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	6
	
	Name:
	Elizabeth Mountsier

	Proposed Ordinance No.:
	2006-0450
	
	Date:
	October 10, 2007

	Attending:
	Kevin Kiernan, Acting Division Manager, Solid Waste Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks


SUBJECT:   An ordinance relating to approval of the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan.
BACKGROUND:
King County Ordinance 14236 stipulated that the county prepare a waste export implementation and coordination plan.  In 2004, the County Council adopted Ordinance 14971, which amended the timing for waste export planning and prioritized evaluation of the transfer station network as an integral part of the waste export system plan. It also established a process for collaborative participation by the cities in solid waste transfer and waste export system planning and the formation of a cities advisory group – the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC).  The ordinance also formalized a city staff group by creating the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group (ITSG) to advise and assist MSWMAC in its operation. 
This planning work is being done now to allow sufficient time to prepare for the transition to waste export when the Cedar Hills landfill reaches capacity (estimated to be between 2012 and 2015) and is closed.  Current solid waste policy rejects alternatives to waste export, including the development of a new landfill in King County or incinerating the county’s waste.  However, other disposal technologies, such as waste-to-energy will be explored in the update of the 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.  

Ordinance 14971 outlined an iterative process of analysis and reporting that would culminate in a package of recommendations for the solid waste transfer and waste export system. The ordinance directed the division in collaboration with the stakeholders to, among other things: 

• Evaluate the division’s current transfer stations 

• Plan a future transfer station system 

• Investigate disposal options outside of King County 

• Evaluate rail, barge, and truck hauling options for waste export 

• Review public/private ownership options 

• Analyze financing, staffing, and rate impacts 

• Define the facility siting processes 

• Establish a means of involving interested parties in the planning process 

• Develop a waste export system plan to document the planning process and explain recommendations for a future system 

These comprehensive analyses resulted in four milestone reports developed in collaboration with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC), MSWMAC, ITSG, commercial solid waste haulers, King County Council staff, the division’s labor union representatives, and division employees. These reports have all been presented to the Regional Policy Committee for adoption over the past eighteen months.  The reports provide the foundation and basis for the Executive’s recommendations for the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan. 
SUMMARY:
The Executive transmitted his proposed recommendations for the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan (the Plan) with the accompanying legislation Proposed Ordinance 2006-0450 (Attachment 1) to approve the plan in Fall, 2006.    Please note the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan was transmitted to Regional Policy Committee members under separate cover.  An electronic copy of the plan can be accessed at: http://www.metrokc.gov/dnrp/swd/about/planning/documents-planning.asp

Both MSWMAC and SWAC conditionally approved the recommendations in the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan, pending the independent third party review of the plan.   Letters noting this action accompanied the transmittal of the Plan.    The Regional Policy Committee, per the recommendation of MSWMAC and SWAC held the legislation (it was subsequently re-introduced in 2007) pending receipt and review of the report and recommendations of the independent third party review. 

King County contracted with a large East coast-based firm, Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc (GBB) of Fairfax, Virginia and their team of sub-consultants to conduct the review and prepare a report.  GBB and other consultants conducted field visits and interviews in May 2007.  They were introduced to the committee and answered questions at the May 9, 2007 Regional Policy Committee meeting.
GBB completed their review of the numerous documents associated with the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan and completed their field assessments.   A draft report was submitted to staff in early July, 2007.  The Regional Policy Committee was briefed on the report the same month.  The report was subsequently finalized.   A  copy of the report can be found via a web link as follows:  

http://www.metrokc.gov/extranet/dnrp/swd/King_County_Draft_Report070507t.doc.
In addition to the Regional Policy Committee, the draft and final reports were forwarded to the Solid Waste Advisory Committee, Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Committee (MWSMAC) and the Solid Waste Division for review and comment.   

Representatives of the GBB and their consultants made a presentation to MSWMAC on July 13, 2007.  At the September 14, 2007 meeting of MSWMAC – the body acted to endorse the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan based on the independent review (and their own review that had been completed the year before).  Attached is the correspondence they sent to the Council and Regional Policy Committee regarding their endorsement of the Plan and the review conducted by GBB, Inc. (Attachment 2)
In reviewing the plan – staff noted that the plan itself and the review conducted by GBB is actually broader than just waste transfer and waste export as a potential disposal alternative when Cedar Hill landfill reaches capacity.  In fact, the independent, third party consultant further broadened the scope of waste management system review by offering advice on three additional topics of commentary, based upon their observations of the county system.  Once completed, the independent, third party review addressed issues pertaining to transfer station configuration and needs, recycling, utilization of the Cedar Hills landfill, development of an intermodal plan and options for disposal, and cost analysis of solid waste facilities and activities.    
Based on this additional review and the contents of the plan itself, staff recommends amending the title of the plan and making the GBB review of the plan an attachment to Proposed Ordinance 2006-0450 – so that the review/report is always part of the record along with the plan.  

Staff have taken the liberty of preparing a draft “striking amendment” accomplishing these changes: 1) title change to make it the “Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan”; and 2) attaching the Independent Third Party Review of the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan as Attachment B to PO 2006-0450.   (Attachment 3).    A draft title amendment is also included (Attachment 4).
The Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan

The Plan presents two types of proposed recommendations:  1) decisions that can be made now using existing data on the solid waste system and 2) a framework for decisions that will be made in the future, once the closure date for the Cedar Hills landfill is determined.   The complete package of recommendations in the Plan will inform the update of the 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (and policies), expected to be completed by December 2007.  

At the heart of plan are the recommendations pertaining to the upgrade and configuration of the transfer facilities to support current and future operations and demands on the system.  The Executive recommends Alternative 1 from the six alternatives proposed and analyzed in the Milestone Report 4 (presented to the RPC in April 2006).   Alternative 1 is the only alternative that meets all of the level-of-service criteria detailed in Milestone Reports 1 and 2.  Although the initial capital costs are projected to higher than the other alternatives, the long-term operating costs are lowest among the options because there are fewer facilities and therefore lower staffing and other operating costs.  In addition, Alternative 1 provides a system where all waste is compacted, resulting in the most cost-effective short- and long-haul disposal costs (as analyzed in Milestone Report 4). 

Regardless of how the county disposes of its solid waste after Cedar Hills landfill reaches capacity and is closed, the analysis clearly shows that an improved transfer station network will be required.  One of the primary drivers in designing an efficient and effective network of facilities is to ensure that stations are dispersed strategically throughout the county to serve both self-haul and commercial customers. 
In general, solid waste systems are most cost-effective when transfer stations are distributed to minimize the time commercial collection trucks spend traveling from their garbage collection routes to the transfer sites, which helps keep the cost of curbside collection as low as possible.  When transfer stations are well located, costs for labor, fuel, and vehicle maintenance are reduced.  Well-sited facilities also mitigate environmental, infrastructure, and traffic issues.  The analysis shows that current facilities need to be upgraded to meet customer needs, better separate self-haul and commercial users and better accommodate future recycling needs and address safety concerns.
The transfer station alternatives and other options presented in Milestone Report 4 were evaluated in a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The EIS did not identify any significant unavoidable adverse impact associated with the recommendations in the Plan.  The Final Supplemental EIS is included as Appendix A.
The Plan also addresses recommendations regarding Public versus Private Ownership and Operation of Facilities; Capacity of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill; Options for Long-Haul Transport, Intermodal Facilities, and Early Waste Export.  

Last month the committee was briefed on the contents and recommendations contained in the plan prior to its formal transmittal.   Representatives of the Metropolitans Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee are expected to address the committee at the October meeting regarding the process to date and general conclusions regarding the recommendations.  Solid Waste Division staff will be available to answer questions, now that the committee members have the plan in hand.  

 The following is a summary of the major recommendations contained in the plan.  

Solid Waste Transfer System
Modernize the transfer system to accommodate a growing population and industry changes and provide efficient and cost-effective services to customers. 

Construct four new transfer stations: 

Bow Lake – built on the existing site and adjacent property the division is negotiating to purchase from the Washington State Department of Transportation 

Factoria/Eastgate or alternative site in Bellevue – built on the existing Factoria station site and an adjacent site owned by the division on Eastgate Way, or an alternative site located in and identified by the City of Bellevue and acceptable to King County 

Northeast Lake Washington – built on a new site; location to be determined 

South County – built on a new site; location to be determined 

Retain five existing transfer facilities: 

Enumclaw 

First Northeast (Shoreline) 

Vashon 

Cedar Falls (drop box facility) 

Skykomish (drop box facility) 

Close three existing transfer stations (when replacement capacity is available): 

Algona 

Houghton (Kirkland) 

Renton 

Public vs. Private Ownership and Operation of Facilities
Maintain the current mix of public and private ownership whereby: 

· The private sector is the primary provider of the collection and processing of solid waste, recyclables, and construction, demolition, and land-clearing debris 

· The public sector is the primary provider of transfer services 

· Once waste export begins, the disposal facility ownership and operation is contracted out 

· The decision on the intermodal facility ownership and operation will be made when the need for and type of facility are determined 

Capacity of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill
Explore opportunities for taking advantage of available landfill capacity to extend the life of this cost-effective disposal option; revise the Cedar Hills Site Development Plan and seek to maximize the capacity (lifespan) of the landfill, subject to environmental constraints, relative costs to operate, and stakeholder interests. 

Options for Long-Haul Transport (via rail, barge, or truck) 
Because transportation costs fluctuate with fuel prices, the decision on long-haul transport of solid waste to a disposal facility will be made no more than five years before implementation of waste export; based on current economics and local experience, rail transport appears the most feasible option.

Recent engineering studies and projections indicate that it is possible to extend the life of the landfill for three or four years beyond the currently projected closure date of 2016.  Because in-county landfill disposal is less costly than full waste export, extending the life of Cedar Hills is cost effective for the region’s ratepayers as well as the county.  It also has the effect of extending some key decisions about waste export (including long-haul transport and intermodal facilities) into the future when more is known about the market and prices for commodities and land. The actual date of closure will be based on additional engineering studies, cost analyses, and stakeholder input. 

Intermodal Facility
The decision on the need for and type of intermodal facility will be made no more than five years before waste export is implemented; the division will continue to monitor local intermodal capacity and retain the Harbor Island property as a potential option, while continuing to lease the property for other industrial uses.

Early Waste Export – Full or Partial
Issue a Request for Proposals for partial export of approximately 20 percent of the waste stream beginning in 2010 while keeping the Cedar Hills landfill operating; use the actual bid price to determine if this option is more cost effective than disposal at the Cedar Hills landfill. 

The Plan includes the following supporting appendices.  Appendix F, containing the four milestone reports, is provided on CD. Each appendix is listed below with a summary of additional information it provides. 

• Appendix A: Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement – presents an environmental analysis of the alternatives developed in Milestone Report 4, including a responsiveness summary from the public review process 

• Appendix B: Response to Ordinance 14971, Section 5B – addresses additional issues as required by King County Ordinance 14971 (referred to as a Business Plan in the ordinance) 

• Appendix C: Solid Waste Facility Siting Plan – outlines the process and criteria for siting solid waste management facilities 

• Appendix D : Potential Effects of Waste Reduction and Recycling on the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System – discusses the effects of a more aggressive recycling goal in extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill 

• Appendix E: Agreement Between the King County Solid Waste Division and the City of Bellevue on Replacement of the Factoria Transfer Station – agreement on a process for determining whether to build a new Factoria transfer station on the existing site and adjacent property owned by the division, or an alternative site located in and identified by the City of Bellevue 

• Appendix F: Milestone Reports 1 through 4 – contains the four analytical reports used to develop this Plan 

ATTACHMENTS:   

1. Proposed Ordinance 2006-0450 (Attachment A, Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export Plan,  transmitted under separate cover to RPC members)

2. Correspondence from the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) regarding endorsement of the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export Plan and GBB review
3. Draft Amendment to PO 2006-0450 (prepared as a Council staff Technical Correction) 
4. Draft Title Amendment to PO 2006-0450
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