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2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments o Hmn'ﬂg&%nmunicggons

King County Solid Waste Division
201 S Jackson St, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104-3855

February 3, 2010

Re: King County Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Comments

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2009
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (The Plan). We have completed our review of The Plan.

We would like to suggest that The Plan provide more information on solid waste system infrastructure
gaps and limitations. What are the significant gaps and limitations, how will they be addressed? For
example:

o Isthere a shortage of yard waste transfer/consolidation facilities in the county, if so where?
Based on the current proposed legislation to adjust yard waste fees, it appears that the KCSWD
is already working to address this issue in the north part of the county. Is this an issue in other
areas of the county? Will other new transfer stations include yard waste transfer/consolidation
facilities?

o Isthere a shortage of single stream recyclable waste transfer/consolidation facilities in the
county? If so, will the new transfer stations include single stream transfer/consolidation
facilities? '

e For those portions of the waste stream that are currently handled privately, should the solid
waste management plan address future capacity needs where there are significant limitations or
gaps? For example, should the draft 2009 King County Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan look at the advocacy of having additionally compost facilities even if it is
privately owned?

We would also like to see information that demonstrates that KCSWD waste prevention and recycling
plans align with the infrastructure limitations in the system such as:
. There is only one compost facility in King County and only a few in our region, all of which are
at capacity. What impact does this have on KCSWD waste diversion plans? _
o The 2006 Material Recovery Facility Assessment prepared by Cascadia Consulting Group, Inc.

concludes: “Glass, shredded paper, and increasing amounts of non-recyclable plastics in the
incoming commingled stream pose challenges for Puget Sound MRF s and The anticipated
supply of comingled recyclables in 2010 exceeds the current processing capacity.” Are these
issues being monitored or have they been addressed?

Additionally:
The “Common Terms” definitions on pages xii-xiv should be the same as in the Code of the King
County Board of Health Title 10 and WAC 173-350.

The regulatory agency for solid waste handling in King County is Public Health — Seattle & King
County (PHSKC) (as authorized by the King County Board of Health). This should be reflected in the
text on page 2-4. Since both PHSKC and KCSWD are divisions of King County, it is confusing when
the entity that handles solid waste is referred to as King County as it is in the document (example page
2-5, collection & processing chart in Chapter 4, etc.).
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Comments on King County Solid Waste Management Plan
February 3, 2010
Page 2

Chapter 1 - Managing Illegal Dumping and Litter on page 1-10 although the first sentence makes
reference to safety hazard, we recommend inclusion of the “risk to public health”. A more inclusive
statement could read as follows: Illegal dumping and litter can cause environmental contamination and
pose both safety hazards and risks to public health.

The role of PHSKC in enforcing illegal dumping is not acknowledged on page 2-4.

‘The graphic on page 2-17 may be clearer if Seattle and cities not part of this planning area or that may
be annexed out of the planning area were a different color than those cities that may be annexed into the
planning area.

Is Ecology involved in dialog with the King County Solid Waste Division about what constitutes
beneficial use as stated on page 3-23?

What are the criteria for certification of C&D processing facilities? How is it determined if facilities are
meeting target diversion rates and is compliance with regulatory requirements required for certification?

Chapter 4 — Collection & Processing chart, #22 states the responsibility is the county for encouraging
contractors & homeowners to use at least two containers on construction, demolition, or remodeling
sites. Should this be the KCSWD and the Cities?

Page 4-8 states: “Facilities that process mixed recyclables require solid waste permits and are
regulated by Public Health — Seattle & King County.” While these facilities are regulated by PHSKC,
some are permit exempt.

On page 6-16, the last sentence of the 1 paragraph is not entirely true. Six of the nine closed landfills
are listed on the Integrated Site Information System (ISIS) list which is part of the MTCA process. It
would be more factual to say the following:

“...None has been placed on the Hazardous Sites List under the state Model Toxics Control Act,...”

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. :

The solid waste regulation in King County is The Code of the King County Board of Health Title 10.
Please contact Teri Barclay at 206-263-8428 or myself at 206-263-8495 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Bill Lasby, Supervisor
Solid Waste Program

BL:mp

cc: Dawn Marie Maurer, Facilities Specialist, Ecology
Taisa Welhasch, Solid Waste & Financial Assistance, Ecology
Bill Lawrence, Environmental Hazards Section Manager
Teri Barclay, Health and Environmental Investigator III
Ed Davis, Health and Environmental Investigator III
Yolanda Pon, Health and Environmental Investigator II






SW Comp Plan Comments

From: King County Solid Waste Division [website.swd@kingcounty.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 7:50 AM

To: SWD, WebSite

Cc: ) SW Comp Plan Comments

Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Thank you for submitting the following comments via the Solid Waste Division Web site:
PERSONNAME: Kay Palmer

ADDRESS: Renton, WA 98059

EMAIL:

COMMENTTYPE: Problem

PROGRAM: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

COMMENTS: We live within 2000 ft of the Cedar Hills site and simply cannot consider having the
facility open beyond the current estimated dates. The entire area suffers health issues related to
both the landfill and the composting. We have owned our home here since 1975 and the
situation has worsened considerably as the amounts of fill per day increased.

Please do not extend the operation beyond current estimates. There needs to be alternatives
developed for long term and this proposal avoides the larger issue of waste disposal in the
future.

IMG_VERIFY: red

King County staff: If a reply is necessary, please use the ‘Reply All' capability so that the
Webmaster is made aware of your response. Thank you.

3/8/2010 11:39 AM 1






SW Comp Plan Comments

From: King County Solid Waste Division [website.swd@kingcounty.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2010 9:27 PM

To: SWD, WebSite

Cc: SW Comp Plan Comments

Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

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

ADDRESS: 98033

EMAIL:

COMMENTTYPE: Suggestion

PROGRAM: Draft 2009 Comprehensive SO|ld Waste Management Plan

COMMENTS: Add more items to the list to recycle. More plastics. How about wiring? If people
steal it because it's so valuable then why can't we recycle it?

IMG_VERIFY: red

King County staff: If a reply is necessary, please use the 'Reply All' capability so that the
Webmaster is made aware of your response. Thank you.

3/8/2010 11:40 AM 1






SW Comp Plan Comments

From: King County Solid Waste Division [website.swd@kingcounty.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 10:35 PM

To: : SWD, WebSite

Cc: SW Comp Plan Comments

Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

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

ADDRESS: Kirkland, WA 98033

EMAIL:

COMMENTTYPE: Request

PROGRAM: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

COMMENTS: Please increase the types of plastics that can be recycled. Particularly dry cleaning
and similar bags. I know there are some places these can be recycled but not in Kirkland. And
why can businesses recycle CDs/DVDs special events for the but residents can""""'t. I have a
large pile accumulated over the years just waiting for the day I can do it.

IMG_VERIFY: blue

King County staff: If a reply is necessary, please use the ‘Reply All' capability so that the
Webmaster is made aware of your response. Thank you.

3/8/2010 11:40 AM 1
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Snohomish County

Public Works
Solid Waste Division

Aaron Reardon

County Executive

(425) 388-3488 3000 Rockefeller Avenue
FAX (425) 388-6494 Everett, WA 98201
February 3, 2010

2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments
King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

Regards:

This letter reflects Snohomish County Solid Waste Division’s comments on King County’s Draft 2009
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan dated October 2009.

Response:

The Snohomish County Solid Waste Division appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft plan.
We appreciate the role and resources King County Solid Waste provides to solid waste management in
the region and look forward to continued cooperation in accomplishing similar goals in the future. Upon
reviewing the plan there is one item that causes concern for Snohomish County.

“Figure 2-1. Current areas of potential annexation,” as currently shown, depicts portions of Snohomish
County being considered as areas of interest for King County Solid Waste planning purposes.
Specifically, it assumes the expansion of the King County cities of Shoreline and Woodinville into
Snohomish County.

The expansion areas depicted have been identified in the Snohomish County Comprehensive plan as the
Woodway Municipal Urban Growth Area (MUGA) and Maltby Urban Growth Area (UGA). This figure,
and the planning assumptions that underlie it, are inconsistent with Snohomish County’s Comprehensive
Plan and requirements of the Growth Management Act'.

The figure also depicts an expansion of Bothell within Snohomish County and the waste associated with
this expansion being planned for inclusion in the King County Solid Waste System. Snohomish County
has planned for inclusion of waste generated in this area in the Snohomish County Solid Waste System.
Snohomish County objects to the diversion of any additional wastes generated in Snohomish County into
King County’s system.

The solid waste authority for cities that cross county boundaries should reside with the county where a
majority of the land area and population for that particular jurisdiction is located. This is the case with the
other cross county jurisdictions depicted in the figure (Auburn and Pacific). To be consistent with the
planning methodology illustrated, Snohomish County recommends that the King County Solid Waste

I RCW 36.70A.100 Comprehensive plans-Must be coordinated, “The comprehensive plan of each county or city that is adopted
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040 shall be coordinated with, and consistent with, the comprehensive plans adopted pursuant to
RCW 36.70A.040 of other counties or cities with which the county or city has, in part, common borders or related regional
issues.”





Management Plan be modified to exclude the entirety of Bothell from the Plan. Solid waste planning for
Bothell should continue to be addressed in the Snohomish County Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan.
Cross county jurisdictions have also proven problematic for the distribution of Coordinated Prevention
Grant (CPG) funds with the potential to reduce the amount of funding received for these cities. Avoiding
the creation or expansion of cross county jurisdictions will alleviate any future potential problems.

Before moving forward with adoption of the plan, Snohomish County requests that King County consult
and come to agreement with Snohomish County regarding the depicted planning boundaries. Thank you
again for this opportunity to comment, Snohomish County looks forward to working with King County
on these issues.

Sincerely,
A

Matt Zybas, Solid Waste Director
Solid Waste Division






26 January 2010
19001 Vashon Hwy SW
Courthouse Square, #202
Vashon, WA 98070

Tel: 206.463.9657
Fax: 206.686.3314

www.summitbiofuels.com

2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments
King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

King County SWD:
Please consider the following comments to the 2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan.

I am aware that the present Draft plan represents an enormous investment in time and effort and
hope that my comments can affect the planning process.

As a resident and business owner here in King County, I believe my perspective on the present
2009 Draft plan represents the concerns and vision of the majority of King County residents.

Warm Regards,
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Bob Kommer
President, Summit Biofuels





COMMENTARY
King County Draft 2009 Solid Waste Plan

A close reading of the content of the King County Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan constitutes the bulk of this letter. Additionally, an

examination of the historical arc of waste disposal in King County highlights the

possibilities and obstacles that drive the 2009 Draft plan.

To what extent does the 2009 Draft plan
address King County’s pressing urban waste
management issues?

To the Plan’s credit, recycling and reuse is
emphasized. But, what does the Draft plan
call for when it comes to that part of the solid
waste stream (1,000,000 tons per year) that
isn't recycled? The Draft plan ignores
potential beneficial uses for this raw waste, as
SWD plans to simply continue landfilling it.
The Draft plan is inadequate in preparing the
future waste

County for management

eventualities. The Plan’s reliance on
compaction, long-haul-to-landfill at newly
minted transfer stations and the paucity of
contemplation in the Plan about the
environmental impact and increased costs
this strategy will have, suggests a certain
tone-deafness to concerns that are

commonplace among County residents.

Page 2 of 9

Problem: the 2009 Draft plan establishes
landfilling of solid waste as the preferred
solid waste disposal methodology. This
runs contrary to County and State
environmental policy and is out of step
with public sentiment.

Conclusions: the Draft plan is clearly
constrained by a bureaucratic focus on
the continued landfilling of solid waste
far into the future. This is most clearly
illustrated by the solid waste division
embarking on its most extensive ($397
million) capital program in 50 years,
building out an infrastructure, dedicated
to landfilling of solid waste. Bureaucratic
constraints are also evidenced by the
lack of any initiative aimed at exploring
alternatives to landfilling.

The 2009 Draft plan, if implemented, will
cause solid waste disposal costs to sky
rocket and the County will fall behind
many other American cities in the area of
waste management, sustainable practices
and climate change initiatives.

Proposal: Immediately halt the capital
program aimed at upgrading of transfer
stations and issue RFPs calling for
alternative technologies that lower
disposal costs, maximize diversion of
waste from landfills, maximize recovery
of recyclables and reduce the
environmental impact of waste disposal






“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.” (Page 1-1)

The plan dedicates much thought to ways to mitigate climate change. But
consider what SWD is actually planning to do: once the County’s raw solid waste is
compacted at LEED certified transfer Stations, until 2018 it will be trucked to the Cedar
Hills Landfill and buried, thereafter it will be hauled to distant regional landfills, 700
miles roundtrip and buried.

If SWD is serious about looking at ways to address climate change then the Draft
plan, which mandates landfilling as the preferred disposal method, is blind to the fact

that the chief source of King County GHG emissions (~40% of total GHG emissions) is

Chart 1: 2003 King County Greenhouse Gas Inventory

other
electricity for  electricity
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107,938
employee
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transit buses
96,462

wastewater
treatment
18,593

Source: King County Climate Plan, Feb. 2007 (totals 420,000 MTCO2)
methane emissions produced at landfills. When the County begins export of solid
waste to distant regional landfills in 2018 the carbon footprint associated with solid
waste disposal will be that much greater, due to added transport miles. Despite its

rhetoric, the Draft plan moves the County in exactly the wrong direction when it comes
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to climate change — towards increased GHG emissions and a larger carbon footprint
associated with solid waste disposal.

On the important question of setting performance-based criteria, which would
encourage alternative technologies that reduce GHG emissions, the Draft plan offers
little guidance.

The 2006 Executive Order mentioned in the Draft plan “requires that King
County Departments employ innovative environmental management as a means for
the region to mitigate and adapt to global warming”, and includes a provision for
infrastructure meant to process solid and organic waste in innovative ways to buffer
global warming impacts.

Landfilling of solid waste is neither innovative nor environmentally sound. It is
expensive and it causes unnecessary environmental harm. The Draft plan flies in the
face of the Zero Waste concept, which the County has adopted as a guiding principle.
The Draft plan loses sight of a basic procedural issue, which is: if the County has a Zero
Waste policy and an Executive Order requiring use of innovative technologies to treat
solid waste to mitigate climate change, then the Draft plan needs to be aligned with
these policies.

Instead, the Draft plan takes as a core tenet SWD’s capital plan, whereby
hundreds of millions of rate payer dollars will be spent on improvements to transfer
stations aimed at more efficient landfilling of solid waste. Only a tiny fraction (less than
2%) of the transfer station upgrade budget is directed at recycling and recovery
infrastructure. A couple of bins where recyclables can be collected (mostly from self-
haulers) are the extent of material recovery infrastructure planned for our brand new
“state of the art” recycling and transfer stations. In fact, more budget dollars will be
spent on public art at the upgraded transfer/recycling stations than on recycling or

increasing the diversion of raw solid waste from landfills.

Page 4 of 9





The first sentence of the Solid Waste System Finance section of the Draft 2009
plan reads as follows:

“Solid waste fees in King County are among the lowest in the region.” (Page 1-8)

This statement is misleading. In fact, solid waste fees in King County are among the
highest in the nation. According to a joint study by BioCycle and the Earth Engineering
Center of Columbia University (BioCycle December 2008) the average landfill tip fee
nationally was calculated to be $42.08/ton, with average tip fees in the states ranging
from $15/ton in Oklahoma to $96/ton in Vermont. King County’s published tip fee at its
landfill is $95/ton; surcharges and taxes bring the total fee to $102.05/ton, certainly one
of the most expensive landfills in the nation. Additionally, it’s misleading for King
County to compare its solid waste fees to other municipalities in the region because
only King County owns and operates its own landfill. All other municipalities in the
region (except for Pierce County, which disposes of its solid waste in the only privately
owned and operated landfill in the region) transport their solid waste hundreds of miles
to distant regional landfills. This is a much more expensive endeavor than burying raw

waste at the Cedar Hills Landfill, which is located in-County.

“Even as the division embarks on its most extensive capital program in 50 years,
keeping fees low and stable remains a fundamental objective.” (Page 1-8)

The Draft plan’s claim that a primary objective of SWD is to keep fees low and stable
is an impossibility considering King County’s “highest in the nation landfill fee” will
increase sharply as the full cost of King County’s most expensive capital program in 50
years will be paid by the users of the system; i.e., King County residents and businesses.
The Draft 2009 plan neglects to discuss how this “most extensive capital program in 50

years” will affect tip fees and future disposal costs.
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In lieu of such discussion, the Draft plan presents the reader with misleading pie
charts that use 2008 data to illustrate the breakdown of the various solid waste division
expenditures. SWD’s 2008 expenditures are not indicative of the future breakdown of
expenditures. Implementation of the $397 million capital program will cause the debt

service portion of expenditures to grow dramatically in coming years.

Figure 7-3. Expendituresin 2008
(594,517,927)

Administrative Costs Transfers to Other Funds?

Debt
/ Services

— Operating Costs

Landfill gas &
wastewater
2%

Rent

Transport

Disposal 18%
@ The Post-Closure Maintenance Fund is not shown
here because the fund is not currently receiving
transfers from the Solid Waste Operating Fund. Transfer

Figure 7-3 (page 7-6 of the Draft plan) indicates that 6% of the $94.5 million in 2008
expenditures was for Debt Services. If all other expenditures remain flat in the coming
years, after implementation of the capital program, the Debt Services expenditure will
grow from $5.67 million a year to $35.67 million per year — from 6% of expenditures to
over 28% of annual expenditures. THE CAPITAL PROGRAM WILL ADD ~$30/TON
TO SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COSTS IN KING COUNTY!
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As I have alluded to above, the flawed vision of the 2009 Draft plan is not just the
result of shortcomings in SWD’s short-term and long-term commitment to landfilling of
solid waste, but involves a lack of consideration given to alternatives. To a large extent,
the adherence to exportation of raw waste can be attributed to the cautious nature of
bureaucratic institutions. It is a common mentality among state and local politicians in
the United States to stick with technology that is “tried and true”. So it is unsurprising
that a municipal waste management agency accustomed to the practice of landfilling its
raw waste would merely refine that practice upon closure of its own landfill and begin
exporting raw waste to a regional landfill, rather than changing course or exploring the
implementation of different waste management technologies.

In the preparation of this 2009 Draft plan, it is crucial to consider the stifling
effect of sunk costs on innovation. The capital program, which calls for renovating
and/or replacing County owned and operated transfer stations in an effort to ready the
County for waste export, could very well be a more expensive option compared to
implementing innovative conversion technologies.

Within a bureaucratic framework the expenditures of the capital program are a
disincentive to adopting a different technology any time in the future. Essentially, King
County SWD officials will be locked in and reluctant to switch to a different solid waste
disposal technique. In this way, the hesitance of King County to take a leading role in
waste management innovation only increases the difficulty of adopting cleaner and
more cost-effective approaches down the road.

What are the reasons behind the SWD’s adherence to a policy of landfilling raw
solid waste?

The reasons given by SWD for adherence to landfilling waste are that the only
viable alternative to landfills is waste incineration and landfilling is less expensive and
more environmentally sensitive than waste incineration. Solid waste incinerators have a

bad name in spite of major control system advances made in the last decades that have
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eliminated the vast majority of air pollution caused by incinerators built in the 80’s and
90’s. Newer, cleaner combustion technologies are available. But due to public
perception, incineration is seen as a political non-starter.

The 2007 RW Beck Report backs-up the Draft plan’s rationale for exporting its
raw solid waste (compaction to long-haul to landfill) after the King County landfill
closes in 2018. Yet, clearly the RW Beck Report arrives in a circuitous manner to its
preordained conclusion (long-haul to landfill), rejecting all other technologies based on
tinely crafted criteria and specious reasoning. The RW Beck Report makes a number of
assumptions that guarantee the waste export recommendation, chief among them:

= 20 percent of landfill gas escapes capture/combustion and is emitted to the
atmosphere as methane. 80% capture of methane gases at landfills is highly
unlikely. A more appropriate estimate for methane capture at a landfill is 50%,
which would lead to the conclusion that landfills have higher GHG emissions
than all other waste management technologies.

= All technologies that are not of the same scale as the present landfill (1,000,000
tons/yr) were eliminated from further consideration. This narrowed the
technologies under consideration to landfill or thermal technologies.

* Multiple, smaller waste conversion facilities instead of a single large facility were
eliminated from further consideration for no good reason. This eliminated all
conversion technologies that might be implemented at the transfer station level
from consideration.

* Upgrading of transfer stations (the “capital plan”) was not included as a cost
factor for waste export. The majority of the $397 million in costs to upgrade the
transfer stations result from infrastructure specifically required for waste export.
Ignoring these costs allowed the Report to conclude waste export was the least
expensive solid waste disposal option for King County.

To its credit, the RW Beck Report calls for continued vigilance on the part of the

County Council and updating of the Report as cutting edge conversion technologies

become commercially available. While the County cites the RW Beck Report

recommendation as its rationale for a $397 million capital plan, other inconvenient
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recommendations of the Report are ignored. In spite of numerous entreaties to update
the RW Beck conversion technology report, the County has taken the position that
implementation of the capital plan will not be reconsidered and the RW Beck Report
will not be updated any time soon (i.e. until its too late).

The zero-waste philosophy, originally a rallying call against waste incineration,
has the laudable goal of a society that creates no waste that cannot be reused or recycled
in some way. Unfortunately, in many ways, zero-waste advocates have stifled
development and implementation of innovative waste disposal technologies by
blocking efforts to reduce negative aspects of current waste practices in the name of
eliminating them. It is irresponsible to advance the zero-waste ideology at the expense
of major steps towards cleaner, less expensive waste management. Nevertheless, the
forces of beaurecratic status quo and zero-waste advocacy have combined to defeat
alternative waste management solutions in King County.

It has been my intention to reveal certain inconsistencies and underlying themes
in the Draft 2009 plan. In an effort to steer the plan towards more ambitious goals it
must be made clear that investment in waste management innovation in King County
will be severely constrained by continued investment in infrastructure dedicated to
landfilling of solid waste. Until and unless the County first exhausts all reasonable
efforts to implement alternative waste disposal approaches that align with its zero-
waste and climate change policies the transfer station upgrade program should be put
on-hold.

A central tenet of the Draft 2009 plan should be diversion of solid waste from
landfill to beneficial use. The King County SWD should issue RFPs as soon as possible,
requesting proposals for innovative conversion technologies that might be implemented

at either the landfill or transfer station level.
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Washington Citizens for Resource Conservation

February 4, 2010

2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments
King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on King County’s Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan. Washington Citizens for Resource Conservation (WCRC) supports the
strong waste reduction, recycling, and product stewardship programs outlined in this plan.

Support
We want to express particular support for the following aspects of the plan:

Page 1

Inclusion of waste prevention and waste disposal goals, especially the significant per
capita residential waste prevention goal.

The progressive and achievable goals of 55% recycling by 2015 and 70% recycling by
2020, along with the range of important recommendations (listed in the Waste Prevention
& Recycling and Collection & Processing sections) for reaching the 2015 goal in this
planning period.

The product stewardship policy (WPR-4) and related recommendations (#4 and #5). We
appreciate the Plan’s reflection of the role that product stewardship can play in the future
of solid waste.

The policies to work with regional partners to find the highest value end uses for recycled
materials (WRP-5) and to strive to ensure that materials are handled and processed using
methods that are protective of human health and the environment (WPR-6).

The solid waste system planning policies to incorporate principles of equity and social
justice into solid waste system planning (PL-5) and consider climate change impacts (PL-6)
Inclusion of the landfill management and solid waste disposal policy to maximize the
capacity and lifespan of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, subject to environmental
constraints, relative costs to operate, and stakeholder interests. (DS-2)

911 Western Ave. Suite 588 - Seattle, WA 98104 - 206-441-1790
www. WasteNotWashington.orgq




http://www.wastenotwashington.org/



Problem

WCRC is concerned about the proposal to shift from considering waste export to an out-of-

country landfill when Cedar Hills Landfill closes to also considering waste-to-energy

incineration to handle all the county’s waste. We agree that it is worthwhile to monitor and
consider emerging technologies for targeted portions of the waste stream. For example,
anaerobic digestion looks to be an extremely promising technology for wet, non-woody organics
such as food waste and animal manures, and should be pursued. However, incineration of the
entire waste stream at a waste-to-energy facility is problematic for the following reasons:

e A “put or pay” contract that requires King County to deliver a certain amount of solid waste
to the facility could compete with or undermine waste reduction and recycling. Once a
facility is built, it would need to be fed.

e We are concerned about toxic emissions from incinerators, including highly toxic dioxins
and furans that are well known for their toxic impact on human health and the environment.
As pollution control devices are improved, the toxics can shift from being emitted into the air
to being in the ash. They don’t go away.

e Incinerators do not avoid the need for a landfill. Based on R.W. Beck’s June 2007 report
entitled “Comparative Evaluation of Waste Export and Conversion Technologies Disposal
Options,” landfill capacity would be required for disposal of waste that can’t be processed,
e.g. construction and demolition material, oversized items, etc. (5 to 9% of incoming waste),
waste when the conversion facility is down for maintenance, and ash (10% by volume and
25-30% by weight of incoming waste).

e When specific local data is used, waste export is better from a climate change
perspective. Waste-to-energy technologies emit significant quantities of direct greenhouse
gases that contribute to global climate change. In the R.W. Beck report, the conversion
technologies were determined to have higher greenhouse gas emissions than the landfill gas
technologies. While some national studies show the opposite, those studies typically use data
based on landfills without active gas capture systems.

e Proponents of newer waste-to-energy technologies like gasification, pyrolysis, and plasma
arc claim they are safe, but similar problems remain.

WCRC believes that there is adequate information — and concerns — about waste-to-energy
incineration (including mass burn, refuse derived fuel and “advanced thermal recycling”) to
select waste export to an out-of-county landfill as the preferred disposal option for King County.
We do not believe that there is a need for King County to do additional expensive analysis of
waste-to-energy technology.

WCRC also submits the following specific comments on the Draft Comp Plan text related to this
issue:

e Landfill Management and Solid Waste Disposal Policy #1: As described above, WCRC
supports consideration of waste export to an out-of-county landfill. We do not support
further consideration of waste-to-energy facilities or other conversion technologies to
handle all of the county’s waste.
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e Page 6-9 states, “Conditions in King County — such as land availability, environmental
considerations, public acceptance, cost, and other issues — would make siting a
replacement landfill in King County difficult.” We think a similar statement should be
included in the discussion about conversion technologies. Past experience shows that
siting a waste-to-energy facility would be extremely controversial and difficult. It would
also likely be costly.

e Page 6-10 lists key conclusions from the RW Beck Report including, “The conversion
technologies are slightly more expensive than the waste export disposal option.” WCRC
does not think that this conclusion accurately reflects the cost analysis in the report, and
requests that it be changed. The R.W. Beck report’s estimates that most of the conversion
technology options are significantly more expensive than waste export. Table 15-2
presents ranges for net present value per ton for each of the disposal options. It indicates
that mass burn incineration could either be similar to or up to 23% higher than waste
export. Refuse derived fuel incineration and advanced thermal conversion range from
26% to 57% higher than waste export.

e Page 6-13 (paragraph 3) describes three conversion technologies as producing a
“manageable amount of ash or residue.” This paragraph should state that a landfill will
also be required for bypass waste (e.g. construction and demolition debris and oversized
items) and for when the incinerator is down for maintenance.

e The term “advanced thermal recycling” used in the draft comprehensive plan is a
misnomer. In Washington’s solid waste hierarchy, incineration - even with energy
recovery - is considered to be a type of disposal. The process described in the report as
advanced thermal recycling is not recycling.

Other Specific Comments

e The description of the E-Cycle program (page 1-6) should state, . . . which implements this
recycling service at no cost for Washington residents, small businesses, small {oeal
governments, nonprofit organizations, and school districts.”

e Waste Prevention and Recycling policies: WCRC recommends that WPR-4 use the phrase
“product stewardship” since that is defined in the Plan. It would read: Advocate for product
stewardship in the design and management of manufactured products and . . .”

e Waste Prevention and Recycling Summary of Recommendations: #2 refers to helping
consumers. The word “consumer” typically means residents. We’d suggest expanding this
recommendation to include businesses. It could read: “Provide regional education and
incentive programs to help consumers and businesses improve their waste prevention
efforts.”

e Waste Prevention and Recycling Summary of Recommendations: In #4, we’d suggest the use
of the word “products” rather than “materials” so it reads: “Pursue product stewardship
strategies through a combination of voluntary and mandatory programs for materials
products that contain toxic materials or are difficult and expensive to manage . . .”
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e Waste Prevention and Recycling Summary of Recommendations: WCRC would like to see
some discussion in the Plan about how the County will work toward highest and best uses for
recycled materials that are collected. It should be a County goal for collected materials to be
used over and over again, rather than only once before being disposed. This could be
included in recommendation #21 and/or in text on page 3-28.

e Page 3-3: WCRC would support a stronger per employee waste prevention goal which is
lower than the 58 pounds/week generated in 2007.

e Page 3-4: WCRC suggests that the Division develop a C&D recycling goal.

e Page 3-7: Please consider adding “how to design them” in the first bullet at the bottom of the
page: “When manufacturers decide what goods to produce, how to design them, how to
produce them, and how to package them.”

e Page 3-9: Please consider updating the E-Cycle information in the first paragraph. “In its
first year of operation, over 38 million pounds of e-waste was received at take-back locations
across the state of Washington.”

e Page 3-10: In paragraph 2, it would be useful to know what percent of households are
currently using the curbside collection service for collection of yard waste including food
scraps. It would be useful to also include this information on page 3-17.

e Page 3-13: In the section entitled “Numerous private-sector facilities,” please include
information about King County’s Take It Back Network for mercury-containing lighting.

e Collection and Processing Summary of Recommendations: Please consider adding the use of
incentives in recommendation #9 regarding the recycling of food scraps and food-soiled
paper.

e Under Solid Waste Transfer System Policies, WCRC suggests that TR-5 also state that the
focus should be on materials that are not easily recyclable at the curb_or that are not collected
through an available producer- or —retailer provided program. In other words, consideration
should be given as to whether the private sector is already providing a program.

e On page 7-9 (last paragraph), we’d suggest deleting “or retailer” in the sentence on product
stewardship so that it reads, “Product stewardship shifts the management of materials at the
end of their life to the product manufacturer.”

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. As a member of the King County SWAC, |
greatly appreciate the staff’s attention to and consideration of SWAC’s comments, the thoughtful
discussions, the improvements made to the draft in response to input, and the staff’s overall
excellent work on this Plan.

Sincerely,

Sl Jrte

Suellen Mele
Program Director
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Longview Region Services — Materials Recovery Facility and Landfill

PO Box 188

A Weyerhaeuser 005784435

The future is growing™

360-578-4501
larry.fulcher@weyerhaeuser.com

January 26, 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

Thank you for the opportunity to submit feedback on the proposed policies regarding Alternative
Daily Cover (ADC) and Industrial Waste Stabilizer (IWS). Weyerhaeusers interest in the King
County update of the comprehensive plan relates to our ownership of a permitted limited purpose
landfill for industrial wastes. The facility relies on receiving structural material, which includes
construction and demolition (C&D) debris and C&D residuals, to utilize as IWS. The purpose of
the IWS is to add structure and drainage to the industrial wastes disposed at the facility.

With that said, Weyerhaeusers key points/concerns with the proposal are as follows:

The Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill needs structural materials because it is quite different
than most landfills. Disposal of industrial waste creates some unique drainage and
structural challenges. Blending of structural material is necessary to build a stable and free
draining landfill.

C&D debris and residuals from C&D recycling help meet the 30% C&D mix recommended
by the design engineer.

Recycling of C&D should be encouraged. A determination that our application of C&D
residuals is beneficial supports the C&D recycling industry.

C&D residuals utilized as IWS are no different than the justification for its use as ADC. It
also “is used as a substitute for imported soils or other materials that must be brought to the
landfill and provides some benefit to the landfill owner/operator and some fuel and
resource savings’.

The remainder of the document will expand on the key points asserted above:





Wevyerhaeuser Regional Landfill Need for Structural Materials

In any given year between 75 and 92 percent of the waste received is considered industrial waste.
The major portion of that industrial waste is wood fired boiler ash, lime waste, wastewater
treatment solids, and rejected recycled pulp fiber. These wastes are poor draining and have low
shear strength unless structural and drainage features are added.

During the first two years of operation the landfill had slope failure issues because the compacted
waste could not hold a slope greater than 20%. Large amounts of pit run rock were used as
structural berms to contain the waste. Since that experience, other operational tactics have been
employed to increase slope stability. These include incorporating chip tire drainage fingers into
the waste matrix, lime treatment of wastewater treatment solids, and blending structural material
(C&D) into the landfill.

Since our facility is permitted as a limited purpose landfill we are prohibited from accepting
municipal solid waste (MSW). Blending of MSW would provide the drainage and structural
characteristic necessary but that is not an option. Our options are limited to C&D debris, C&D
residuals, petroleum contaminated soils, and other non-putrescible high-strength materials.

C&D Mix Recommendation

Attached are two letters from Richard Thiel, the design engineer for the Weyerhaeuser Regional
Landfill. The first letter is a general recommendation that we should always strive to accept as
much high-strength and structural waste as possible. The second is a detailed review and
recommendation that up to 30% of the waste mix could be structural waste.

Benefits of C&D Recycling

We have several C&D recycling customers from King County from which we receive C&D
residuals. Their residuals do not contain recyclable materials but still retain the characteristics
necessary to satisfy our structural need. Initially, the loads from these customers were delivered to
the Weyerhaeuser Materials Recovery & Transfer Facility then processed along with straight C&D
loads. We found little-to-no recyclable materials in these loads and now have them direct hauled
to the landfill for the blending with industrial waste.

These customers are in an industry that needs regulatory support, not hurdles. It’s in society’s best
interest to divert materials away from landfills. Without operations such as Glacier Recycling,
CDL Recycling, and Recoveryl, the outcome is pretty clear: the unprocessed C&D debris will go
to a landfill and most likely to a landfill that does not have a structural need. In an industrial waste
landfill, like the Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill, those C&D residuals provide a clear benefit. A
determination that our application of C&D residuals is a beneficial use supports these facilities
efforts of C&D recycling.

We agree that unprocessed C&D debris delivered to a landfill be considered disposal. Claiming
the use of unprocessed C&D as beneficial is not in the spirit of recycling and opens the door to
abuse of the system. However, a determination that utilizing processed C&D residuals as IWS is
beneficial, creates a recycling incentive for projects seeking LEED credits.






IWS and ADC Justification

King County has proposed that the application of ADC be considered a beneficial use because it
“provides some benefit to the landfill owner/operator and some fuel and resource savings, but less
benefit to society than recycling”. The same justification can be made for our application of C&D
debris, C&D residuals, petroleum contaminated soils, and other non-putrescible high-strength
materials. Our facility has already experienced the use of pit run rock to stabilize the fill and it is a
waste of valuable resource.

Other operational changes since the use of pit run rock have also improved the landfill stability.
Those include chip tire drainage fingers and lime treatment of wastewater treatment solids.
However, the application of structural materials (including C&D residuals) has been a key
component in those stability improvements.

In summary, it is clear that the Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill has a need for structural material.
The residuals from C&D processing facilities are able to satisfy a portion of that need. Moreover,
a determination that C&D residuals application in an industrial waste landfill is a beneficial use is
no different than the justification that the application of ADC is a beneficial use.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide written comments on the proposed update of
the comprehensive plan. If you have any questions based on our comments please feel free to
contact me via phone at 360.578.4435 or via e-mail at larry.fulcher@weyerhaeuser.com.

Sincerely,

Larry Fulcher
Materials Recovery Facility & Landfill Manager

Cc: Kinley Deller
King County Council

Attachments:
Rick Thiel letter, December 12, 2005
Rick Thiel letter, June 5, 2005
Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill Waste Table 1999 - 2009
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December 12, 2005

Mr. Larry Fulcher
Weyerhaeuser

MRF and Landfill Manager
PO Box 188

Longview, WA 98632

Re: Weyerhaeuser SW Regional Landfill Waste Composition

Dear Larry:

You have requested my opinion regarding the optimal waste composition for the referenced landfill,
also called the “Headquarters” Landfill. As the lead designer for the landfill since its inception, | am
very familiar with the site, the nature of the landfill operations, and the geologic setting.

From a technical perspective, waste composition has a primary impact on the internal drainage of the
landfill, and on its slope stability. Generally speaking, the more permeable and structural the waste
is, the greater the benefit will be for interal drainage and slope stability.

Improved intemal drainage will improve slope stability, reduce the post-closure period for collecting
leachate at the end of the landfill life, and reduce the magnitude and duration of long-term settlement,
which can affect post-closure maintenance. Increased structural integrity will improve the static and
dynamic stability of the landfill. Having a higher static factor of safety will increase the site’s reliability,
and reduce potential movement that would occur in a seismic event.

The landfill was originally designed to accept forest-products industrial wastes, primarily those
derived from paper making. Many of those waste types are low in permeability and not highly
structural. My recommendation is that this facility always strive to accept as much high-permeability
and structural waste, such as construction and demolition debris, as possible. There is no down side
to accepting such waste in the landfill, and there are strong technical benefits.

If there are any specific questions regarding this recommendation, please call me at 530-692-9114.

Sincerely,
Thiel Engineering

2 Theel/

Richard Thiel, P.E.
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June 5, 2006
Larry Fulcher
Weyerhaeuser
3401 Industrial Way
PO Box 188
Longview, WA 98632

Re: Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill Geotechnical Recommendations for Waste Stream

Dear Larry:

This letter presents a summary of operational landfilling recommendations relative to slope
stability. The letter includes many similar previous recommendations made over the past
12 years, and quantifies the recommended proportion of structural waste to mix with the
industrial waste to enhance slope stability.

Background

Because of concerns for slope stability, the master plan for the landfill was designed with
relatively flat final fill slopes of 22% (4.5H:1V). During the first two years of operations there
were difficulties in filling experienced because the waste could not hold a slope greater than
about 20%, and large amounts of pit-run rock were used as structural berms within the
landfill to contain the waste. Over time, other operational tactics were employed to improve
slope stability which included incorporatior of tire-chip drainage fingers within the waste,
filing on flatter slopes, more active covering of waste areas with plastic tarps during wet
weather, and lime treating the wastewater “reatment sludge. In addition, there has been a
consistent recommendation from the beginning to incorporate construction, demolition, and
other non-putrescible high-strength materials into the waste matrix.

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. The effective
confinement pressure is important to develop the waste’s shear strength, as discussed
in the next bullet.

* Past triaxial shear strength tests clearly indicated that the shear strength of the waste is
proportional to its effective confinement pressure. There are two main implications from
this: (1) If the waste is saturated at depth without drainage, it may have very little shear
strength, yet all of the driving force remains to cause a deep-seated failure; (2) At
shallow depths slope stability would coni.nue to be an operational problem since there is
very little normal force to mobilize the sh=ar strength.
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e The water content of the samples tested were very near to what is called the “liquid limit”
of the material. This means that a small sudden loading or vibration could cause the
material to flow. The site has experienced this on the working face.

Recommendations for Landfilling

Past experience and testing has suggested various operational techniques to improve
landfill stability that should be pursued. Specifically, these recommendations include the
following:

e Promote landfill acceptance of as much “structural” waste as possible. A prime example
of this would include construction, demolition, and land-clearing debris. Also, most
petroleum-contaminated soils (which is an accepted waste stream at the landfill) would
serve to increase the overall shear strength of the waste.

e Include drainage fingers such that any point in the waste mass would never be more
than approximately 10 feet from a drainage finger (or layer). It is also important that
these drainage fingers be well connected to the bottom leachate collection system. This
will be more and more challenging as the: height of the waste mass grows.

e Try to slope the waste lifts inward to the landfill relative to the face of long-term exterior
slopes. This will not only improve slope stability, but also help reduce problems with
leachate side-slope seeps.

» Maintaining good drainage at the toe of all waste slopes, and especially for the active
slope, has proven to be beneficial, and is a complimentary concept to the overall waste
drainage recommendation.

e Certain portions of the waste stream may be amenable to compaction (most likely
during the summer). If this is possible, it would serve to increase the overall shear
strength of the waste mass, and reduce its potential for absorbing liquids.

* Keep general records of the landfill lift orientations. The current program of conducting
aerial surveys every 6 months, and having an operator survey fill locations every month,
should be adequate.

Recommendations for Quantities of Structural Waste

Given the importance of this landfill, and the nature of the waste materials, continued
aggressive acceptance and inclusion of “structural waste”, as defined above, is prudent for
the enhancement of the overall slope stability of the facility. The question is how much
material should be accepted?

The two main improvements to slope stability that would be provided by structural waste
are:

@ Page?





Letter to Larry Fulcher
June 5, 2006
Page 3

1. Increase in the resistance to slippage along any particular failure plane.
2. Resistance to waste liquefaction and flowing in the event of an earthquake.

Acceptable reliability in the structures stability is created through the design and
implemented operational measures. Thus, adding more structural waste continues to add
to the system reliability, and decreases the probability of a structural failure.

All systems and structures have a probabilty of failure, however low. Certainly during the
initial stages of the operation the probability of failure was relatively high, as evidenced by
the operational slippages that occurred. Through more detailed investigations and
intentionally designed operational measures, the operational reliability has been increased.
A part of that has been due to the inclusion of structural waste. The extreme would be to fill
the entire landfill with structural waste, but that would change the purpose and need of the
facility altogether.

The question could thus be stated as follows: given that the purpose and need of the landfill
is primarily to provide disposal for industrial waste, what is the optimal balance of structural
waste to enhance the slope stability without taking up too much airspace? This is
analogous to the “80/20 rule”, which suggests that 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
waste while using only a fraction of the airspace.

The shear strength of the pulp mill waste has previously been characterized to range from
20° to 40° friction (Geotechnical Report for Cell 3, Thiel Engineering, Nov. 2004). For
purposes of this discussion it is reasonable to 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 presume that the waste strength is 20° friction. The goal
is to increase the waste strength to 30° friction to meet the reliability goal that has been
established in the previous 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, a pile of
compacted construction and demolition (C&D) debris could be expected to have an angle of
repose of 1:1. In fact, many municipal solid waste (MSW) facilities have been observed
with 50-foot high vertical slopes, and C&D debris is usually considered even stronger than
MSW. For design purposes, Thiel Engineering uses 45° shear strength for C&D waste.

The question now is how much structural waste having a shear strength of 45° friction is
needed to be randomly 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 simple equation can
be set up as:

p *tan(45) + (1-p) * tan(22) = tan(30)

@ Page3





Letter to Larry Fulcher
June 5, 2006
Page 4

where p = percentage of structural waste. The solution to the above equation is p = 29%.
Thus, in general, a reasonable goal for the landfill would be to obtain approximately one-
third of its wastestream from “structural” sources. This is not to imply that the landfill is
unsafe or would not meet acceptable factors of safety by taking in less than this amount.
This conclusion means that the reliability can be enhanced even further by taking in this
amount of structural waste.

Is using up one-third of the landfill's capacity counter to the original purpose and need?
This is more of a socio-economic question than a technical question, but on the surface it
seems that leaving at least two-thirds of the original capacity is a very healthy balance and
would provide for the immediate purpose and need. Furthermore, the original landfill
economics were based on a much higher annual volume than has been realized since its
opening nearly 13 years ago. The original design had anticipated landfill volumes of one
million cubic yards per year. The actual volumes have only been about 25% of that, on
average. There is a substantial reserve capacity at this site that allows flexibility in adjusting
to waste streams. Thus, allowing one-third of the current waste stream to consist of C&D
and land clearing type of debris is well within the planned landfill capacity, especially since a
certain portion of the landfill capacity, albeit undefined, had been allocated to this type of
waste even since the beginning.

Conclusion

Attention to landfill operations is critical at the Weyerhaeuser Regional Landfill site in many
regards, slope stability being one of them. Many operational measures have been put in
place to increase the slope stability reliability of the site since its initial operations, including
the intentional incorporation of structural waste, such as C&D and land-clearing debris, from
outside sources into the landfill. This letter has been prepared to quantify the optimal
amount of structural waste that should be considered for this site, and a value of
approximately 30% has been calculated. Although the landfill could be safely operated with
less structural waste, and more would always be better from a technical point of view, a
ratio of about one-third structural waste to two-thirds forest products waste is recommended
as a desirable goal to maximize reliability. Please call me at 530-692-91 14 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,
Thiel Engineering

7 Ta))

Richard Thiel, P.E., RCE #26862
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Industrial Structural 4
Year Waste Tons &ercentage Waste Tons |Percentage | Total Tons
1999 224,526 92% 19,900 8% 244,426
2000 234,380 91% 23,226 9% 257,606
2001 233,393 91% 23,138 9% 256,531
2002 217,310 ‘&3% 43,863 17% 261,173
2003 251,874 9fX’/o 26,879 10% 278,753
2004 223,239 88% 31,868 12% 255,107
2005 180,892 77% 52,748 23% 233,640
2006 223,354 75% 74,501 25% 297,855
2007 194,045 75% 63,719 25% 257,764
2008 198,557 91% 19,476 9% 218,033
2009 174,133 74% 60,419 26% 234,552
Avg. 214,155 84% 39,976 16% 254,131

FulchelL: FulchelL:

Industrial waste includes: boiler |  |Structural wastes include

ash, wastewater treatment C&D debris, C&D residuals,

solids, reject fiber waste, lime petroleum contaminated

wastes, process sumps, soils, sort yard debris...

stockspills, filter press solids...






