding.

Along with the County, all cities are eligible to receive Coordinated Prevention Grant (CPG) funds
from the state. These funds help pay for activities that prevent contamination of air, land, and water by
the generation and disposal of hazardous and solid wastes. CPG funds include a base amount and
then a variable amount based on population. In 1998 and 1999, the cities received nearly one million
dollars in CPG funds. Use of these funds currently reqUires 40 percent matching funds from the
participating jurisdiction, although the matching requirement may be changing.

Funding for the County

Nearly all of the money used to support the County’s solid waste programs and services comes
from the disposal fees collected at transfer stations and the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. Also called
the tipping fee, this fee is based on the weight of the material being disposed. Some specific solid
waste services are funded by means of surcharges and other mechanisms. Figure 10-1 on the
following page shows the mix of funding sources for all solid waste operations.



Revenues Generated Through Disposal Fees

There are two types of tipping fees charged at King County facilities for MMSW disposal — the basic
fee and the regional direct fee. ’

Long ago, the King County Council decided that all citizens of King County are entitled to a certain level
of solid waste handling service at a reasonable and affordable system-wide rate. Currently, the basic fee
charged to all customers who use the County-owned transfer stations is $82.50 per ton, with a minimum
charge of $13.72. This fee is based on an average system cost — which means that customers at the
Factoria Transfer Station in Bellevue pay the same amount as those at the Cedar Falls Drop Box near North
Bend, even though the cost of providing the service at each facility is not the same. Average system cost
includes the total cost of all solid waste programs and services. The basic fee covers all of these costs
except for funding from the regional direct fee and a limited contribution from the other funding sources
shown in Figure 10-1. ’

The other tipping fee is called the regional direct fee, which is currently $59.50 per ton. The regional
direct fee is charged to the private collection companies authorized to transport waste directly to the Cedar
Hills Regional Landfill from their own private transfer stations or processing facilities. The regional direct fee
is a rate negotiated between the private companies and the County that covers the full cost of disposal at
Cedar Hills but only some of the costs of services and programs that are provided by the Solid Waste
Division.

Based on the tonnage forecast presented in Chapter 3 of this Plan, an increase in the tipping fee is
not anticipated until at least 2005. This projection assumes that there are no substantial changes in
the rate of inflation, projected tonnage, areas of expenditure, or other forecast assumptions.

Revenues from Other Sources

As stated earlier, the County receives some revenue from sources other than the tipping fees to
fund specific programs or operations. These revenue sources are described below.

Figure 10-1. Funding Sources for Solid Waste Division Operations in 2000 [pie chart]

Unincorporated Area Waste Reduction and Recycling Surcharge -

In the unincorporated areas of the County, the certificated private collection company directly bills
customers who subscribe to curbside garbage collection. The customers are charged a 22-cent-per-
month fee, which is remitted to the County to support waste reduction and recycling programs and
services in the unincorporated areas.

Moderate Risk Waste Surcharge :

Services to handle moderate risk waste and small quantities of hazardous waste are funded through
fees set by the King County Board of Health as part of the Local Hazardous Waste Management
Program. Residents and businesses pay a monthly surcharge on their garbage collection accounts to
fund the programs. Self-haul customers disposing of waste at County-owned transfer stations also pay
a $1.00 surcharge per trip. Collectively, these funds are used to pay for the Wastemobile and a variety
of educational and technical assistance programs administered by the County’s Solid Waste Division,
County Water and Land Resources Division, Public Health — Seattle & King County, and the City of




Figure 10-1. Funding Sources for Solid Waste Division Operations in 2000*

* Does not include one-time revenues.

Post-closure Maintenance Reserve
Fund: $1.8 million

Unincorp. Area Waste Reduction &
Recycling Surcharge: $248,000

Moderate Risk Waste Surcharge:
$2.8 million

-CDL Surcharge: $950,000

Investment Interest: $951,000

Grants: $254,400

Disposal Fees: $73.3 million
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Seattle. These programs are aimed at the reduction and proper handling of hazardous wastes and
targeted waste reduction and recycling services.

' Construction, Demolition, and Landclearing Debris Surcharge

The County program for the disposal and recycling of construction, demolition, and landclearing
(CDL) debris is funded by a $4.25-per-ton surcharge established by contract and County ordinance.
The surcharge is paid by the private solid waste management companies that operate the four CDL
receiving facilities in King County. The costs of the CDL program are paid by those using the service.
This surcharge is set to expire in 2004, when the current CDL contracts expire. See Chapter 8 for a
description of CDL management alternatives beyond 2004.

Post-closure Maintenance Reserve Fund

Funds for the environmental monitoring and maintenance of closed landfills are collected while the
landfills are still active. Upon closure of a landfill, the accumulated money is transferred to a post-
closure maintenance reserve fund. Enough money is set aside to fund at least 30 years of
maintenance at each landfill. In 2000 about $1.8 million was expended for environmental monitoring
and site maintenance at the County’s ten closed landfills.

Grants

The County, like the cities, is also eligible for Coordinated Prevention Grants (admlnlstered by the
Washington Department of Ecology) funds. Grant funds are used to pay for some waste reduction and
recycling programs and planning expenditures. The County also receives grant funds from the
Washington Department of Ecology to pay for cleaning up illegal dump sites and litter on public

. property in the region.

Policies

The policy direction that follows was developed in conjunction with the cities.

Technical Assistance with Collection Contracts and Grants

During development of the Plan, the cities expressed an interest in additional technical assistance:
from the Solid Waste Division with collection contracts and grants.

The Division will provide contracting assistance to cities through a vanety of methods as requested,
including:

» Developing a contracting resource book, which will include copies of sample Requests for Proposal,
Requests for Bids, contracts, copies of appllcable state laws, and information about other
jurisdictions’ contracting experiences

- Assisting with rate analyses

» Assisting with technical analyses of other contracting issues, such as service levels
The cities also asked for assistance in locating and administering grant funds. The success of waste

reduction and recycling programs in the region relies on the ability of cities to identify critical funding.



Many smaller cities do not have staff dedicated to solid waste programming and need help ldentlfylng
grant opportunities, preparing grant applications, and administering the grants.
The Division will provide this assistance as requested through a variety of methods, including:
* Developing a grant resource book, which would include information about King County grants, web
sites for state and federal grants, and private grant organizations
* Sponsoring training on grant research, writing, and administration
* Providing individual assistance to smaller cities, such as assisting with preparatlon of grant _
applications
« Providing a regular e-mail newsletter service with information on available private and public grant
opportunities and program ideas from other jurisdictions

The Solid Waste Division has already begun working on its own grant programs to reduce the
administrative burden to the cities. The Division is also planning to consolidate grant programs and
contracts whenever possible. For example, the Division is working with a number of cities to enable
them to contract jointly for grants.

Formation of the Solid Waste Policy Work Group
The Interlocal Agreements between the cities and the County define their respective roles and
responsibilities for developing and operating the region’s solid waste system. During development of this
Plan, cities requested that the County expand these roles and share responsibility for analyzing and
developing regional solid waste policies and rate structures. The King County Executive enthusiastically
supported this request and approved the designation of Solid Waste Division personnel to staff a Solid
Waste Policy Work Group. The Division is prepared to work collaboratively with such a group to study
regional solid waste policies and rates. Recommendations from the work group would be submitted to the
County Executive, who would then submit proposals to the King County Council.
The county will determine the size and organizational structure of the Solid Waste Policy Work Group.
It will be important to ensure that the geographic and demographic diversity of the cities and
representation from unincorporated King County areas are reflected in the group’s membership.

In addition to rate structures, the cities also expressed interest in having the system provide
mitigation payments to those cities, which are impacted, by a transfer station . it will be up to the work
group to determine whether this issue is addressed through the work group or by the individual, '
affected cities and system users. - -

The group will work in conjunction with two existing bodies that currently review and comment on
- solid waste policy — the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) and the Regional Policy Committee
(RPC). The SWAC represents the interests of citizens, public interest groups, the business
community, the solid waste industry, and local elected officials. The RPC consists of representatlves of
King County Council and the cities, including the City of Seattle.

[picture of self hauler waiting to be weighed at the First Northeast Transfer Station]



The Solid Waste Policy Work Group will not supplant or duplicate the work of the SWAC or the
RPC. The SWAC represents a broader membership, with currently only one representative from the
cities. They focus on broader programmatic issues rather than the intricacies of rate structures and
financial policies. The RPC acts in a review capacity, evaluating regional issues and policies developed
by the Solid Waste Division. The intent of the new work group is to collaborate with the Division at the
earliest stages of policy formulation and review. To ensure effective communication between the work
group and the SWAC and RPC, the Division recommends that a member from each of these
committees be in the work group.

Division personnel will assist the Solid Waste Pollcy Work Group as it strives to reach regnonal
consensus on solid waste policies and rate issues. The Division will part;cnpate as follows:

» Coordinate the place and time for all meetings

* Prepare meeting agendas, minutes, and any special reports and distribute to all of the cities .
» Provide supporting data analyses as needed

* Participate as a non-voting member in the group

Policy proposals developed by the work group will be presented to the County Executive for review and
approval. _
Several issues that have been identified as a starting point for regional dialogue are presented below.

Policy Issues for Regional Discussion

This section discusses some of the issues related to rates that were raised by the cities during the
formulation of this Plan. Background on the issues is provided along with some potential ways that
rates could be restructured to address each one. The effects of implementing alternative rate ‘
structures are compared against current fees under the existing rate plan (see Appendix F-2). They
assume that future expenditure levels are consistent with other proposed recommendations for the
regional system presented in Chapters 4 through 9. As discussed earlier, the alternative rate structures
are posed as a starting point for regional dialogue and study by the Solid Waste Policy Work Group. -
These alternatives were considered with the goal of being able to reduce the basic fee or minimize
increases to it in order to maintain system competitiveness.

[picture of commercial truck at transfer weigh-in booth]

When discussing any changes to solid waste rates or rate structures, one caveat should be noted.
Any rate change could have unintended consequences — the one mentioned most often is an increase
in illegal littering and dumping. King County has not seen.a noticeable pattern of increased littering and
dumping following past rate increases. These and other potential impacts, however, will be considered
in detail before a change in rates or the rate structure is ultimately proposed.

‘Issue — Regional Direct Fee

The regional direct fee is the disposal rate the private collection companies pay when th'ey transport
waste directly to the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill from their own private transfer stations and
processing facilities. The regional direct fee is $23 less than the basic fee charged at County transfer



stations. The $23 margin between the basic fee and the regional direct fee has been held constant
since 1992 and has not been changed to reflect changes in the cost of providing service.

~ The issue raised regarding this lower fee is that the private collection companies bypass
County-owned transfer stations that are closer to their collection areas to take advantage of the
lower disposal fee (see Chapter 5, Figures 5-3 and 5-4, for waste flow patterns). About 75 percent
of the waste collected by the private companies is taken to County-owned transfer stations, where
the rate is $82.50 per ton. About 2 percent is taken directly to Cedar Hills from collection routes
and is also charged the $82.50 per ton rate. The remaining 23 percent is taken to the private
companies’ own transfer stations before transport to Cedar Hills. By using their own private transfer stations,
the private companies pay the County only $59.50 per ton to dispose of waste in the Cedar Hills Regional
Landfill. The private companies still charge ratepayers the basic fee of $82.50 per ton for disposal,
regardless of which transfer station is used.

The fact that the private collection companies use their own transfer stations for about a quarter of the
wastes they collect indicates that the $23.00 per ton margin between the regional direct fee and the basic
fee provides a monetary incentive for them to bypass County facilities. The savings to the County for loads
that bypass County-owned transfer stations averages about $13.50 per ton, but the loss in gross revenue is
$23.00.

[picture of truck unloading at a transfer station]

The result is that for each ton of waste that goes to the private transfer stations, and is subject to the
regional’ direct fee at the landfill, there is a net revenue loss to the County of $9.50 per ton. All ratepayers
pay about $2 more per ton for dlsposal than they would if the private companies hauled waste to the closest
transfer station.

One method for addressing this issue is in the hands of the cities. As discussed in detail in Chapter 5,
through their collection contracts with the private companies, the cities could incorporate language that
would require that solid waste be taken to the designated, closest transfer station. A significant shift in.

~tonnage from regional direct activity to the closer, County-owned transfer stations would reduce or delay the
need for a rate increase. The effect on the current tipping fee (based on year 2000 costs) that would result
from a reduction in regional direct tonnage with no change in the fee margin would be as follows:

Existing Regional ~ With Use of the

Direct Activity Closest Transfer Station
Regional Direct Tons 228,000 19,000 '
Regional Direct Fee  $59.50 $57.40
Fee Margin $23.00 $23.00
Basic Fee $82.50 ' $80.40

Note: Figures based on existing rates and the Solid Waste Division budget for 2000.

In considering alternatives to the current regional direct fee, such as the reduced fee margin
discussed below, it is important to recognize that the privately owned transfer stations are integral to
the efficient operation of the solid waste system and, as private enterprises, are entitled to a
reasonable profit.



Alternative — Reduce Regional Direct Fee Margin: One alternative to address this issue through the
rate structure is to reduce the difference between the regional direct fee and the basic fée so that the
difference equals the marginal cost of transfer. Under this ailternative, ratepayers would not be
financially impacted by the private collection companies’ choice of transfer station, and the basic fee
could be reduced. ‘

~ The increased cost to County ratepayers that results when the private collection companies use
their own transfer stations would be eliminated if the fee margin was reduced to the $13.50-per-ton
-marginal (or variable) cost of operating the County-owned transfer stations. Based on the 2000 budget,
this rate change would reduce the basic fee and increase the regional direct fee as follows:

: Existing Rates With Reduced Margin
Regional Direct Fee, per ton $59.50 $66.50

Fee Margin $23.00 $13.50
Basic Fee, per ton $82.50 $80.00

The $13.50 margin includes only those costs that vary with tonnage. For the 2000 budget, these
costs include: ' .

Transportation Cost per Ton
Labor - 4.10.

- Equipment repair, maintenance, replacement 3.20

Transfer Stations

Labor : 2.00
Operating costs - 0.90
Avoided capital costs 3.00
Other Costs ' 0.30
TOTAL $13.50

The Solid Waste Division initially proposed a shift toward marginal cost pricing in its October 1996
rate proposal for the years 1997 to 2000. At the time, the County’s marginal cost was estimated to be
$14 per ton. The Executive proposed reducing the basic fee margin to $21 in 1997 and $19 in 1999.

. This phased-in implementation would have balanced the benefits of a lower basic fee margin against
the impact on private collection companies who may have made additional investments in their transfer -
stations based on the existing $23 margin. The King County Council did not approve this proposal.

Issue —Transfer Station Transaction Costs

Residential and non-residential customers who choose to bring their wastes to the transfer stations
themselves are referred to as self haulers. County tonnage and transaction records for 2000 indicate
that 88 percent of the vehicle transactions at County-owned transfer stations were with self haulers,
collectively carrying 26 percent of the overall tons of waste received.

[graph showing relative number of trips for commercial haulers and self hahlers]



Most self-haul tonnage comes from customers within the regional service area; however, the First
Northeast Transfer Station, which is near the north border of Seattle, and Algona Transfer Station,
which is adjacent to Pierce County, receive some tonnage from outside the service area. Currently,
customers are not asked to verify that the wastes they are bringing to the station are from the County’s -
service area. To do so could slow waiting lines and add to traffic congestion at the stations. In addition,
it would not significantly reduce traffic or reduce operating costs at the stations.

While our current rate structure is based on tonnage alone, there is a minimum charge. The intent
of the minimum charge is to recover the cost of the transaction, even when there is only a small
amount of waste disposed. Customers with less than 330 Ibs of solid waste pay the minimum charge
of $13.72. For loads over 330 Ibs, self-haul customers pay the same $82.50 per ton fee as the private
collection company vehicles. In 2000, 37 percent of King County’s solid waste transactions were for
loads of less than half a ton but more than 330 Ibs. The breakdown of customers and the various sizes
of loads brought to the County-owned transfer stations in 2000 was as follows:

Self Hauler Private Collection Percent

Weight of Load Transactions Company Transactions  of Total
Less than 330 Ibs 322,700 — 43
330 Ibsto 1,000 Ibs 277,000 1,200 37
More than 1,000 Ibs 61,000 "~ 94,000 20

TOTAL 660,700 95,200 100

Currently, all ratepayers in the King County system pay for the services that are provided at county
transfer stations. The policy underlying this rate structure seeks to ensure rate uniformity and enable
all classes of customers to access service at a predictable system-wide rate. The plan directs that the
county maintain a rate structure based on tonnage, recognizing that the structure does not provide a
self-hauler subsidy. Alternative rate structures could be considered if they provide benefits to the
system.

[picture of County employee collecting fee from self hauler]

Alternative—Implement Transaction Fee: An alternative would be to institute a flat fee per
transaction to cover the cost of handling each load — in addition to the cost of handling the actual
wastes. The average cost for a transaction at a transfer station, regardless of the size of the load, is
estimated to be about $6. The $6-per-ton transaction fee would cover the cost of scale operator staff,
accounts receivable staff, and a portion of transfer station operation staff.

By charging a $6 transaction fee to all customers, the transaction-related costs are removed from
the per ton disposal rate. The result would be a reduction in the per ton disposal rate for larger loads.
For a 1-ton load, the fee would be $78 plus the $6 transaction fee. At about 1.3 tons, the overall cost
for disposal would begin to drop below the basic rate of $82.50 per ton currently in effect. There would
be an equivalent reduction in the regional direct fee. The threshold for the minimum charge would drop
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from 330 Ibs to 200 lbs. Charges for customers with less than 200 Ibs would remain at $13.72. This
alternative would continue the current policy of charging sedans the $13.72 minimum fee.

Table 10-1 illustrates how various size loads would be affected by this restructuring. In effect, the
disposal fee would increase for loads under one ton; however, the cost per ton for a 5-ton load would
decline 5 percent, from $82.50 to $79.20.

While this alternative would reduce the overall fees per ton it would constitute a cost shift from
curbside collection subscribers to self-haul customers, most of whom live in rural areas.

Table 10-1. Comparison of Costs Per Ton and Per Transaction [table showing cost comparison]

By lowering the overall disposal costs to the private collection companies, which haul loads
averaging about 5.5 tons each, savings could be passed on to the subscribers of collection services. A
transaction fee might provide incentive for those people who now self haul on a frequent basis to
subscribe to curbside collection instead. About 9 percent of the households in King County now come
to the transfer stations at least once a month. Those 9 percent of households account for 43 percent of
the self-haul trips. Most of the frequent self haulers do not subscribe to curbside collection — in most
cases because of personal preference, and in a few cases because the service is not accessible.

Under this rate restructure, the customers most affected by rate increases would be those bringing
in 250 to 700 Ibs of waste to the transfer stations. Some of these customers are small businesses, but
most of them are infrequent residential users of the transfer system. In general, these are the
customers who come once every year or two, usually bringing larger loads from household or
landscaping projects or items that were too big for curbside collection. Even though the cost to this
infrequent hauler would be higher, these customers would benefit from lower overall rates charged for
their curbside garbage collection service.

Alternative — The Combined Alternative: In the previous sections, two alternatives are presented for
restructuring the County’s disposal rates. One alternative would reduce the margin between the -
regional direct fee and basic fee to remove the financial incentive to the private companies to haul
wastes to their own transfer stations. A second alternative would implement a transaction fee that
would shift costs to customers hauling smaller loads. Either change would result in savings to the
average ratepayer. A third option is to implement both alternatives simultaneously. The effect of
implementing these alternatives S|multaneously would be as follows:

With -
Existing Transaction With Reduced Combined
7 Rates - Fee Fee Margin Alternative
Regional Direct Fee, perton  $59.50 . $55.50 $66.50 $62.00
Basic Fee Margin $23.00 $22.50 $13.50 $13.50
Tipping Fee, per ton - $82.50 $78.00 $80.00 $75.50
Transaction Fee, per load ' ~ $6.00 $ 6.00

Implementing these alternatives simultaneously would result in-an 8.5 percent savings in the
disposal costs to the average ratepayer, using current fees as an example.
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Table 10-1. Comparison of Costs Per Ton and Per Transaction

Cost per Transaction, 200 to 1000 lbs

Cost per Ton, Transactions 1 ton and greater

Total Cost, Tonnage/Transaction Fee

Current Transaction Tonnage Total Change in Current Rates
Weight of Load Tipping Fee  Fee Fee Cost Total Cost  Percent
200 lbs _ $13.72 Min. Fee Min. Fee $13.72 $0.00 o
250 lbs $13.72 $6.00 $9.75 $15.75 $2.03 15
350 lbs $14.44 $6.00 $13.65 $19.65 $5.21 36
500 lbs $20.63 $6.00 $19.50 $25.50 $4.88 24
700 lbs $28.88 . $6.00 $27.30 $33.30 $4.03 14
1000 lbs $41.25 $6.00 $39.00 $45.00 $3.75 9

Note: Fees and costs in this table do not include the Moderate Risk Waste Surcharge or taxes.

Per Ton Tonnage/Transaction Fee
Current Transaction Tonnage Total Change in Current Rates
Weight of Load Tipping Fee  Fee Fee Cost Total Cost Percent
1 ton $82.50 $6.00 $78.00 $84.00 $1.50 2
2 tons $82.50 $6.00 -$156.00 $81.00 ($2.40) -3
5 tons $82.50 $6.00 $390.00 $79.20 ($4.20)
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[picture of County transfer station in Tukwila]

Issue — Assistance to the Cities Impacted by Regional Transfer Facilities

~ Seven cities in the regional service area have County-owned transfer stations within their
boundaries — Algona, Bellevue, Enumclaw, Kirkland, Renton, SeaTac, Shoreline, and Tukwila. Other
cities may be affected because they are close to the stations. While these stations provide a necessary
and beneficial public service, their presence can potentially increase traffic and road wear in the
community. As regional facilities, transfer stations serve the host city but also draw customers from the
surrounding area, thereby increasing local traffic. Most of the stations serve on average more than 300
vehicles per day. -

During Plan development, the cities identified a number of potential impacts from the operation of
transfer stations in their communities, including road and street wear from collection and transfer
trucks, traffic impacts such as congestion, and litter from unsecured loads.

To help mitigate these impacts, the County began researching the feasibility of providing financial
mitigation to the affected cities. The County had originally proposed to allocate funds to a host fee
program and work with the Solid Waste Policy Work Group on developing an allocation formula for
distributing the funds. It became clear, however, that RCW 36.58.080, which allows the County to pay
mitigation fees to the affected communities, also places restrictions on how the fee is calculated and
used. While communities have expressed interest in-having the fee based on tonnage or traffic, RCW
36.58.080 states that fees “must be directly attributable to the solid waste facility; provided that the city
can establish that the fee is reasonably necessary to mitigate for impacts.” The County is committed to
working with the affected cities to explore funding to mitigate potential impacts from its facilities. ltis
up to the cities whether this issue will be considered by the Solid Waste Policy Work Group.

Summary

The issues discussed above provide a sfarting point for the Solid Waste Policy Work Group
agenda. Other issues can be added as they arise.

The work group will have the opportunity to study the rate-related issues and develop a
recommendation for the King County Executive’s approval before a rate increase is proposed to the
Council. ‘
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The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan
Chair, King County Council
Room 1200
COURTHOUSE

Dear Councilmember Sullivan:

I am pleased to inform you that the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan
(Plan) adopted by the King County Council in October 2001, has been adopted by the cities
and approved by the Department of Ecology.

Per our interlocal agreements with the 37 cities that are part of the County’s solid waste
system, the cities had until March 31, 2002 to adopt the Plan. At the conclusion of the
adoption period RCW 70.95 required that the Department of Ecology take no more than 45
days to either approve or disapprove the Plan.

Twenty-eight of the 37 cities, listed below, voted to adopt the Plan. The remaining nine cities
chose not to take action and, thereby, accept the actions of those cities that did. No city voted
against adoption of the Plan. The Department of Ecology approved the Plan on May 6, 2002.
A copy of their approval letter is enclosed.

Algona Des Moines Kent Redmond
Auburn Duvall Kirkland Renton
Bothell Enumclaw Lake Forest Park  Sammamish
Burien Federal Way Maple Valley SeaTac
Carnation Hunts Point Mercer Island Shoreline
Clyde Hill Issaquah Newcastle Tukwila
Covington Kenmore North Bend Woodinville

Ordinance 14236, passed by the Council in October 2001 reciuires that I certify that the Plan
has been ratified (Section 17). Based on the actions of the cities and the Department of
Ecology to adopt and approve the Plan, I certify that the Plan is ratified.

@ . King County is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer

A . . N A o «CEED1202M
and complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act .






The Honorable Cynthia Sullivan
May 31, 2002
Page 2

Thank you for the Council’s support of the 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan, and for its continuing support of the County’s solid waste management system. If you
have any questions, please contact Rodney Hansen, Solid Waste Division Manager, at
(206) 296-4385 or Mark Buscher, Lead Planner, at (206) 296-4360.

ely,

King County Executive
Enclosure

cc: King County Councilmembers
ATTN: David deCourcy, Chief of Staff
Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council _
Pam Bissonnette, Director, Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP)
Rodney G. Hansen, Manager, Solid Waste Division (SWD), DNRP
Geraldine V. Cole, Manager, Planning & Communications, SWD, DNRP
Mark Buscher, Lead Planner, SWD, DNRP






STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Northwest Regional Office « 3190 160th Avenue SE » Bellevue, Washington 98008-5452 « (425) 649-7000

May 6, 2002 REQEEVED

Mr. Rodney Hansen, Manager v MAY 09 2052
King County Department of Natural Resources

Solid Waste Division

201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701 SBLID WASTE DIVISIOR -

Seattle, WA 98104-3855
Dear Mr:-Hansen:

RE: Final Review - King County Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan — November 2001,
WUTC Docket: TG-000759

Ecology is pleased to approve King County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan), submitted
for final review and consideration on April 5, 2002. This Plan demonstrates King County’s continued
leadership in state and national solid waste management reforms, particularly waste reduction and recycling.

This Plan promotes an integrated system that supports the state’s solid waste handling priorities while protecting
both the environment and the ratepayers.

We truly appreciate the work this document represents: the efforts of staff, SWAC, the cities, private industry,
the haulers and disposal firms, government officials and the public. The public involvement process was
noteworthy, involving coordination with 37 participating cities. This coordination included over 130 meetings
with interested parties. The perspectives and interests of the communities and citizens of King County were
solicited throughout the planning effort, from inception to conclusion. Your commitment to public participation
is laudable.

We look forward to the successful implementation of the Plan and King County’s continued dedication to
environmentally sound waste handling practices.

Sincerely,

%/
rge Hdles

Regional Supervisor
Solid Waste and Financial Services

PDC:dm
Ce: Peter Christiansen, Ecology '
Carole Washburn, Secretary, WUTC




