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LETTER SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ALLIED WASTE SERVICES
February 4, 2010

2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments
King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

CSWMP.Comments@kingcounty.gov

Re:  Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

We are providing this letter to inform you that we have reviewed the Draft 2009 Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan (CSWMP). At the current time we have the following comments
to offer.

In reference to Recommendation 20 in Chapter 3, we support the county’s effort to clarify the
definitions for recycling and beneficial use as they relate to the management of construction and
demolition debris. Specifically we support the position that any type of direct landfill disposal
where C&D is mixed with other solid waste be considered disposal. Further we support the
county’s position that residuals from the processing of C&D waste used as daily cover at a
landfill be considered beneficial use. However, we believe it would be appropriate to specify
certain parameters (e.g. particle size) that the processed residual material must meet in order to
be classified as beneficial use daily cover.

We appreciate the opportunity to engage in this important solid waste planning effort. King
County is a leader for the state and region and the Draft 2009 CSWMP certainly reflects that.

We look forward to continued opportunities to support King County meet their solid waste and
recycling efforts.

Sincerely,
AW - Regional Disposal Company

S In—— o Coo s

Pete Keller Joe Casalini
General Manager Director — Business Development

CC: Kevin Kiernan
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UBURN Peter B. Lewis, Mayor

WASHINGTON 25 West Main Street * Auburn WA 98001-4998 * www.auburnwa.gov * 253-931-3000

December 9, 2009

King County Solid Waste Division
201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

Attention: Ms. Diane Yates
Intergovernmental Liaison
Director’s Office

Subject: Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (CSWMP) -
November 20, 2009 - Joint MSWMAC & SWAC Meeting

Dear Diane,

In the course of the subject CSWMP review and discussion, | brought up the
topic of “sustainability” and the need to include the concept of sustainability
into the appropriate area of the CSWMP.

I advised the group that the National League of Cities (NLC), which I'm a
member of the Energy, Environment and Natural Resources (EENR) Steering
Committee had done significant research and planning on the subject of
“Sustainability”.

I promised Director Kevin Kiernan that | would search through my files and share
the enclosed NLC/EENR product and data that NLC promotes. Should you have
any questions, please contact me at 253-261-3235.

Sincerely,

Bill Peloza
Councilmember
MSWMAC Representative
City of Auburn

Enclosures
Cc: Joan Clark

Councilmember Wagner
Mayor Lewis

AUBURN * MORE THAN YOU IMAGINED





ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES (2009)

2.00 Environmental Quality

A. Problem :

Environmental degradation respects no political
boundaries; therefore a  coordinated  national
environmental quality policy is vital to our nation.
Without such a policy, no city or town can accomplish
the most basic goals of protecting the health, welfare, and
safety of its citizens.

B. Goals

A national environmental quality policy must:

e Improve the quality of the total environment while
protecting the environment from further degradation;
and

e Assess both current and long term environmental
impacts, ensuring that the needs of the present are
met without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.

C. Federal Pelicy
1. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

C believes that NEPA has encouraged the federal
government to consider alternatives and mitigation
options to proposed federal projects, and that the
implementation of NEPA supports NLC’s goals of
environmental quality. '

To reduce unmecessary project delays, NLC urges the

federal government, in cooperation with local elected

officials, to improve the NEPA process. NLC believes
any attempts to improve NEPA must also:

e Mandate concurrent reviews among all federal
agencies involved in the NEPA process for a project;

e Develop clearly defined procedures for resolving
disputes among those federal agencies;

e FEliminate duplicative reviews by substituting more
stringent or equal state environmental reviews for the
federal review process;

e Require all agencies to determine appropriate time
frames to complete their reviews, and penalize

_ agencies that do not meet the deadlines; and
e Ensure adequate opportunity for public involvement.

To cncourage public participation, NLC also
recommends that NEPA documents include glossaries,
bylines and phone numbers of the federal officials
responsible for each document.

2. Federal Mandates

To meet national environmental quality goals, NLC
recognizes that federal mandates are necessary. Where
federal standards are established, the federal government

must assure local government adequate capacity,

_resources, and time to achieve those standards. In

addition, the federal government should remew its
financial partnership to assist municipalities in complying
with these mandates. Moreover, local governments must
have the flexibility to determine their own methods to
achieve federal mandates.

D. Principles

1. Regional Approaches

The impact of federal environmental programs must-be
evaluated in terms of the total environment, and
coordinated with local and area wide planning efforts.
Regional approaches to resolve environmental issues that
cross-jurisdictional boundaries should be encouraged.

2. Sustainability ,

NLC is committed to the concept of sustainability, that as
a society we must find ways to meet the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their needs. This is especially
significant when considering the environment and natural
resources. From a municipal perspective, protecting and
rebuilding existing communities are vital components of
a national environmental protection program. Vast
amounts of natural resources already have been
committed to and by urban communities. Restoring and
strengthening existing communities contributes toward
ensuring a sustainable future.

3. Climate Change
The National League of Cities believes that the solution

- to reducing greenhouse gas emissions lies in balancing a

commitment to conserving energy, protecting the
environment, developing new technologies, and
strengthening the economy.

4. Environmental Justice

Recent studies have suggested that the impacts of
pollution fall disproportionately on poor and minority
cormunities, an issue of special concern to the nation’s
cities and towns.

To mitigate these unacceptable impacts, NLC supports

federal legislation that would require the Environmental

Protection Agency to:

o Identify those areas with the largest concentrations
of toxic chemicals in air, Iand, and water; ’

o Assess the human health in the areas of highest
impact;

e Provide opportunities and resources that will allow
them to participate in determining adverse health
effects and economic impacts;
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DRAFT POLICY BRIEF
A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE

“In cities across America, environmental issues aren’t trendy; they are fundamental realities
that alter the health, economic viability and growth of communities. Local governments are not
waiting for federal action; instead they are creating new and innovative programs to address
their specific communities.” _

--NLC President Cynthia McCollum, Council Member, Madison, AL

INTRODUCTION

Sustainability is a defining issue of our time, representing the broad notion that all activities
should take into account implications for people and the environment—our actions must meet
the needs of the current generation without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their needs. As a concept, it is rapidly capturing the attention of all sectors of society, and
the nation’s local governments find themselves at the epicenter of the movement.

Cities and towns have always been great innovators; they have to be. While federal and state
actions may take years, citizens demand answers more rapidly from their local elected officials.
Cities and towns across the country are addressing sustainability issues and are actively pursning
initiatives to “go green,” conserve energy, and reduce carbon emissions. The federal government
can and should be a full partner in these efforts, providing national leadership when appropriate,
and supporting the many creative efforts that can only happen at the community level.

BUILDING A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE

“Sustainability” can be defined to include any number of topics, and all decisions a city makes

can be viewed through this prism. As a practical matter, cities find that sustainability involves
the intersection of a wide array of issue areas, including energy and the environment,
transportation, and land use and development.

A variety of challenges have brought increased attention and timeliness to sustainability,
including the threat of climate change, rising energy prices, and the depletion of natural
resources. Record oil and energy prices are affecting municipal budgets, in addition to the
budgets of residents and businesses. Climate change is reported to be causing severe challenges
to the country already, from draughts and wildfires, to floods and heat waves.

Conversely, the opportunities are great. Acting in a sustainable fashion can result in multiple,
significant benefits to individuals, communities, and the country, including;

» Environmental protection — conserving energy and natural resources, promoting
renewable sources of energy, creating and preserving green spaces, and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions are environmentally sound practices;





Draft Policy Brief: A Sustainable Future
Agenda Communication
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e Economic growth and stability — creating jobs and careers in “green” sectors of the
economy will help stimulate the economy; saving money in this era of tight municipal
and household budgets makes the business case for sustainability;

e Public health — biking and walking paths encourage exercise and can help combat the
obesity epidemic; improved indoor and outdoor air quality can decrease the rate of
asthma; and

¢ National security — decreasing dependence on foreign oil will better position the U.S. to
handle natural or national disasters.

The nation’s local elected officials are in a unique position to provide a comprehensive
perspective on these issues, as key decision-makers with a responsibility for representing all
constituencies, and at a level of government where effects are felt and change can be
implemented immediately. Local elected leaders see every day how important sustainability is to
the health and quality of life in their communities, both now and in the future. As stewards of
their communities, city leaders are using their bully pulpits to raise the visibility of global
warming and climate change and to shine a spotlight on the everyday actions citizens can take to
“go green.”

In many cases, the sustainable actions city leaders are taking — using energy-efficient light bulbs,
changing to hybrid vehicles in city fleets, enhancing recycling programs, retrofitting municipal
buildings — save taxpayers dollars, in addition to help the environment. Without a doubt, the
economic benefits of committing to sustainability strategies and behaviors far out weigh the
environmental and social risks of inaction.

While some cities are leading the way already, many more understand the potential benefits and
are ready and willing to take action. In a November 2007 survey of cities, 61 percent said they
are taking steps related to sustainability planning and “green” initiatives and plan to do more.
Combined with those cities that are considering taking action but still formulating clear action
plans, the total number rises to 83 percent.

Clearly, sustainability has become a mainstream concern and priority at the local level. The
efforts by America’s cities on sustainability are echoed by many sectors of American society,
including county and state governments, the business sector, the academic and scientific
communities, and countless other individual and organizational initiatives, which together
represent a mounting consensus on the need for action.

The federal government has displayed an increasing interest in sustainability issues, as well. In
2007, the federal government enacted law that authorized $2 billion annually for the promising





Draft Policy Brief: A Sustainable Future
Agenda Communication
Page Three

new Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant program. The program would provide
grants to cities, counties, and states for innovative practices designed to achieve greater energy
efficiency and lower energy usage. These grants would fund local initiatives, including building
and home energy conservation programs, energy audits, fuel conservation programs, building
retrofits to increase energy efficiency, “smart growth” planning and zoning and alternative
energy programs.

In 2008, the Senate began, but did not complete, consideration of a comprehensive climate
change proposal, the Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act, that includes funding for the new
block grant program; establishes a cap-and-trade system designed to gradually reduce the amount
of greenhouse gas emissions by set timeframes; funding to support the expansion of mass transit;
and tax relief for the energy needs of low-income consumers.

THE OPPORTUNITY FOR A NEW PARTNERSHIP

To move our country toward greater energy independence and security, increasing the
production of clean renewable fuels, and increasing the energy efficiency of products, buildings,
and vehicles, local governments are prepared to partner with the federal government,

CORE PRINCIPLES

Avoid Unfunded Mandates: The federal government should avoid policies that impose
disproportionate responsibilities on local governments or increased financial liability without
recognizing the fiscal impact of those policies. In particular, federal polices should not mandate
new costs-for local governments without providing adequate funds to reimburse local
governments for these new mandates. '

Preserve Local Authority: Activities.such as franchising, zoning, issuing permits and licenses,
local code development, and managing employment relationships are fundamental
responsibilities of local governments. Federal policies should not undermine these activities or
preempt local authority to protect the health, safety and welfare of local residents. Furthermore,
preemptive policies constrain the ability of local elected officials to tailor policies to local needs
and demands.

Protect and Strengthen the Intergovernmental Partnership: The intergovernmental partnership
must be strengthened to provide a framework of economic growth that balances the critical role
of each level of government in the economic health of the nation, while also preserving
important principles of federalism.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
To foster a more sustainable future for future generations, NLC recommends the following:

e Support a comprehensive emissions reduction plan that includes establishment of a
national greenhouse gas registry and a cap on total emissions;

¢ Pursue a responsible energy policy strategy that promotes the most efficient and
affordable use of all sources, promotes renewable sources, encourages domestic
production, protects the environment, decreases greenhouse gas emissions, and
encourages efficiency and conservation;

* Support a multimodal transportation system that encourages mass transit, passenger rail,
and non-motorized transportation, and the development of alternative fuels and low
emission vehicles; and

* Appropriate funds for the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant program.
A VISION FOR THE FUTURE

The time for change and action is now. How cmes implement sustainable or “smart growth”
principles varies widely, but the decision to do so is not dependent on whether the community is
rural or urban, small or large. Cities of all sizes and demographlcs have realized the importance
and benefits of creating sustainable communities. :

At the federal government level, ambitious efforts are underway to reduce our dependence on
foreign oil, reduce greenhouse gases and become energy independent. Through federal
transportation, tax, and energy policy, the federal government can set the framework for
individual community solutions to creating sustainable communities and a sustainable future.
Through such a partnership, together we can achieve a sustainable future for our nation, our
cities, and our citizens.

“NLC can be a leader on this issue by...promoting ideas that are working.”
--NLC Board Member, Debbie Quinn, Council Member, Fairhope, AL.
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February 2, 2010

Kevin Kiernan, Director

King County Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Kiernan:

The City of Bellevue appreciates the efforts of the King County Solid-Waste Division staff in providing
a collaborative process during the development of the Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan. Bellevue believes this approach has resulted in an improved draft Plan and

encourages continued collaboration between King County and its stakeholders and customers as the
~ Plan update process continues.

After reviewing the draft Plan, the Bellevue City Council asked Bellevue staff to forward the following
comments:
1. Chapter 3 — Waste Prevention and Recycling

o Bellevue supports promoting voluntary use of durable customer-owned re-usable bags at
grocery and other retail stores.

¢ Bellevue supports promoting the voluntary use of bio-degradable bags by consumers for the
purpose of collecting organic materials, such as kitchen scraps, for placement in yard debris or
other organics collection containers.

¢ Bellevue supports education and voluntary efforts to promote the use of bio-degradable bags
by retailers as an alternative to plastic bags.

* Bellevue continues to support the Solid Waste Division’s grant program that provides funding
to cities to assist in carrying out local waste prevention and recycling programs. However,
Bellevue does not support a new competitive grant program that would award ratepayer funds
to private hauling companies.

2. Chapter 5 — Solid Waste Transfer System
. The new Factoria Transfer Station is expected to open during 2015, and the Houghton

Transfer Station, located in south Kirkland, is scheduled to be closed in 2017. In order to
minimize impacts to the Factoria Transfer Station, the transfer station facility proposed for
construction in northeast King County (north of Kirkland) must be built and operating before
the County closes the Houghton Transfer Station. The Houghton Transfer Station must not be
closed until the impacts from the Houghton closure on the Factoria Transfer Statlon have been
thoroughly researched and mitigated.

" 3. Chapter 6 — Landfill Management and Solid Waste Disposal
e Bellevue supports King County’s efforts to extend the life of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill

as long as possible to avoid the additional costs of waste disposal after closure of Cedar Hills.
e Prior to the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill reaching its maximum capacity, King County should

commit to early waste export project(s) as soon as reasonably possible in order to preserve

negotiating leverage with potential final disposal service vendors. The pilot projecti(s) should






be structured to provide the County the data it needs for decision-making while not providing
any single company a competitive advantage in future contracts. When considering a
successor site/alternative to the Cedar Hills Landfill, King County’s decision-making process
should ensure transparency and include criteria such as cost-benefit analysis data and
environmental impacts.

Bellevue appreciates this opportunity to provide the Division comments on the draft Plan, and we look
forward to the continued collaborative Plan development process.

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Joyce Nichols at 425-452;4867.

Sincerely,

Director
Utilities Department

Cc: Diane Carlson
Nav Otal







Comments by the City of Bothell
on the

King County 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

February 4, 2010

The City of Bothell has reviewed and provides the following comments on the King
County 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.

The draft Plan is thorough, well-organized, and quite readable. It explains the elements
of the King County solid waste management system and the County goals, policies, and
recommendations that are planned to guide these system elements for the next six years.

This Plan is being prepared with the participation of the City of Bothell as one of the 37
cities within its boundaries. Bothell is on the border between King County and
Snohomish County; with the City’s corporate boundaries encompassing land which is
situated in both counties. As manifest in InterLocal Agreement, the City of Bothell chose
in 1995 to satisfy its solid waste obligations -- within the service area for the King
County system. This agreement gives King County operating authority for transfer and
disposal services while indemnifying and holding the City harmless against any claims
related to the county’s solid waste operations.

Many of the following comments by the City are informed by the City of Bothell’s
intention to pursue the annexation an arc of unincorporated land north of the existing City
limit, in Snohomish County. Successful annexation will be predicated by the
development of mutually satisfactory InterLocal Agreement between the City and each
county on solid waste issues of concern to all parties.

Specific comments are as follows: Suggestions for added language are in red:

1. Draft Plan page 3-ii Recommendation 15: Action; Continue to support the cities
implementation of the plan through the county waste reduction and grant program and
allocation of Coordinated Prevention Grant funds from the Washington State Department
of Ecology. Make awarding and allocation of such funds transparent and inclusive;
include newly annexed city areas.

Rationale: The City of Bothell and other cities want to include all their residents and
workers in their waste reduction and recycling programs. Since they are new
participants they may even need special attention.

2. Modify language on 3-5 in last paragraph, Through Washington’s electronics recycling
program E-Cycle Washington.

Rationale: We should provide a list of the program name for reference where available.





3._Draft Plan page 3-13: paragraph 3; last sentence: The formula for their allocation
includes a base amount plus a percentage based on the city’s population and
employment; including all newly annexed areas,

Rationale: The City of Bothell and other cities want to include all their residents and
workers, especially the new ones, in their waste reduction and recycling programs.

4. Draft Plan page 3-34. last sentence on the page: To improve data quality, the division
will work with Ecology and cities to improve data reporting through voluntary agreements
with recycling companies serving the county and through existing relationships with city
programs to assist and incentivize businesses and institutions. This would allow division
staff to review data reported to Ecology and work directly with the companies and cities
to resolve data inconsistencies.

Rationale: The City of Bothell and other cities want good data upon which they base
their education and promotion services to encourage businesses and institutions to do
more and better recycling and to reduce waste. Sometime these information services
support non-residential recycling service that is available through a city collection
contract.

5. Draft Plan page 5-5: Address of the Shoreline Recycling and Transfer station

2300 North 165" St.
Shoreline 98133 not Seattle

6. Objection to Annexation Language
The Draft Plan provides for three areas of specific concerns for the City of
Bothell in regards to Annexation language. The language inhibits a cities ability
to annex property in another county creating a major stumbling block for
annexation by requiring that all future annexations in other counties be brought
under the Plan and that the waste stream from those areas which are currently in
another county be directed to King County.

Object to the statement in the last line of the second paragraph on Page 2-3; text needs to
be modified to: The ILAs recognize the cities as the designated authority for
collection services within their corporate boundaries and require that cities direct
solid waste generated and/or collected within those boundaries to the King
County transfer and disposal system. This requirement includes areas annexed
by a city in an adjacent county and provides that ILAs will specify if and when the
solid waste generated in such areas is directed to the King County system.






The first section is the text listed on page 2-17 of the Draft Plan in the bubble. Paragraph
2 needs to be deleted or at the very least modified as follows: The Interlocal
Agreements (ILAs) between the cities and the county direct that all municipal
solid waste generated and/or collected within a city’s corporate boundaries
(within King County) be directed to King County’s solid waste transfer and
disposal system. Those cities with ILAs, annexing new areas that are in an
adjacent county would not necessarily add customers to the division’s service
area and would not necessarily require adjustments to the forecast of solid waste
tonnage

Also, the template ILA is not acceptable to the City because it is unclear
regarding the effect of annexation in adjacent counties. The City is requesting the
ability to be given the opportunity to modify the ILA language from the template
to language that meets the needs for future annexation opportunities and clarifies
that the City has the ability to continue to dispose of waste generated in newly
annexed areas in the annexed county in accordance with that counties plan.

Modify Draft Plan Appendix B; Section 6.2.b.; reference below for edits:

6.2.b. Disposal. The City shall by ordinance designate the County disposal
system for the disposal of all solid waste including moderate risk waste
generated and/or collected within the current corporate limits of the City and shall
authorize the County to designate disposal sites for the disposal of all solid waste
including moderate risk waste generated or collected within the current corporate
limits of the City, except for solid waste which is eliminated through waste
reduction or waste recycling activities consistent with the Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan. No solid waste generated or collected within the
existing City may be diverted from the designated disposal sites without County
approval. Solid waste generated or collected within areas annexed to the City in
the future which areas are not part of King County may be disposed of in
accordance with any annexation agreements and/or the comprehensive plan of
the annexed County.

7. General Suggestions:

Formatting:

Tabs for sections would be helpful. Put page numbers on all Policies and on all
Summary of Recommendation pages :

Example: put page numbers: 3—i, 3-ii, 3-iii on the three pages before existing
3-1.

“31i-Waste Prevention and Recycling Policies” page has title Waste Prevention and
Recycling on the title and no acronym and then the acronym used consistently
throughout the chapter. It should have a title of “Waste Prevention and Recycling
(WPR)” and then use the acronym only throughout the text. This should be a
consisted format throughout the document title and acronym then just acronym.
Add the words “Product Stewardship” and “Sustainability” to glossary





Research: Draft Plan, Page 5-13 fifth paragraph Level of Services; last line; last
sentence:
e Potential materials to be collected at transfer stations (i.e. tires).
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January 25, 2010

Kevin Keirnan

Division Director

King County ~ Solid Waste Division
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104-3855

Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update: ADC and IWS Determination

We appreciate your request to comment on the proposed update of the King County Solid Waste
Comprehensive Plan, and in particular the proposal to downgrade Industrial Waste Stabilizer
(IWS) from a ‘beneficial use’ to “disposal’. This policy change would severely impact CDL
Recycles operations and likely would pat us out of business. We employ 20-25 people either
directly or as subeontractors to CDL and these green jobs would be eliminated as a result of
this policy change.

CDL’s operations are different from many of the other Material Recovery/Recycling Facilities in
that we are primarily a comingled material sorting facility and our facility diversion rate which
includes IWS is based on our ability to pick commodities out of comingled loads of C&D
material. We firmly believe that IWS, produced by a thorough sort process, should continue to be
viewed as a beneficial use by the county for the fellowing reasons and request that King County
carefully consider the following,

1) We agree that unsorted C&D that goes directly to an industrial landfill as ITWS should
not be given beneficial use status. This could allow the labeling of unprocessed C&D as
a beneficial use and in the nomenclature of LEED as “Recycling”. Clearly this type of
activity is gaming the system and should not be rewarded.

2) At CDL Recycle all the loads of Comingled C&D debris that we accept are processed.
This means we presort the large items out mechanically using heavy equipment and the
remaining smaller materials are sent up our conveyor system where we continue to pick
the recyclable materials out and dropping them into separate roll off containers below.
These recyclables are then sent on to Wood, Metal, Drywall, Cardboard, Aggregate, and
plastic recyclers. The residuals continue off the end of our conveyor and are sent to
Weyerhaeuser as IWS.

3) It is important to note that CDL is primarily a comingled processing facility and our
ability to separate comingled materials at our facility is likely the best in the County. Our
current diversion rate, not including IWS, is between 55 and 60 percent and we strive
daily to increase this, We would welcome you to come by unannounced to see our
process and our [WS. What you will see after we have picked through this comingled





4)

3)

6)

7

8)

material is a lot of grit, foam, fiberglass insulation, other non-recyclables and some small
bits of potentially recyclable commodities that are simply too small to pick efficiently.
IWS is by far the most expensive material that leaves our facility, so we strive to do a
thorough sort and pick of the recyclable material we receive. We are motivated to
minimize the IWS due to its cost and because it’s the right thing to do.

Per the attached letters dated December 12, 2005 and June 5% 2006 from Thlel
Engineering it is clear that incorporation of construction and demolition and other non
putrescible high strength materials is recommended to be used at the Weyerhaeuser
Landfill. This material replaces the large amounts of pit run that would be used as
structural berms within the landfill to contain the waste. The benefit of using IWS is
exactly the same as the benefit provided by ADC. It is C&D residunals employed as a
substitute for imported soils or other materials that must be brought to the landfill
and it reduces the fuel and resources incarred in the mining process.

Under your current proposal ADC could be manufactured out of unsorted C&ID débris
simply by grinding up whole loads of C&D debris to the correct size requirements and
sending this mixture to a landfill. Again there is potential for gaming the system. Any
facility with a grinder could do this. Moreover, this proposal will have the effect of
disproportionately punishing our facility as we do not have a grinder to reduce our sorted
material to ADC standards. It appears that under this proposal C&D debris or residuals
ground up into ADC would be considered more beneficial despite the fact that it takes
more fuel to create it.

This proposal could also have the unanticipated consequence of calling into question past
projects that have received a LEED rating. IWS is currently considered beneficial by
King County and is reported as such on your greentools website. There are many LEED .
projects that would be affected by the adoption of this policy, which may actually include
some King County projects.

It should be noted that other facilities have the space and resources to take pure loads of
wood and concrete which makes their facility rates look like they are diverting 70 -80
percent if you do not count the ADC or IWS. If you were to measure the diversion of
their comingled loads you would find that they are lower than the 50-60 percent diversion
range for sorting of comingled loads that we achieve. We do not have a source separated
stream of materials, because we do not have the space to process and stock pile large
quantities of wood or concrete or other source separated material. While we are
constrained by space at our facility, we serve a much needed service of efficiently
separating mixed loads of C&D materials delivered from jobsites. Additionally we are
the closest purely comingled separation recycling facility to Seattle jobsites, which has
the added benefit of reducing the carbon footprint of hauling this C&D debris. ‘For these
reasons we are a favored facility for many of the greenest builders and especially those
that are seeking LEED ratings.

Essentially, by downgrading TWS to disposal status King County is effectively shutting
the doors of CDL, because in order to maintain our high diversion rate which our
customers require, CDL will become so restrictive in the loads we accept that we will be
unable to generate sufficient revenue to maintain operations. The other facilities in
Seattle can reject recycling loads and still get revenue due to their ability to transload
debris loads deemed unacceptable for recycling. Those rejected loads will be land-filled
and not recycled at all. The net effect of this policy change will be less recycling in King
County and the demise of a small green business.

We support King County’s efforts to better define beneficial use materials, as we believe
there is potential for gaming the system. However, we believe that the following definition
would better serve the County’s goals.





“Beneficial use materials are, wood derived fuel or residual materials feft over as a
result of a thorough sort and removal of recyclable commodities out of comingled
materials, which are then utilized as either IWS or ADC.”

We believe this is the right way to approach this problem and would allow CDL to continue
to provide jobs and a legitimate recycling service to the surrounding community.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our perspective on this important proposal.

Sincerely, / ;

&
VA
o e L//E;L/"#

p—

Craig Vierling Mﬁ.wwﬂ7
General Manager - p
CDIRBECYOLE S

Ce: Kinley Deller
Dow Constantine, King County Executive
King County Council

Attachments;
Rick Thiel letter, December 12, 2005
Rick Thiel letter, June 5, 2005





December 12,2005

Me. Lapry Fulcher
Veyerhasuser

MRFand Landfil Manager
PO Box 188
Lengview, WA 98532

Re. Weyerhzeuser SW Régional Landfill Waste Composifion

Disar Larry:

You have requested my opinion regarding the optimal waste com;a@sﬁsaﬁ for the referenced | aﬁdf‘ I
also called the "Headguariers” Landfil. As the lead designer for the landfill since its incegtion, | am
.very familiar with the site, the nature of the landfill sperations, and the geclogic setting.

-F"mm atechnical perspective; waste composition: has a primary impact-on the intemal dramage ofthe
landfil and on its. slope stability. Generally speaking, the more pemeabie and structural the wasie.
is, thie greater the benifit will be for intémal drainage and siope stability.

Improved internal drainags will improve slope: stability, reducé the post-closure. pericd for colledting
leachate at the end of the landfill ife, and reduce the magnitude and duration of long-tenm seiflement,
which can affect post-closure maintenance. Increased strustural integrity will improve: the static and
:-dynamxc stability of the landfill. Having a.hi gher static factor of safety will increase the site's. reliability,
‘and reduce potential movement that would occurin a seismic event,

:derwed from paper makmg Many of those waste. types are {ow in penna«ablhty and rsot B hi
structural. My recommendation is that this faciity always strive to accapt asmitigh htghﬁpemefab ity
“and structural waste, sush as construction and demolition debris, ds possible. Thereis o down side
fo accepting such waste in the tandfill, and there are strong technical bengfits.

I there are any specific questions regarding thistscommendation; please call me at 530-602:9174,

;S‘irisce_rely, _
Thigl Engingaring

TJ

: Rachard Thiel,
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| June 3, 2006
Larry Fulcher
Weverhaeuser
3401 Indlstrial Way
PO Box 188 o
Longview, YA 98632

Re: Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill Geotechnigal Recommendations for Waste Stream

Dear Lary:

This latter presents a surhmary of operational landfilling recommengations relative to:slope
stab;ilty The letter includes many similar previous recommerdations made over the past
12 years, and quantifies the recommenided proportion of structural waste to mix with the
industrial waste to enhance slope stability.

B'&cﬁgﬂmnﬁi

relafweiy ﬂaz fmal fil % slopes of 22% (4 5H W} Dur;ng the ﬂrat ‘twc years of operatmﬂs there
-wefe cisz:cu es m ﬁé!mg expeﬁenced becaL ise the waste ecfuici not hf}%d a siome g eaier than

: andf li 10, C{mfa in the wasie Over tme ether operaznonai tactics. were emp yed to amprove.
lope stability which included incorporatior: of tire-chip drainage fingers within the waste,
ﬁiﬂg Oﬂ ﬂa’gies Iopes more actlve cove" }g of waste amas thh pastsc tarps dnr'ng wet:

_ct{}ga;‘ fon- pmr_esc;ibie h!_gh strength ma_ter_ als ;nts the. wa_ste m_atn_x
Previous testing of the waste materials has indicated the following characteristics’

« The pulp mill waste has-a low unit weight-of around 70 pounds per cubic foot. This is
Just -above the unit weight of water, The implication is-that if the waste is saturated, the
effective confinement pressure on the waste could be very low. Thie effeclive
confinemient pressure is important to-develop the waste’s shear. sirength as discussed
inthe next bullet.

» Past triaxial shear strength tests clearly-indicated that the shear: strength of the waste is
proportmnai 1o its effective confinement pressure, There.are two main - mpi cations from
this: (171 the waste is: saturated at-depth without. drairage, it may have very liitle shear
strength, et all of the: driving force remains to cause a deep-seated failure; (27 At
shallow clepths s! ope: stability would-ceritntie to be-an operational problem since there s
very little normal force to-mobilize the shaar strength.





Letterio Larry Fuicher
u{iiiéﬁ ?..C §e)
Page 2

« The water content of the samples tested were very near to what s called the “liquid finit”
of the faterial. This means that a smiall sudden-loading of Vibration could cause the
material foflow. The site has experienced this-on'the' working face.

Recommendations for Landfilling

Past experience and testing has sugdested various operatienal technigues to improve
lancifill stability that should be pursued. Specifically, these recommendations inclide the
following:

« Promote landfil acceptanceofas much “structural waste as possible. A prime example
of this would include: GOHSHUCUGH demolition, and land-clearing debris. Algo, most
petroletr-contaminated soils. (which is-an accepted waste stream at the | fandfith wauiei;
serve 10 increase the overall shear strengtivof the waste.

+ include drainage fmgers such that any point in the waste mass would. never be inore
than approximately 10 feet from a drainage finger (or Jayer). It is also important that
thess drainage fingérs be well connected to'the bottom leachate collection system. This
will be more-and more chaiiengmg as fhe height of the waste mass grows.

& Try to stape the waste lifts inward to the tandfill relative to the-face of long-term exterior
slopes. This will not only improve slope stabifity, but alse help rediice problems. with.
leachate side-slope seeps.

« Maiitaining good drainage at the tos of all waste slopes, and especially for the active
slope, has proven to be beneficial, and is a complimentary concept to the overall waste
{;’r‘a}ﬁ'aige recommendation.

| 3dunng the summer} o thls is poss;ble it wou%d serve tB zncraase the overalé shaar'
strength of the waste mass, and reduce its potential for absorbing’ Bouids.

& :Ke&p gaﬂera( records of the iandf 0 lift orientations, The current prograin- of condicting
aerial surveys every 6 mor&ths and havi 1g:an:operator surveyf il locations every month,
shiotild be adequate,

Recommendations for Quantities: of Structural Waste

‘Given the impettance of this fandfill, and the nature of the waste materials, continued
ag«gtesswe acceptance and inclusion of "structural waste’, as defined above, is prudent for
the enhancement of the overall siope stability of the: famhty The-question is how muich
miaterial-should e accepted?

The two maty improvements to slope ‘stability that would: be: provided by structural waste:
are;

8. Pagel
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1. Increase in the resistarice to slippage along ahy pattisular faiture plane.
2. Resistance towaste liquefaction and flowing in the event of an garthguake.

Acceptabfe reliabiiity i the structures stabifity is created through the design aﬁd
implementsc] operational measures. Thus, adding more structural waste continues to add
to the system eliabi ;ty‘ and decreases the prebabmfy of & structural faiture.

All systems and structures have a. probailty of fallure, however low: Certairly during the
initial stages of the operation the probability of failura was relatf ively high, as: evidenced by
the operational sfippages that occurred. Thmugh more detailed investigations and -
intentionally desigried operational measwres, the operational reliability has been increased.
A par of that has besn due te the iriclusion of structural waste. The extreme would be:to fill
the entire: fandfill with ‘structural waste, but that would change the purpose and need of the
faciiity altogether.

The question could thus be stated as follows: given that the purpose-and need of the Jandfil
s primarily to provide. dasposal for industrial waste, what is the: optimal balance. of structuiral
waste' to ‘enhance the siope stability without taking up ‘too much airspace? This is
=ana£ogous to the "80/20 rule", which suggests thal you can get-80%.of the benefit with only
20% -of the cost. in this situation we might obtain the bulk of the benefit from structural
wastewhils using only & fraction of the airspace.

The shear strength of the pulp mill-waste has previously” been characterized to range from
20° to-40° friction (Geotechn ial’ Report for Celt.3; Thie Engm&ermg ‘Nov, 2004). For
purposes of th is.discussion it is reasonable o presume: that We need to consider the lower -
end of the shear strength spectrum, when the waste is coming. in ' wet ‘and- develops pore
pressures, Thus, for now, we will presuime thatthe waste strength is 20° friction. The goal
is-toincrease the waste strength to 30° friction 1o meet the reliability goal that has been
es‘{abhshed ir1 the previols studies.

The shear strength ‘of structural materials varies depending on the. materials, but on
average could be characterized with a friction angle of 45° That is to say, & pile of
compacted construction and demalition (C&D). debris could be expected tohave an angle of
-repr:zse of i ‘I !n fact many munsclpaf salsd was*e (MSW} fact!;tles have been observed

MSW Fer d@mgn purg:\oses Th&el Engmeemg uses 45“ shear strength for caD was‘:e

The question now is how much structural waste having a-shear strength of 45° friction is
needed to be randomiy mixed with waste - having a shear strength ‘of 20° friction to result:in
‘an average shear strength of 30 friction along a given shear plane? A simpie equation can
be settpas:

ptands)+ (1.0) * tan(22) = tan(30)

‘® Faged





Letter to Larry Fidcher
Juna 5; 2005
Paged

where p = percentage of structural waste. The solution to the above equation is p =28%.
This, in general, a reasonable goal for the landfil would be to obtain. approximately @new
Ahsird of - its wastestream from- “structural” sources; THIS is not to imiply that the fandfill i
unsafe or would .not mest acceptable factors. of safety by takingin less than this am:aunt
This conclusion means that the reliabilify can be enhanced. even further by taking in this
amount of structiral waste.

Is- wsing up one-third of the landfill's capacity counter to-the ong:nai purpose and fised?.
This.is miore of a socio-economic guestion than atechnical question, but on. the surfaceit
seams that ?savmg at least two-thirds of the: omgmaé capacity Is-a very: heaithy balance and
would pfovtde for the immediate purpose and need. Furthermiore, the' original Tandfil
eEonomics were. based-on a much. hgher anmuial voltime than has been realized since its
opening nearly 13 vears ago. The-origiai design had anficipated iandfil-volumes of one
midlion :cubic yards per year. The-actusl volumes have only been about 25% of that, on
average. There is a substantial reserve capacity at this sité that-allows flexibility in ad}usimg
towaste streams. Thus, aiiow:r*g one-third of the current waste stéam o conhsist of C&D.
and land clearing type of debris.is well Lwithin the planned landfil capacity, especially sincg &
certain portion Gf the landfiil capacity, albeit undefined, had been allocated to this type of
waste sver since the begmmr&g

Conclusion

Aftention to landfill operations is gritical at the Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill site in rrany
regards; sicpe stability being one of them. Many: operati iohal measures ‘have been: put in
place to. increase the slope. stabiiity reliability of the site since: its-initial operations, ncluding
the intentional incorporation of. structurai waste; stich as C&D and land-clearing debiis, frem
cutside sources intothe landfil. This tetter has been prepared o quamn’y the opt;ma
amount of structural. waste that should be considered for this site, and a valug of
approximately 30% has been. calculated. Although the landfill could be safely Opefated with
Tess structural waste, and more would always be better from 2 tecknical point of view, a
ratio.of about one-third structural waste to two-thitds forest praducts waste is recommended
a5 a desirable goal to maximize reliabilty. Please call me at 530-692-9114 if you haveany
questions.

Sincerely,
Thigl Engineering

Richard Thiel, P.E., RCE #26862
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SW Comp Plan Comments

From: Gateley, Jane
. Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2010 9:11 AM
To: SW Comp Plan Comments
Subject: FW: WEB SITE COMMENT: Garbage & Recycling Services

----- Original Message-----

From: Young, Polly

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 4:00 PM

To: Severn, Thea; Gateley, Jane; Litras, Tami

Cc: Varo, Chris . _

Subject: RE: WEB SITE COMMENT: Garbage & Recycling Services

Thea, Jane, and Tami,
Here is a Draft Comp Plan comment from Dave Amber. of Commercial Waste Reduction and
Recycling Company, received today, Feb 4, 2010.

----- Original Message-----

From: Varo, Chris

Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 3:50 PM

To: Young, Polly

Cc: SWD, WebSite

Subject: FW: WEB SITE COMMENT: Garbage & Recycling Services

Submitted incorrectly so I'm forwarding it to you.
Chris

————— Original Message-----

From: King County Solid Waste Division [mailto:website.swd@kingcounty.gov]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 3:08 PM

To: dave ambur

Cc: SWD, WebSite

Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Garbage & Recycling Services

Thank you for submitting the following comments via the Solid Waste Division Web site:
PERSONNAME: dave ambur

ADDRESS: renton, wa 98057

EMAIL: dave@cwrrecycling.com

COMMENTTYPE: Problem

PROGRAM: Garbage & Recycling Services

COMMENTS:

The Commercial Waste Reduction and Recycling Company (providing commingled collection
service in King County since 1989) has the following comments regarding the current King
County Comprehensive Solid Waste Draft Plan concerning non-residential collection of
recyclables.

Encouraging the cities of King County to hide the non-residential recycling costs for small to

medium sized businesses in the State sanctioned garbage monopolies rates is wrong. The
reasons are as follows:
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The 2010 Draft Plan throws out and disregards one of the key concerns regarding collection as
noted in the 2001 Plan. The 2001 Plan took note of a disturbing trend.

“... 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 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.”

The concern is the consolidation and elimination of competition regarding collection companies.
Throughout the Draft Plan the consultants who wrote it refer to “private-sector collection

~ companies” as if there are dozens of them collecting commercial commingled material from
small to medium sized businesses, and they are able to compete freely for the valuable
recyclables from small to medium sized businesses. This is a blatant lie used to convince people
that they are getting the best deal possible. In the cities that have hidden the cost of non-
residential commingled recycling collection in the monopolized garbage fees, there is no
competition for collection of commingled material from the small to medium sized business. In
the cities that have not hidden the recycling costs in the garbage fees, there is competition and
the business costs are lower, the business options are greater and a wider range of materials
from these smaller businesses can affordably be diverted from the land-fill. The cities that have
forced all of their non-residential customers to use the garbage monopoly by hiding the recycling
costs in an over inflated garbage fee have eliminated all competition to the small and medium
sized business for the positive value recyclable commodities. The consultants who drafted this
new plan fail to point out that when you tell a non-residential customer that this is your new,
much higher garbage fee that you have to pay, and here is a no extra charge recycling
container, the non-residential customer is going to take the no extra charge recycling,
regardless of how comprehensive and affordable the competition is. This eliminates competition
_in the small to medium sized business sector. This sector accounts for the majority of recyclables
in the non residential part of the waste stream. You say they can choose, but economically policy
chooses for them.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “Unlike the residential waste stream, the types of materials discarded
by the non-residential sector differ widely from business to business. Thus, the recycling
potential for any particular business or industry can vary greatly,” These materials include your
standard valuable commingled materials plus all types of plastic, wood waste, tiles, rocks,
ceramics, porcelain, concrete, food waste, lighting, beverage containers of all types, plastlc
jugs/buckets, hangers from dry cleaners, Styrofoam, Electronic Waste, Textiles, and
Construction & Demolition Waste. In order to collect these different materials from the
thousands of small to medium size businesses in King County every week, a collection company
must be able to provide reasonably priced service. These materials need to be collected every
week because small to medium sized businesses do not generally have a lot of space to store
their waste, and the fire and health departments more than likely would not allow the storage of
these materials. Reasonably priced service means at a rate that is equal or less than what it
would cost to land-fill the material. These zero or negative value materials have to be collected
with a charge. Allowing an independent collection company the ability to charge a small fee to
collect the valuable recyclables (paper/cans/plastics), also allows an independent collection
company the ability to collect the negative value recyclables for a reasonable fee. This is how
recycling will grow beyond paper/cans/plastics. In none of the cities that have hidden their
commercial recycling rates in the monopolized garbage rates, has the garbage service provider
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made an effort to get these negative value recyclables, at an affordable rate, from the small to

medium size business. An independent recycler cannot collect small amounts of these materials
on a regular schedule, at an affordable rate, if the independent recycler cannot also collect the

valuable commingled materials for a small fee.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “The largest increase will be realized as more restaurants and grocers
contract with private-sector companies to collect their food scraps for composting, and more
cities begin to offer commercial organics collection.” The wording makes it sound like there are
dozens of companies in King County able to economically provide this service. Emerald Services
has this commodity locked up on collection because they own the compost facility, and so no
one can match their fees and make any money. This part of the Draft Plan is so far behind
reality it is laughable. Commercial organics collection is everywhere in the Metropolitan area,
and soon to be expanded to areas that are out of the Metropolitan area. Any size non-
residential customer in the Metropolitan area can get a food scrap/organic container from 90
gallons up to 40 yards. This is already available and has been for over a year. This is not part of
a forward looking plan, this is ongoing history. Emerald Services already has a sales team trying
to get all of these businesses signed up, and. with only one compost facility in King County,
which is owned by Emerald Services, they are the only ones that can profitably collect it from
non-residential customers.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “"The need for financial incentives for business owners, property
managers, and tenants to take advantage of recycling services. For example, cities that include
recycling services in their garbage rate provide a financial incentive for businesses to recycle.”
Giving the State sanctioned garbage monopolies an excuse to jack their rates and profits up is
not an incentive for business owners, property managers, and tenants to take advantage of
recycling services. All this does is force them to have a container from the garbage hauler
whether they like it or not. The City of Renton recently signed a new garbage/recycling contract.
In the contract the commercial recycling charges were hidden in the garbage fees, which were
increased over 40%. CWRR lost all of our customers in Renton because of this. With CWRR these
customers were already recycling as much as they wanted to. Waste Management was given the
contract with the agreement that businesses could get 200% recycling service based on their
garbage. I have checked with our old customers in Renton, and they are recycling the same
amount of commingled material with Waste Management as they were with us, but now they are
no longer able to recycle the negative value materials at a cost effective rate compared to land-
filling. The only thing that changed was Waste Management and the City of Renton economically
forced all small to medium sized business to use Waste Management. The commercial recycling
percentage did not increase. The only increases were in the garbage fees and the percentage
Waste Management reported, because they now had our customers.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “Another strategy that might increase recycling for some business
customers is to consider a rate structure based on weight or composition of waste, rather than
the size of the container.” To get the greatest amount of material diverted, at the least cost, all
you need to do is significantly increase the tax on garbage, and stop hiding the non-residential
commingled recycling costs in the monopolized garbage rates. There are already laws against
independent recycling companies not properly recycling the material they collect, so this
argument is invalid.

Allowing business owners, property managers, and tenants the freedom to choose who and how
much they want to pay for certain recycling services, and significantly increasing the tax on
garbage collection, will be an incentive to recycle more. Governments increase the taxes on
items that the government wants people to use less of, like cigarettes, soda pop, alcohol, so it
goes to follow that if you want people to use less garbage service, you significantly increase the
tax on garbage. Letting the monopoly garbage companies increase their rates only increases
their outrageous profits, and that is not the answer. Any increase in the garbage costs needs to
be a tax to go to the local jurisdiction.
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The 2010 Draft Plan says “A need for consistent and ongoing technical assistance and education.
Involvement and support of the business owners and property managers is important to the
long-term success of recycling at individual businesses or complexes. Educating building
maintenance staff about properly collecting recyclables from building tenants is important to
ensure the proper handling of recyclables. Education for employees about proper recycling
methods is also crucial.” Things like this can be paid for from a significant increase in the tax on
garbage collection.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “Because of the diversity of businesses in the region, a more
individualized approach is needed to increase recycling in this sector.” You do not get an
individualized approach when you hide the valuable commingled recycling costs in the garbage
fee. All you get is the garbage company collecting valuable materials, and the negative value
materials going to land-fill. The only exceptions to this are large businesses that throw away
very large volumes/weights of a certain material. Then they will find a way to recycle that
material. For example, CWRR collects commercial commingled material in the cities of Tukwila,
Seattle, Federal Way, Covington, SeaTac, and Kent for a small fee. Because we collect the
valuable material for a small fee, CWRR also makes collection available for small amounts of
zero or negative value recyclables at an affordable fee from the thousands of small to medium
sized businesses in these cities. We can do this and still be a viable collection company for the
long term. These small to medium sized businesses individually throw away less than a hundred
pounds of any one negative value material per week. Collectively it adds up to thousands of tons
per year spread across the entire area. If, as an independent recycling company, we cannot
collect the valuable materials for a small fee, we will not be able to collect the zero or negative
value recyclables for an affordable fee. CWRR used to collect commercial commingled material
from small to medium sized businesses in the Eastside suburbs for a small fee, and offer to
collect the zero or negative value recyclables for an affordable fee from the hundreds of small to
- medium sized businesses in the Eastside suburbs. We cannot do that anymore because the
Eastside suburbs have economically forced all of their small to medium sized businesses to use
‘the garbage monopoly in the collection of the valuable commingled material by hiding the cost of
commingled collection into the monopolized garbage rates. From the thousands of small to
medium sized businesses the monopoly, international shareholder owned garbage hauler has
little interest in diverting these materials from land-fill. They own land-fills, and land-fills only
make money when you fill them. Shareholders are only interested in making money. The sooner
the Cedar Hills land-fill is closed, the sooner the garbage haulers can have the County pay them
high fees to land-fill all of the County waste that the garbage hauler prices as too expensive to.
recycle. If the suburban cities continue with their trend of hiding non-residential, commingled
material recycling costs in the garbage fees, then there will be no independent competition to
collect the negative value recyclable materials from the small to medium sized business at an
affordable rate.

In order to continue collecting the small amounts of negative value recyclable materials
generated by thousands of small to medium sized non-residential businesses throughout King
County every week (which adds up to tens of thousands of tons a year), Independent recycling
companies need to be able to have a fair shot at collecting the valuable recyclables from these
same businesses, and be able to charge a small fee to help offset the cost of collection.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “To assess the relative size of the non-residential waste stream in
different jurisdictions, we have looked at.the number of jobs located within them. About 93
percent of jobs in King County are located within incorporated cities. More than one-half of these
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jobs are in cities where the garbage collection contracts include recyclables collection in the
garbage fee.” All this means is that in these suburbs the small to medium sized business is not
being served to its greatest potential and least cost.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “"Most contracts define the capacity required for recycling collection as
150 to 200 percent of the amount of garbage capacity. And most contracts provide for collection
of the same materials collected in residential curbside programs.” The greatest problem with this
is in capturing the zero to negative value materials. Businesses in Auburn, which does the 150%
ratio, most of the small to medium sized businesses don't feel the need to go beyond the 150%
ratio. If they recycle more, and reduce their garbage, then they have to pay not only for their
garbage, but also for the recycling. Trying to convince a business owner, property manager, or
tenant that this is a good deal, is almost impossible for the difference in total cost. This is
another good reason why hiding the true cost of recycling for the non-residential customer is a
bad idea. They get to a certain level, and they don’'t want to go any farther.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “For cities with collection contracts, adding recycling service to their
contracts and including the cost of service in the garbage rate does lead to higher nonresidential
recycling rates and ensure that recycling services are available to all businesses.” It leads to
significantly higher garbage rates. How much higher are the recycling rates? Where do you get
your facts from? What time frame are you basing this on? CWRR has never been asked by any
consultant to the County, or the suburbs, for information on our tonnages. I can only assume
that the garbage hauler is supplying the consultants with information that will further their
agenda. CWRR handles over 200 tons a month. A fair portion of that is zero to negative value
material that the garbage hauler does not collect for recycling. We are able to do this (since
1989) because we can charge a small fee to collect the valuable materials. Independent,
convenient, commingled recycling services were available to all business since 1989 in King
County. Independent, convenient, commingled recycling services are now only available in cities
that do not economically force their non-residential customers to use the monopoly garbage
hauler. The idea that if you hide the recycling cost in the monopolized garbage rate you will get
more recycling is just a fallacy. If you drive around the County business areas (including the
suburban cities) you will see that over 95% of the businesses have a recycling service in place.
The 5% of businesses that have no recycling are super small businesses and are not recycling by
choice. Giving these super small businesses a free recycling can is not going to encourage them
to recycle, and the amount of valuable recyclables that these businesses might recycle is going
to be so minute that it will not even come close to the amount of negative value recyclables that
most of the other businesses in the County will land-fill because collecting the negative value
recyclables will be too expensive, because you will have no viable competition for this material.

The 2010 Draft Plan says "However, while including recycling service in the rate requires all
business to pay for the service, it does not require that those businesses use the service that the
city contractor provides.” It does not say that businesses must use the garbage service for their
recycling, but it economically forces them to do it. It is a trick of language to hide the unfair
practice of forcing the small to medium size business to use the garbage service for their
recycling. In the private sector this would be a clear violation of anti-trust laws. The suburbs,
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through the authority of the State, can legally do this, but this practice does more to stifle
growth in recycling collection than most any other idea. It also will ensure that local independent
recycling service providers disappear, leaving the area with no choice in the small to medium
size business sector.

The 2010 Draft Plan says “In fact, there is a wide array of recycling service providers in King
County from which businesses in unincorporated King County and cities with WUTC-regulated
collection services can choose for their recycling needs.” This is a clear contradiction to the
consultants own work. The consultant reports that 93% of jobs are in incorporated areas. Over
half of these jobs are in cities that economically force their non-residential customers to use the
garbage hauler. The Draft Plan reports “...the relative size of the non-residential waste stream in
different jurisdictions, we have looked at the number of jobs located within them. About 93
percent of jobs in King County are located within incorporated cities.” What is a wide array?
What independent company provides commercial commingled collection in King County and the
suburbs. What company provides this type of service to all sizes of business? What independent
company provides complete, comprehensive, and affordable recycling services in King County
and the suburbs. There is only one that I know of, and that company is Commercial Waste
Reduction and Recycling Company. CWRR, and the expansion of recycling is being negatlvely
impacted to a great extent by the policy being promoted in this Draft Plan.

If you look at the number of business licenses in king County, and the number of businesses
that have recycling services you may get a false impression that many businesses are not
recycling. You have to remember that many businesses are in multi-tenant buildings, and they
share a recycling container that the property management company pays for. Also CWRR has
never been asked to provide recycling information for anyone other than the State of
Washington and the City of Seattle.

IMG_VERIFY: blue

King County staff: If a reply is necessary, please use the 'Reply All' capability so that the
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Kevin Kiernan, Director

Solid Waste Division

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Kiernan:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan. We believe that the Draft Plan is well structured, comprehensive in scope, and that the policy
direction set forth is clear and concise.

We would offer the following comments as friendly amendments, which the County may want to
consider in preparation of the final plan.

General Comments — We would like to offer a few general comments that do not pertain to particular
sections of the plan, but which highlight areas where the staff may want to focus more energy in
drafting the final version of the plan.

1. The plan should place more emphasis on establishing uniform recycling standards across the
County. Increasingly Material Recovery Facilities (MRF) have the capacity to process a broad
array of materials. The County should, as a matter of policy, be a catalyst for communities to
expand their recycling programs to capture the maximum amount of recyclable materials, and
the materials collected should be as uniform as possible across jurisdictions and between
sectors (i.e., residential and commercial).

2. While the Plan addresses Construction and Demolition (C&D) materials in several sections, we
believe that greater emphasis needs to be placed in the plan on the recovery of C&D materials.
In particular the County should set a goal for C&D recovery. Also, we have concerns about how
residuals from C&D processing will be viewed in the final plan (discussed later under Chapter 4-
27).

3. We believe that there needs to be a more elaborate discussion under both Chapters Five and
Seven about entrepreneurial ways in which the County transfer facilities could be used to
consolidate loads of both recycling and organics. We appreciate the interest expressed in
Chapter Five in taking loads of commercial organics at the Shoreline Transfer Station, but we
believe that the plan should point to the environmental benefits of reducing truck trips by





consolidating loads of organics and potentially recyclables, and that Chapter Seven should
address the potential financial benefits of the tipping fees associated with this policy change.
We also believe that the County would significantly increase diversion rates by allowing fully co-
mingled recycle to be accepted for transfer at all facilities.

4. The plan contains repeated discussions regarding public outreach and education with respect to
the solid waste system, collection, and recycling. In almost all of these discussions the tone of
the plan is that this is primarily the responsibility of the County and municipal governments. We
believe that collection and processing companies have a strong interest in educating our
customers, and CleanScapes is an industry leader in creating educational and incentive
programs to encourage our customers to reduce the amount of material they dispose of,
including recycling and yardwaste. We believe the plan should more explicitly recognize the
significant role that contractors, such as CleanScapes, play in public outreach and education.
CleanScapes’ goal is to help our customers (jurisdictions, individuals and businesses) achieve
their waste reduction and recycling goals. As such, we believe that education and outreach is a
partnership between the hauler, the City, the County and the individual customers.

Chapter Specific Comments — Following are comments that address specific elements of the detailed
chapters in the plan.

Chapter 1 — Introduction — No Comments
Chapter 2 - Solid Waste System Planning

1. Tonnage and Transaction Data (2-11). The plan discusses how the County tracks C&D data
from private haulers. The County may want to consider including language recommending a
more comprehensive reporting system that requires C&D haulers to provide data on
diversion rates, proportions of single-source vs. comingled loads, and the amount of
Industrial Waste Stabilizer (IWS) and Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) generated by the
processors.

Chapter 3 — Waste Prevention and Recycling

1. Waste Prevention and Recycling: Summary of Recommendations. This table lists
recommended actions and responsibilities for the cities and County but “collection
companies” are only mentioned in the context of data reporting. We believe collection
companies can take an active role in achieving waste prevention and recycling goals.
Measure that CleanScapes has taken include:

e Annual Neighborhood Reduction Rewards competition with a financial incentive for the
winning area

e School programs including workshops and scholarships





e Waste audits and assistance meeting LEED requirements

o Weekly waste reduction tips by email

e Visit and/or call all commercial and multifamily customers to discuss recycling
opportunities, to identify barriers and implement solutions

e Truck graphics that educate and inform customers about program opportunities

e Endorse and support product steward approaches for all relevant products

Given these and other actions, “collection companies” could be listed in the
“responsibilities” column for items 1, 3, 4, 5, 10, 12 and 14 in the table.

2. Waste Prevention and Recycling Goals (3-3). The text box provides an excellent explanation
of the difference between waste prevention and recycling and notes that reaching waste
prevention goals can result in falling short of recycling goals. To reinforce the hierarchy we
suggest that in future years, Table 4-1 which currently shows per capita “garbage disposal”
also show the per capita figure for “material disposed + recycled tons + yard waste tons.”

3. Product Stewardship (3-9). We support the County’s work with the Northwest Product
Stewardship Council (NWPSC) on framework legislation and on take-back programs for
fluorescent tubes/bulbs, pharmaceuticals, mercury thermostats, paint and other products.
However, based on our experience in the City of Shoreline, a curbside collection program for
fluorescents is also an effective option for handling this particular product.

4. What is Beneficial Use? (3-23). This sidebar within the Plan alludes to a larger debate
within the King County Solid Waste Division, regarding the reclassification of Industrial
Waste Stabilizer (IWS) from a beneficial use to disposal. Please find a copy of the January
25, 2010 letter from Craig Vierling, General Manager at CDL Recycle, to Kevin Kiernan, which
serves as our comment on this issue.

5. Priority Materials for Curbside Collection (3-25). We support the County’s emphasis on
waste prevention, but recognize that a strong recycling program is also key to a “Zero
Waste” strategy (p 3-25). To the extent that the County continues to assist with the design
and implementation of effective recycling programs, we believe that one area of emphasis
should be achieving consistency with respect to the types of materials accepted in various
jurisdictions and between residential and commercial sectors. The fact that a County
resident is potentially confronted with a different list of recyclables at work, at home, when
visiting the regional shopping mall and social events or households in other parts of the
County makes education difficult and likely affects the recycling rate and contamination
levels.

Chapter 4 — Waste Collection





1. Electronic Products and Fluorescent Bulbs and Tubes (4-12). This section only addresses the
curb-side collection of fluorescent bulbs by saying “Collecting these products at the curb is
complicated by the fact that some of the products tend to break easily and contain
potentially hazardous materials that must be safely disposed.” As you may know,
CleanScapes currently has a curb-side collection program in the City of Shoreline, which has
been successful to date. Based on our experience with this program, concerns regarding the
breakage of bulbs and release of mercury into the environment are easily addressed
through proper material preparation and collection procedures. We would hope that the
plan would at least reference the Shoreline curb-side collection program for fluorescent
bulbs. Also, please find attached a January 12, 2010 memo from CleanScapes to the
Washington Department of Ecology regarding our curb-side collection program in Shoreline.

2. Frequency of Collection (4-16). David Allaway, Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality has conducted extensive research showing that weekly residential recycling
collection captures more material than every-other-week collection programs and that the
additional tons collected more than offsets impacts related to additional truck trips.

3. Multi-Family Residential Collection (4-20). We appreciate the recognition in the plan of the
recycling challenges presented by multi-family complexes, and strongly endorse the plan’s
recommendation that the County invest resources into recycling education and outreach to
property managers and maintenance staff. In addition, the County serves a very important
role in pilot testing and sharing results of effective multifamily recycling programs.

4. Management of Residuals from C&D Processing (4-27). Please see comments under Chapter
3 —number 3 above, relative to C&D residuals and IWS.

Chapter 5 =Solid Waste Transfer Station

1. Future Plans For Urban Transfer Stations — Organics (5-22). We appreciate the County’s
interest in using the transfer stations as consolidation points for commercial organics
collection, prior to hauling them to Cedar Grove. We know that the County is in the process
of developing a special rate for commercial haulers to dump organics at County transfer
facilities. This policy change benefits everyone by reducing the miles and time that large
trucks are on the road. Benefits include less wear and tear on the roads, decreased fuel use
and therefore lower greenhouse gas emissions, and longer truck life-cycles. We strongly
encourage this policy initiative, and we suggest that it be referenced in the final plan.

2. Future Plans for Urban Transfer Stations — Recycling. We would strongly encourage that
the County also consider using transfer stations as points for haulers to consolidate loads of
recyclable materials, before hauling to regional MRFs. For haulers, travel times to/from the
transfer station, and time spent at the transfer station, directly affect truck hours and miles
on the road and significantly impact the sustainability of operations. Consolidating





3.

municipal waste collections at nearby stations before hauling them to more distant
locations, is a more sustainable option.

We strongly believe that the Shoreline Transfer Station is currently severely underutilized.
We believe the County should work with Seattle Public Utilities to allow transfer of City of
Seattle MSW at the Shoreline facility instead of the City building a new North Transfer
Station.

Chapter 6 — Landfill Management and Solid Waste Disposal

1.

2.

General Comment - Extending the Life of Cedar Hills Landfill. As a general comment we are
supportive of the County’s efforts to extend the life of Cedar Hills Landfill, and would
encourage you to emphasize your third area of focus — Diversion of Waste and consider a
fourth area of focus, total waste reduction. While achieving operational efficiencies and
developing new areas of the landfill will clearly help expand capacity and extend the life of
the landfill, reducing the gross amount of waste hauled to the landfill for disposal has the
greatest potential to extend the life of the facility and yield concurrent environmental
benefits. One of CleanScapes’ overarching goals is to reduce the total waste generated in
the communities we serve, which is why we have developed incentive programs to
encourage our customers to reduce all waste. While increasing diversion as a percentage of
the total waste will extend the life of the landfill, so too will reducing in the aggregate the
amount of waste that customers generate.

General Comment - Disposal Options Once Cedar Hills Closes. We appreciate the thoughtful
discussion provided in this section of the plan, and would strongly encourage the County to
adopt a final plan that would allow for the broadest possible array of alternatives to be
considered in future public policy discussions with respect to alternative disposal of waste.
As the draft plan notes, the possibilities open to the County will “evolve over time as
technologies emerge and are tested.”

Chapter 7 — Solid Waste System Finance

1.

General Comment. The King County Solid Waste Division is currently experiencing a
significant budget shortfall, resulting from a fall-off in tonnage related to the recession.
While this section addresses potential policy changes to current financial structures,
including fees, it does not address any potential areas that the County may want to explore
in the short-term or long-term to enhance revenues or expand the revenue base of the Solid
Waste Division. Some examples of these types of activities would be innovative use of
system assets to generate new revenue (e.g. allowing haulers to consolidate or transload at
Transfer Stations for a fee).





Thank you for the opportunity to offer input during the development of the Comprehensive Plan. If you
have questions or would like additional information on any of our comments, please contact John
Taylor, Government Relations Manager for CleanScapes, at (206) 658-4075 or
john.taylor@cleanscapes.com.

Sincerely,

( )\

~\
Chris Martin
President






Your Private Public Utility”

Memorandum
To: Jay Shepard, Washington Department of Ecology
From: John Taylor, Government Relations Manager, CleanScapes
Date: January 12, 2010
Re: Curb Side Collection of Mercury Containing Lamps

During CleanScapes’ testimony to the Environmental Health Committee on December 4, 2009, several
committee members raised questions regarding the cost and mechanics of curbside collection of
fluorescent bulbs. Folllowing is a brief overview of our collection program in Shoreline and estimated

costs.
Program Operations

CleanScapes has provided curb-side collection of fluorescent tubes and CFL bulbs since we started
Shoreline operations in spring 2008. We ask that our Shoreline customers comply with the following
instructions in preparing their fluorescent bulbs for collection:

® Place bulbs in original packaging or wrap in newspaper and secure with tape.
CFL bulbs should be placed in a plastic bag tied closed (or a zip-lock bag).

e Seton top or to the side of recycling cart (not inside) on recycle day.
e Tubes must be less than 4 feet long.
e Limit of 2 tubes/bulbs per collection and 10 per year.






Your Private Public Utility”

CleanScapes residential collection trucks are outfitted with special boxes to collect fluorescent bulbs,
and drivers place them in the boxes as they run their routes. We direct customers to put bulbs out with
their recycling, but if they inadvertently put them out on a garbage or yard waste collection day drivers
will still collect the bulbs.

For commercial customers, fluorescent tubes and bulbs can be collected from businesses and apartment
complexes when requested by the bill payer or account contact. The cost is $20.00 for the first
tube/bulb and $2.00 for each additional. We ask commercial customers to follow the guidelines listed
above for safe handling.

Once we have the fluorescent bulbs in our yard we aggregate them into larger hard cardboard
containers or plastic bins for shipping to the contractor who processes all of our fluorescent lights —
Ecolights Northwest. CFL bulbs are packed in the white plastic bins seen in the right hand photo below.

A question that several committee members had was the occurrence of broken bulbs curbside, during
collection, and during transport to the recycling facility. We collect approximately 240 bulbs curbside
annually in the City of Shoreline. For the 2009 collection year our drivers reported two (2) broken bulbs
curbside.

With respect to bulbs broken on our collection routes once they are placed in the trucks, we had no
reports of broken bulbs in 2009. This is primarily attributable to customers complying carefully with our
packing instructions, and the effectiveness of the design of the transport containers on our trucks.
There is some occurrence of bulbs breaking in transport from our yard to the recycling contractor — we
have breakage of approximately one in fifty bulbs.





Your Private Public Utility”

Program Costs

The collection costs for this program are negligible, because fluorescent bulb collection is done in
conjunction with the regular collection of other commodities.

The disposal of the bulbs is the only real costs we incur, and is comprised of transportation associated
with getting the bulbs from our yard to Ecolights Northwest and the disposal fees we pay to them.
Overall, our total 2009 costs were approximately $2,000, although this includes disposal cost from bulbs
collected from non-curbside commercial customers.

Conclusion

To date our experience in Shoreline has been very successful. While there are a limited number of
customers who utilize the service, we have heard anecdotally that it is a service customers appreciate
having access to, and one which the City of Shoreline strongly supports. As customers become more
aware of the program, we anticipate that the volume of material will increase. We are confident in the
efficacy and longevity of this program, and believe that any associated increase in program cost would
be negligible, because our collection costs are minimal and disposal costs could benefit from a volume
discount.
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Review and Comment Period: October 8, 2009 to February 4, 2010

The preliminary Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was prepared by the
Solid Waste Division of the Department of Natural Resources and Parks in accordance with
Washington state law Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 70.95. It presents proposed
strategies for managing King County’s solid waste over the next 6 years, with consideration of the
next 20 years. Draft policies, recommendations, and goals are presented for the following
elements of solid waste management: system planning, waste prevention and recycling, solid
waste collection and processing, the transfer system, landfill management and solid waste
disposal, and system financing.

The core mission of the King County Solid Waste Division is to ensure that citizens in the county
have access to safe, reliable, efficient, and affordable solid waste handling and disposal services.
‘Over the last 20 years, that mission has expanded to integrate the principles of environmental
stewardship, waste prevention and recycling, green building, and sustainable development into
every aspect of solid waste management. This plan builds upon those principles in our facility
designs, operations, and programs. This is also the first King County solid waste plan-to look at
ways to address climate change — one of the nation’s leading environmental concerns.

In 2006, the division published the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, which
provides recommendations for upgrading the division’s aging transfer system, strategies for
extending the lifespan of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, and options for preparing the landfill
for eventual closure. These recommendations, approved by King County Council in 2007, are
further developed for implementation in this plan. First, the division has been moving forward on
the renovation of the division’s urban transfer system to update station technology and
incorporate green building features, increased recycling services, and operational efficiencies.
Second, the division is pursuing all viable options for extending the useful life of the Cedar Hills
Regional Landfill for as long as feasible. Owned and operated by King County, Cedar Hills is
currently the most economical method for disposal of the region’s wastes. The division continues
to monitor a wide range of options for disposal once the landfill reaches capacity and closes.

The Solid Waste Division welcomes comments on this draft plan from October 8, 2009 to
February 4, 2010. Please provide your comments on this form and mail it to: 2009 Draft Solid
Waste Plan Comments, King County Solid Waste Division, 201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701,
Seattle, WA 98104-3855. Comments can also be submitted by e-mail at
CSWMP.Comments@kingcounty.gov or via the Internet at www.kingcounty.gov/SWDCompPlan.

All comments received on the draft plan will be considered in the preparation of the final. The
comments will become a part of the public record associated with the final plan.

Comments must be received by February 4, 2010 to be considered.
Name: \D Z‘A { /\/
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SW Comp Plan Comments

From: Welhasch, Taisa (ECY) [twel461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 3:55 PM

To: Severn, Thea; SW Comp Plan Comments

Cc: Christiansen, Peter (ECY)

Subject: 2009 KC Draft CSWMP - Ecology Comments
Attachments: 2009 KC CSWMP Comments_Ecology.docx

February 4, 2010

Ms. Thea Severn

King County Solid Waste Division

201 South Jacksoh Street, Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

Dear Ms. Severn:

Thank you for the opportunity to have an early look at the King County Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan. By having this informal review process early, we can identify any big issues up front before

you proceed with formal submittal.

To your credit, the plan is well written and there aren’t any significant issues. The plan is forward thinking and
user friendly. Our comments are attached.

If you have questions or need any clarification, please contact me at (425)649-7266 or at
taisa.welhasch@ecy.wa.gov. | look forward to working with you and reviewing the preliminary draft plan in
the next few months.

Sincerely,
Taisa Welhasch

Regional Planner & Grant Officer
Waste 2 Resources Program

WA Department of Ecology

3190 160th Ave SE .

Bellevue, WA 98008

(425) 649-7266, taisa.welhasch@ecy.wa.gov

http://www.ecy.wa.qgov/programs/swfa

<<2009 KC CSWMP Comments_Ecology.docx>>
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King County Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (Public Comment Period)

Designation of Recyclables:
RCW 70.95.010(7)(c) requires the plan to include a designation of what materials will be collected for
recycling. Ecology applauds King County’s “Zero Waste of Resources” principle described in section 3-25;

however, it is not clear if the list provided on pages 3-25-3-26 is the list of designated recyclables. Also,
in order to provide greatest flexibility, it is highly recommended that the plan define a process for any
proposed additions or deletions to materials on the static list. If a process for changing the list of
recyclable materials is not described in the plan, a plan amendment would be required to modify the list
of recyclables. Clarifications should be made in Chapter 3.

There are several reasons to work flexibility into the plan to allow additional materials to be designated
as recyclable. If materials are not designated as recyclable, they remain a solid waste. That effectively
shuts out anyone other than a G-certificated hauler from being able to transport that material. Also, if a
material is not identified in the plan as recyclable, the ability of a person/company wanting to recycle
that material and be able to benefit from an exemption to permitting under WAC 173-350 does not
exist.

RCW 70.95 was amended by the Legislature in 2005 to require transporters of recyclable materials to
register with Ecology. The regulation implementing this statute is WAC 173-345.

Inventory of Solid Waste Collection Programs:

The plan must include information about contract collection services in the incorporated areas, as well
as all G-certificate information, (including population densities served and address and name of all G-
certificated haulers.) Clarifications should be made in Chapter 4.

Enforcement:

RCW 70.95.090(4) requires the plan to address surveillance and control program development and
implementation. A permitting and enforcement section similar to the one in the 2001 CSWMP would
suffice. Applicable state and local regulations and ordinances should also be referenced. It is preferable
to include local ordinances in the plan as an appendix.

Designation of Urban and Rural Areas:

RCW 70.5.092 requires the plan to include clear criteria for the designation of urban and rural areas. The
process needs to be established that allows review and adjustment of urban and rural designations as
needed.

Restoration of Closed Landfills/ Post Closure Monitoring and Maintenance:

On page 6-16, the last sentence of the 1% paragraph is not entirely accurate. Six of the nine closed
landfills are listed on the Integrated Site Information System (ISIS) list which is part of the Model Toxics
Control Act process. These landfills are awaiting ranking before placement on the Hazardous Sites List
which would be the next step.





On page 6-16 in the 4" paragraph, the 3" sentence regarding Hobart Landfill is not entirely true. There
have been water quality exceedances in monitoring wells beyond the boundary of the slurry wall.
Please revise this sentence to state its current status.

Beneficial Use:

We believe your side bar on page 3-23 on what is beneficial use can lead to confusion. There is the
common vernacular on the street understanding the concept of what beneficial use is, and then there is
the state’s legal definition of beneficial use.

RCW 70.95 outlines the process for obtaining a beneficial use determination. WAC 173-350 further
defines beneficial use as: “Beneficial use means the use of solid waste as an ingredient in a
manufacturing process, or as an effective substitute for natural or commercial products, in a manner
that does not pose a threat to human health or the environment. Avoidance of processing or disposal
cost alone does not constitute beneficial use.”

Ecology made a policy decision that the use of C&D fines as daily cover is disposal, not recycling.
Attached, is the letter that has been used to describe that policy.
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We would like to work with you on developing a better way to express what you are trying to get to
without using the terminology “beneficial use” which is quickly becoming a loaded term.

Evidence of SWAC participation:

When submitting the final draft please include either a summary of participation similar to the one
submitted with the 2001 CSWMP or include a link in the plan to the SWAC website and SWAC minutes.

Amendment Process:

The amendment process should be defined in plan. The plan should discuss how minor changes will be
made to the document and define a process to determine if a change to any component of the plan
would require falling into a plan amendment.

How the Plan Relates to Other Plans:
In the “Forward” section and on pages 1-3 and 1-5, reference is made to the several plans. It should be
clarified that the 2009 CSWMP is a revision to the 2001 CSWMP.

Other Comments:

The plan has an ambitious goal for the diversion of organics. We applaud this effort. Other
cities/counties in the region have also set ambitious goals for organics diversion. If all these programs
were to come on line simultaneously and reach their projected success, the needed capacity for
handling this large volume of organics might not be available. We believe the plan should acknowledge
the need to work regionally on this and other recycling capacity issues, and a mechanism to track





capacity should be developed. Ecology is currently doing some work on identifying capacity, and you are
welcome to mention that in your plan. Capacity at compost facilities and MRFs should be addressed.

The ILA states in section 10.7, 10.9 and 10.10, that in the case of disagreements, Ecology would be the
arbiter. Ecology has not accepted that role, and we have previously expressed concerns over this. We
would like these references to be removed the next time the ILAs are renegotiated.

We are concerned about the rising disagreement between King County and Snohomish County
concerning the collection of solid waste from cities that straddle both counties. Ecology does not have
an opinion to offer at this time as this appears to be a legal matter between your two counties. King
County may want to consider what the solid waste system would look like if all boundary waste stayed
with the county of origin vs. moved across county lines as spelled out in the ILAs you have with your
cities.

On page 3-14, it is stated that “cities can apply directly to Ecology for a portion of the funds to support
their own communities” WPR programs.” Cities are not able to apply directly for Ecology funding
through the Coordinated Prevention Grant Program. Cities must always coordinate with the county
regarding allocation amounts and the application.

There have been a few legislative changes since 2001 that were addressed in the plan such as RCW
70.95N (Electronics Product Recycling) and RCW 70.93.093 (Public Events Recycling Law). Other changes
that may also be considered in the plan are: an amendment to RCW 70.95 creating the Transporter Rule
WAC 173-345 and SSB 5797 (Exemption from Solid Waste Handling Permit Requirements for Anaerobic
Digesters).
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February 3, 2010

2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments
King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

First off, congratulations to KCSWD on another milestone in a thorough and collaborative
planning process. Here are two comments on the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan update (KC-COSWMP). Thanks for the opportunity to comment...

1. Potential Fossil Fuel Usage Reductions

In the status quo, large amounts of fossil fuels are used in all phases of handling solid waste. To
further expand our horizons on collection efficiency, the Plan should outline available options
and begin the process of determining potential fossil fuel reductions linked to overall
environmental benefits. In sections of the Plan update that focus on collection options, transfer
and disposal, the Plan could be more specific in building the groundwork for a more sustainable
garbage, recycling, organics, and bulky materials management system. ldeally, the Plan could
establish goals and/or the need for more in-depth research to determine how to reduce fossil
fuel usage related to all phases of collection, transfer and disposal. The purpose would be to
address perceived and actual reductions in collection frequency and/or level of services in
conjunction with environmental benefits (increased recycling and decreased fuel use), building
upon the study in the City of Renton (referenced on page 4-16).

In tandem with this, the Plan could envision more solutions that match Chapter 4
Recommendation: Collection-General #2 (to increase residential access for bulky materials
collection at curbside — expanded on page 4-6) with a potential reduction in self-haul trips to
transfer facilities and/or increasing reuse of salvageable cast-offs, which in theory would result
in KCSWD customer service & operational savings as well as an overall reduction in fossil fuel
inputs. One example could be a “dual-stream” (salvageable + bulky waste) collection approach
intended to achieve reduced transaction and facility capacity costs for KCSWD, more ‘reuse’
inputs for non-profit salvage groups, improved coordination between the haulers and these non-
profits, higher diversion rates, and lower overall fossil fuel use. Ideally, the resulting savings in
KCSWD operations and future facility/export capacity could apply to offsetting costs.

2. Recyclable Materials — “Value” vs. “Productive Use”

The Draft Plan update should be revised regarding how recyclable materials are referenced in
terms of “value”. In Chapters 3 and 4, the Draft Plan says that recyclables that have value are
to be targeted for increased diversion efforts. While the importance of maintaining the potential
productive use of collected recyclables by limiting contamination cannot be underemphasized,
in practice collected materials have shifting values at different points in the generation/
collection/processing/remanufacturing cycle. At some points of this cycle, that “value” can be





CC:

negative, yet it may still make economic sense to recycle the material — for example by
considering avoided disposal costs, climate change impacts, the costs and impacts of other
alternatives (e.g., primary extracted materials), and other common benefits or objectives.

Further, regarding Policy WPR-1 in Chapter 3, as well as the discussion starting on page 3-25,
the Zero Waste concept could be refocused to target on avoiding landfilling of those materials
that have “productive use” — regardless of whether they have “economic value” at the point of
collection.

Hauling Authority is one other issue that might arise from attaching “value” to the targeted
recyclables at the point of collection. In the past, arbitrary definitions linking recyclables to
materials with “value” (while the remainder — solid waste — was deemed material “without
value”) could dictate how targeted materials can be collected in practice. This could in turn alter
the economics and options available for collection and diversion, resulting in unintended
complications to our main intent: materials diversion for productive use.

In closing, we look forward to the completion of this planning process, and appreciate the many
hours of KCSWD and KCC staff time and the efforts of the many representatives on regional
committees that contributed to this Draft Plan update, as well as the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer
and Waste Export Study that preceded it.

Sincerely,

Q. o Grenn/

Rob Van Orsow
Solid Waste & Recycling Coordinator

Cary M. Roe, P.E., Director of Parks, Public Works, and Emergency Management
Ken Miller, Deputy Public Works Director
Diane Yates, King County Solid Waste Division











