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Solid Waste Transfer System

POLICIES

TS-1  Provide solid waste services to commercial collection companies and self-haul customers at
transfer stations, and to self-haul customers at drop boxes.

TS-2  Provide solid waste transfer services in the urban and rural areas of the county based on local
and facility conditions and interlocal agreements with King County cities.

TS-3  Work with cities and communities to develop mitigation measures for impacts related to the
construction, operation, and maintenance of transfer facilities, as allowed by applicable local, state, and
federal laws.

TS-4  Incorporate green building principles and practices in all new transfer facilities and seek a Geld
orhigherPlatinum rating in the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification

process.

TS-5  Provide for collection of recyclable materials and [resource recovery at transfer facilities —

recognizing resource limitations, availability of markets, and service area needs — focusing on maximum
diversion of recyclables from the waste stream and on materials that are not easily recycled at the curb
or through a readily available producer or retailer-provided program.
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Solid Waste Transfer System

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Responsibility Action Detailed Discussion
1 County Page 5 -
Implement the transfer system capital improvement prog reﬂ] Commented [SWD2]: Detail to be added as needed pending
2 County Although-approvedforclosure-underthe Solid Waste Transfer Page 5 - Transfer Plan review
) ge for faciliti
3 County Censider-Evaluate adding a second scale and an additional Page 5 -
collection container at the Cedar Falls Drop Box to improve
capacity.
4 County If service level assessments indicate the need for additional Page5 -
capacity in the rural areas-after-the-siting-of-two-new-stations,
consider siting drop box facilities.
5 County, Explore prospects for the transfer of commercial loads of Page5 -
commercial organics through county transfer stations.
collection
companies
6 County Implement a resource recovery program at transfer facilities to Page 5 -
remove targeted materials from the waste strem] Commented [SWD3]: Pending report required by budget
7 County Assess the feasibility of anaerobic digestion at division facilities. | Page5 - proviso (due June 30, 2015).
6 Sounbyeities Evaliate-optionstorensuring-thereare-adeduate-transler Dageb-
capacity and-recycling/reuse opporty E.EE oreonstrction-anc
8% County, cities In the event of an emergency, reserve the transfer system for Page5 -
municipal solid waste and make the recycling of related debris a
priority.
| 98 County, cities Identify potential temporary debris management sites where Page 5 -
emergency debris can be stored until it is sorted for recycling or
proper disposal.
9 County Evaluate-optionsfrom-ensuring-adeguate transfercapacityand | Rage 5-
i ties f - 7
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THE SOLID WASTE TRANSFER SYSTEM

Planning, design, and construction are well underway in the development of a new generation of solid
waste transfer facilities. The aging transfer system is in need of extensive improvements after nearly 50
years of service to a growing region. Increased population and advances in the industry have led to the
need for newdy-constructed-new or rebuilt facilities to provide greater capacity and update station
technology. In addition, the increased focus on environmental stewardship has reshaped the role of
transfer stations in managing solid waste, creating the need for more rebustflexible and modern
facilities that will pave the way for a sustainable system in the future.

The division operates eight transfer stations and two rural drop boxes dispersed throughout the urban
and rural areas of the county (Figure 5-1). Transfer facilities are the public face of the solid waste
system. [In 20122014, county transfer facilities received about 780,000 tons of garbage and recyclables,

through more than 765,000 customer visits. | [Commented [SWD4]: Update with 2014 numbers.

The transfer stations and the drop boxes accept garbage and, in many cases, yard waste and other
recyclable materials from business and residential self-haulers. The transfer stations also provide
accessible drop-off locations for garbage picked up at the curb by the commercial collection companies.
From these geographically dispersed transferstationsfacilities, garbage is consolidated in transfer
trailers or containers and taken to the county-owned Cedar Hills Regional Landfill (Cedar Hills) in the

Maple Valley area. [Recyclable materials are transported to processing facilities throughout the region.] Commented [SWD5]: Add possibility of anaerobic digestion at
"""" facilities.

Beginning in 2004, Using through a collaborative, regional approach to solid waste management, the
division and its advisory committees — the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) and the
Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) — developed a plan to renovate
the transfer system. Giv i i vati et }

The urban transfer stations, with the exception of the First Northeast Transfer Station in Shoreline which
was already approved for replacementrewly-constructed-Shoreline-Recycling-and-Transfer Station, were
evaluated using 17-eriteria—tn-general-the-criteria focused on the level of service to users, the capacity
of stations to handle garbage and recyclables both now and in the future, structural integrity, and the
effects of facilities on surrounding communities. iteri

The advisory committees worked closely with the division to develop and apply the 47-criteria, evaluate
options, and formulate recommendations for upgrading the transfer system. Thise work efthe-division
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and-the-committees-culminated in the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan (Transfer
Plan; KCSWD 2006b)-which-contains-recommendationsfor-the-stationrenovations. Theis Transfer pPlan
was approved by the Metropolitan King County Council in December 2007. The approved
recommendations authorized the division to completely reconstruct or site and build rewly-sited
facilities-to-replace-four eutmeded-new recycling and transfer stations — Bow Lake, Factoria, South
County, and Northeast Lake Washington (the name has since been shortened to “Northeast”) — and to
close three existing stations — Algona, Houghton, and Renton — when replacement capacity is available.

Summarize Transfer Plan Review and updated transfer plan.

Insert Figure 5-1. Locations of solid waste facilities (Map)

THE TRANSFER SYSTEM AND SERVICES

The concept of a regional transfer and disposal network in King County grew out of a nationwide
movement in the 1960s to impose stricter standards for protection of public health and the
environment. The original purpose of the transfer network was to replace the open, unlined community
dump sites in use at the time with environmentally safe transfer facilities where garbage could be
delivered by curbside collection trucks and self-haulers. From these transfer sites garbage could then be
consolidated into larger loads for transport to Cedar Hills.

Public Health — Seattle & King County (Public Health) is the primary regulatory and enforcement agency
responsible for issuing operating permits for both public and private solid waste handling facilities. This
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includes solid waste, recycling, and composting facilities. Solid waste handling regulations are codified
in the Code of the King County Board of Health, Title 10. The permitting process is the vehicle by which
Public Health enforces the state's Solid Waste Handling Standards (WAC 173-350) and Criteria for
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills (WAC 173-351). Public Health inspects solid waste handling facilities and
has the authority to take corrective action for noncompliance.

Locations of the eight transfer stations (six urban and two rural) and two rural drop boxes in King County
are shown in Figure 5-1. In addition to meeting standards for the safe and environmentally sound
transfer of solid waste, the transfer network reduces the amount of truck traffic on the highways by
providing geographically dispersed stations where garbage collected throughout the region can be
consolidated into fewer loads for transport to the landfill. While this network has served the region well
over the years, it was not built to accommodate the three-fold increase in population that has occurred
since the 1960s, the larger-sized commercial collection vehicles now in use, and the space needed to
collect and recover a growing array of recyclable materials. Table 5-1 lists the locations of eurrent
transfer facilities, along with the tons of garbage received, numbers of customers served, and recycling

services provided-fereach-faciity.

As shown in Table 5-1, in addition to accepting garbage for disposal, the transfer stations provide for
collection of a wide variety of materials for recycling. New recycling and transfer stations are designed
and built to accommodate an expanded range of materials. Add summary text about resource recovery.

Insert[Table 5-1

Current facilities and services [Commented [SWD6]: Update with most recent information ]

[Services for Construction and Demolition Debris\ Commented [SWD7]: Update this section as needed — system
will be changing

The county does not accept commercial or large loads of construction and demolition (C&D) debris at
any of its transfer facilities, except fer-the Vashon Recycling and Transfer Station. C&D is debris from the
construction, remodeling, repair, or demolition of buildings, other structures, and roads. It includes
dimensional lumber, clean wood, painted and treated wood, gypsum wallboard, roofing, siding,
structural metal, wire, insulation, packaging materials, and concrete, asphalt, and other aggregates. The
county banned the disposal of large loads of C&D at the transfer stations and Cedar Hills landfill in 1993.

To manage the majority of the region's C&D, the division contracts with two private-sector companies —
Republic Services and Waste Management. As of 2015, Ftogether; these two companies eurrenthy
operate six facilities (Table 5-2), which accept all loads of C&D, both recyclable and non-recyclable.
While initially most of the C&D collected was disposed, these facilities are-have been taking steps to
increase their C&D recycling. {Aas discussed in Chapter 4, Collection and Processingy, in mid-2015 the
division will be changing how C&D is handled. The majority of C&D materials will continue to go to

private facilities. r-addition-to-the-faciitie ed-below-there-are-many-otherprivate-sectorfa
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Table 5-2

C&D Facility ‘ Location

Republic Services

Third & Lander Recycling Center & Transfer Station | 2733 3rd Ave South, Seattle

Black River Recycling & Transfer Station 501 Monster Road, Renton

Waste Management

Eastmont Transfer/Recycling Station 7201 W Marginal Way SW, Seattle
Cascade Recycling Center 14020 NE 190", Woodinville
Recycling Northwest 701 2nd Street NW, Auburn

Argo Yard (intermodal containers only) 5000 Denver Ave South, Seattle

Services for Household Hazardous Wastes

Many common household products, such as pesticides and certain cleaning products, contain
ingredients that are toxic, flammable, reactive, or corrosive. Disposed improperly, these products can
pose a threat to human health and the environment. Household hazardous waste (HHW) generated in
King County is managed through the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program (LHWMP). This
program is jointly managed by King County, the City of Seattle, the 37 cities within our service area, and
Public Health. The guiding policies and plans are contained in the joint Local Hazardous Waste
Management Program 2010 Plan_Update (Watson, 2010), mandated under RCW 70.105.

The county accepts HHW from residents through twe-three avenues: the traveling Wastemobile, reqular
weekly Wastemobile service at The Outlet Collection (formerly the SuperMall) in Auburn, and a
stationary drop-off site at the Factoria Transfer Station. The City of Seattle operates two HHW collection
sites within its borders, which are open to all King County residents. Wastes collected through these
services are recycled, reused, or incinerated when necessary. None is disposed at Cedar Hills. HHW
collection for residents is funded through a surcharge on garbage disposal, residential and business
garbage collection, and wastewater discharge fees; residents using the services are not charged at the
drop-off locations. Jurisdictions receive funds from the LHWMP to provide the service.

Created in 1989, the county's Wastemobile was the first program of its kind in the nation. It is a mobile
service that travels to communities within King County, staging collection of HHW at each site for one to
two days at a time. The Wastemobile also provides regularly scheduled HHW collection at the
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Supermal-The Outlet Collection in Auburn, increasing from twice monthly to weekly service each
Saturday and Sunday in 2012, and kollecting 241 tons of waste from 5,300 customers. Also in 2012,
twenty-one traveling Wastemobile events served more than 9,800 King County residents, collecting 300
tons of hazardous waste. The county’s Factoria Transfer Station offers HHW drop-off service six days a
week. In 2012, over 14,400 customers brought about 329 tons of HHW to Factoria,

Moderate risk waste (MRW) has been accepted from small businesses at the Factoria station and the
Wastemobile since 2008. Before 2008, only residential customers were offered this service. |In 2012, the
program served 187 small quantity generator business customers and collected 15 tons of MRW from
small businesses,

{ Commented [SWD9]: Update with 2014 stats

[Commented [SWD10]: Update stats

TRENDS IN TRANSFER STATION USEAGE
[Figure 5-2 bhows the tons of garbage received at the transfer stations and the landfill over the last 20

years. The drop in total tons disposed in the early to mid-1990s is attributable to the success of waste
prevention and recycling programs that began in the late 1980s, the withdrawal of the City of Seattle
from the county's system in 1991, and the ban on most C&D from the division's solid waste system in
1993. In 2004, the amount of garbage taken directly to Cedar Hills decreased significantly due to an
increase in the fee charged to commercial collection companies that were hauling wastes directly to the
landfill. The fee increase discouraged this practice, resulting in more waste being processed through
county transfer stations. The economic downturn is primarily responsible for the tonnage reduction
since 2007. h’he division does not expect a rapid return to earlier tonnage Ievels.l

Add text about Bellevue and point cities leaving system in 2028 and effect on the transfer system.

Insert Figure 5-2. Total tons processed at transfer stations and disposed at Cedar Hills (1990-2012)

[Seventy-seven percent of the garbage received at the transfer facilities in 2012 was brought by the
larger, commercial curbside collection trucks, with the remaining 23 percent delivered by business and
residential self-haulers (shown in Figure 5-3). While the larger garbage loads come from the commercial
haulers, self-haulers account for 84 percent of the customer transactions (Figure 5-3). %t some of the

[Commented [SWD11]: Update

Commented [SWD12]: Add a figure showing forecast 2015-

2040.

( commented [SWD13]: Update with 2014 info.

urban stations that are operating at or near maximum capacity, the mix of self-haul and commercial
customers can cause long traffic queues and crowded conditions-en-the-tipping-floor. The division has
managed these problems, to the extent possible at each station, by providing separate queuing lanes for
the two customer types and allowing maximum separation on the tipping floor, for safety as well as
efficiency. Crowding is somewhat eased by the fact that self-haulers typically use the stations more on
weekends, while commercial transactions occur primarily on week-days. frhe division is committed to
providing service to self-haulers, viewing the solid waste disposal network as a public system that exists
for the benefit of the community| New transfer facilities are being-designed to safely and efficiently

serve both commercial and self-haul customers.

[Insert Figure 5-3. Percent of total tons and transactions at transfer stations by hauler type (2-9;22014)[”7
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To understand who self-hauls to the transfer facilities and why, the division conducts periodic surveys of
. . . -site auestionnaires at each facilitv. Self-

customers-through-countywide-telephone interviews-and-o
haulers consist of single- and multi-family residents and non-residential customers, such as landscapers,

small contractors, industries, offices, stores, schools, government agencies, and irereasinghy;
independent haulers for hire. The most common type of self-hauler is the single-family resident.

Of the self-haul trips, about 90 percent are made by residential customers, who bring in about 85
percent of the self-haul tons. About 10 percent of the trips are made by non-residential self-haulers,
bringing about 15 percent of the self-haul tons.

Table 28. Reported Generator Type by Facility, Self-haul, 2011

Eell-hawul, n=45073 Algona| Bow Lake| Cedar Falls| Envumckaw Facloria)
Residoential BER RO 05k D3R Lk 4
Single Family BE% BI% 95% 3% 9%
WAl if i ly % % 0% 0% %
miwed Residential 0% 0% 0| 0% %)
Nonresidential 13% 0% 4% 2% 21
Mixed Resldentlal and Monresidential 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Eutsears T 10 s e T
Mo Response 0% 0% %) 1% 1%
Total 1005 1005 100% A0 100
self-haul, contimed Houghton]  Renton]  Shoreline] skykomish]  vashon] — overal]
Residential 1R 93% 92% 94%% EFS':I a0y
Single Family BN 5% 1'% B B9 0%
multifamily [1:4 % % 0%, 0% %
Mined Residential 15 % % 0% 0% )
NHonresidential 10 &1 % 6% 0% %
Mixed Residential and Monresidential i (155 1% 0% 15 1%
|Sutsraeal 100 T T 10 T T
Mo Rasponse % % % 0% 0% 1%
Tatal I 1nm[ |m] Itl'ﬁé] 1nm] 1n|m.| 100

Estirmated ave Fowrded B0 the feares? percest aid, mives odded togethes, my mol egudl JOOR duw B fo ol g

According to the 2011 Waste Characterization Study, tFhe number one material disposed by self-haulers i

is dimensional lumber (a subset of C&D), followed by yard waste, other C&D wastes_(gypsum wallboard
carpet, and other C&D waste), furniture, and scrap metal. The division's-waste-characterization
studiesstudy also indicates that about 28 percent almest-60-percent-of the-materials disposed by self-
haulers are reeyelablerecoverable and almost 38 percent are potentially recoverable; potentially
recoverable materials include tires and dimensional lumber. Overall, trends in self-haul disposal have
not changed, except the amount of cardboard being disposed is trending down.
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Figure 18. Waste Recoverability, Self-haul
Substrearms, 2011
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Figure 19. Waste Composition, Self-haul
Substrearms, 2011
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A shown in Table 20, dmensional fumber, yord weste, and CED wostes are the three most prevalent
materials; toge ther they reprasent approximanehy 289% of the County’s toral salf -haul waste.

Table 20. Ten Most Prevalent Disposed Materials, Self-haul Substreams, 2011

Estimated Cumalative  Estimated
kdaterlal Percenl Pencent Tons
Dimensional Lumber 11.4% 11.4% 14,361
vard wWage 10.3% 22.T% nones
CAD Wages S.6% 78.3% 10,983
Gypsum Wallboard £.3% 33.6% g any
Canpat 5.0% I8.5% #,7ThR
Furniture 5.0% 43.5% 4,709
Other Ferraus 41.9% a9.4% #0672
Contarmirmted Wood 2.9% S1.3% 5,700
Mimed Metals (ibems <20% nonametal) 2.T% S4.0% 5,195
Dkl wood 2.4% BE.2% 4,740
i ] S54% 1T 5P8
&) other materials A7.6% 25,305
Total 10005 1595913

Mt

10

Glass
L%

Feod
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Add text or sidebar about Optimize Transfer Station Recycling Feasibility Study.
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EVALUATION AND PLANNING FOR THE URBAN TRANSFER STATIONS

The transfer network has served the region well for nearly five decades; however, with the exception of
the Shoreline and Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Stations, the urban transfer stations are now
outdated and evercapacitydo not meet service needs. Along with the growth in population, the late
1980s brought about an emphasis on recycling to reduce wastes. Recycling containers have been placed
at transfer stations wherever space allows; however, space constraints continue to limit the number of
containers and the range of materials that each site can accommodate. These space constraints prohibit
the addition of recycling opportunities for many materials that are commonly disposed at the stations,
including yard waste, clean wood, and scrap metal. Changes in the industry have also created
operational constraints. For example, commercial collection trucks are larger than they were in the past,
making it more difficult to unload the vehicles efficiently. Given these and other factors, in 2004 the
division and its advisory committees embarked on a comprehensive analysis of each urban transfer
station to determine how best to update the system to meet current needs.

As discussed #-detail-in Chapter 2, Solid Waste System Planning, the division and its advisory
committees developed four analytical milestone reports to evaluate the urban transfer stations. These
reports culminated in the approved Transfer Plan, which provides recommendations for upgrading the
transfer system and its services.

In the first milestone report (KCSWD and ITSG 2004), the division and advisory committees developed 17
criteria to evaluate the urban transfer facilities. To determine the appropriate standards of
performance, the division consulted the local commercial collection companies and other subject
experts, and applied national environmental and transportation standards. Details on the application of
these evaluation criteria to individual facilities are contained in the second milestone report prepared by
the division and advisory committees and approved by the County Council (KCSWD 2005a). Criteria to
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address costs and rate-setting considerations were applied during the development of system
alternatives in the final milestone report (KCSWD 2006a).

The evaluation criteria were applied to five of the six urban stations — Algona, Bow Lake, Factoria,
Houghton, and Renton. The former First Northeast station was not evaluated because it was in-the
process-of-beingrebuittalready approved to be rebuilt; the rebuilt station opened in 2008 as the
Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Station.

For the station evaluations, the 17 criteria were grouped into three broad categories — level of service to
customers, station capacity and structural integrity, and effects on surrounding communities. As
expected for these five aging facilities, the majority of the criteria were not met, resulting in decisions to
reconstruct or close the stations when sufficient replacement capacity was available.
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Since the level of service criteria were first applied to the transfer stations in 2005, the division has
made changes and upgrades to the system and tonnage has dropped considerably. A new transfer
building has replaced the old Bow Lake, and the roof at Houghton has-beenwas raised to meet the roof

clearance standard. inlate- 2012 the division-applied-selected criteria-to-the transfer stations-again,

Add text Transfer Plan review background and process

Plans for the Urban Transfer Stationg
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[Insert Map Figure 5-5. Locations of existing and planned solid waste facilities\ [Commented [SWD20]: Update pending Transfer Plan review. ]

Add text about serving self-haul customers now using [Renton l {Commented [SWD21]: Pending Transfer Plan review. Address }
Council motion.

Commented [SWD22]: Replace this section with info about
Bow Lake and/or Factoria (e.g., info about flat floor design).
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The new Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station wit-beis being built on the existing site and adjacent
property purchased by the division for construction of a new facmty Iheehmren—rs—planmng—te—mamtam

the new Factoria faC|I|tv started in the summer of 2014 The new transfer building will open in 2016,

and the old building will be demolished and a HHW facility will be built and open in 2017.

% new Northeast Recycling and Transfer station will be sited and constructed to replace the existing

Houghton station, M/hile a new South County station will replace the current facility in Algona. The [Commented [SWD23]: Update pending Transfer Plan review. ]
division is committed to closing the Houghton and Algona stations afterthe-new-stations-are

oepenedwhen replacement capacity is available.

All new stations will be built to the same standards of service and sustainability as the Shoreline and

Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Stations. There will be differences to accommodate community needs

(e.g., [Factoria will maintain a stationary household hazardous waste facility[), and each station will be {Commented [SWD24]: Update if needed pending Transfer J
appropriately designed to meet tonnage and transaction requirements. All stations will have improved Plan review.

capacity, waste compactors, and additional space for recycling more materials. The capacity to accept

yard waste and other recyclables from commercial collection companies and to sort and remove

recyclables from mixed loads will also be considered for new transfer facilities. In accordance with the

County’s green building ordinanceFereach-rew-station, the division will seek the-highest-appropriate

LEED Gold certification_for the Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station and LEED Platinum for each

station thereafter.
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The timeline for completing the siting, design, construction, and closure of the urban transfer stations is
shown in Table 5-4.

Insert Table 5-4{Timeline for the facility renovation plan|

EVALUATION AND PLANNING FOR THE RURAL TRANSFER FACILITIES

Historically, the rural areas were served by small community landfills. As those landfills closed, most
were replaced by either a transfer station or a drop box; the Duvall and Hobart (near Maple Valley)
landfills were closed without replacement. Currently, rural King County is served by two recycling and
transfer stations, in Enumclaw and on Vashon Island, and two drop boxes, in North Bend (Cedar Falls)
and Skykomish.

Urban Area

provide essentially the same services as the urban stations, although they may be open for fewer hours
and days. To provide an appropriate level of service to area residents and the commercial collectors, the
division periodically reviews the operating hours of rural facilities, and makes adjustments as needed.

The Enumclaw Recycling and Transfer Station, which opened in 1993, serves the City of Enumclaw and
southeastern King County. The City of Enumclaw provides its own garbage collection service and takes
the wastes to the transfer station. The station offers a wide variety of recycling opportunities and is
equipped with a waste compactor. This station metal-ofthe-evaluation-eriteriawith-thehas the
capacity to provide a wide range of services and the flexibility to respond to future needs. Add text
about resource recovery at Enumclaw.

The Vashon Recycling and Transfer Station opened in 1999 to serve residents and businesses on Vashon
Island. This station accepts a wide range of recyclables and is equipped with a waste compactor.
Because of its remote island location, the facility accepts some C&D and special wastes for disposal that

the other stations do not. Fhe-ashen-station-metall-but-one-of the-evaluation-criteria—The-only

ha laval nf ra nao ca ac _ha a a RV a no ollactad ha

Past studies of customer needs at the Vashon station have indicated there is little demand for yard
waste service at the facility, primarily due to composting on people’s property; however, the division
will periodically reevaluate the need to add yard waste collection at the site.]

The drop boxes are scaled-down facilities, designed to provide cost-effective, convenient drop-off
services in the more remote areas of the county. The Cedar Falls Drop Box, which opened in 1990,
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serves self-haulers in the North Bend area. It has three containers — two for garbage and one for yard
waste —and provides a collection area for some recyclables. This facility met all applicable evaluation
criteria except for vehicle capacity, which is primarily due to heavy weekend use. Currently, one scale is
shared by both inbound and outbound traffic, which can lead to backups on weekends when the station
is most busy. The division is considering a number of improvements to this facility, including a second
scale to address heavy weekend use, another container for garbage or yard waste collection, and
expanded recycling opportunities.

The most remote facility operated by the division is a drop box in the Town of Skykomish. Built in 1980,
the drop box serves Skykomish and the communities of Grotto and Baring. Skykomish provides its own
garbage collection service and takes the wastes to the Skykomish Drop Box. The drop box is also used by
self-haulers, who can bring garbage and recyclables to the facility. The Skykomish facility is unstaffed;
payment is made at an automated gate using a credit or debit card or pre-paid solid waste disposal card.
There are cameras at the site to monitor activities, and division staff makes regular visits to the site to
perform maintenance. In addition, staff from the King County Road Services Division has-a-facility next
doorfrem-which-Road s-staff-help helps monitor the site. The drop box met all the applicable evaluation
criteria and appears to provide an appropriate level of service for the area. The facility received a new
roof in 2008, after the old roof collapsed under record snowfall in January of that year.

[Some rural area customers may be affected by changes to the urban transfer system, primarily self-
haulers who currently use the Houghton or Renton transfer stations. Depending on where new urban
facilities in Northeast and South County are eventually sited, they may or may not adequately meet the
service needs of rural areas. Should it be necessary, the division may consider siting drop box facilities in
these areas to serve residents. Construction of regional transfer stations in these areas is not being

[Commented [SWD27]: Update pending Transfer Plan review. ]

considered as it would be inconsistent with countywide planning policy LU-21, which states, "Regional
public facilities which directly serve the public shall be discouraged from locating in Rural Areas.” rrhe

[Commented [SWD28]: 2012 (most recent) policy is the same. ]

division recommends deferring decisions about whether to site drop boxes in these potentially
underserved areas and whether to close the Renton transfer station until after the new urban transfer
stations have been sited and the impact on service capacity has been fully evaluated.

Add text or sidebars about resource recovery and anaerobic digestion — either/both may be
incorporated into urban and/or rural facilities.

CITY MITIGATION

Transfer stations provide an essential and beneficial public service. However, the stations have the
potential to cause undesirable impacts on host cities and neighboring communities, such as increased
litter, odor, noise, road/curb damage, and traffic, as well as aesthetic impacts. The division works to
mitigate these impacts in a number of ways, such as collecting litter, landscaping on and around the site,
limiting waste kept on-site overnight to reduce the potential for odor, making road modifications, and
siting facilities on or near major roadways to keep traffic off local streets.
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As of 2015, Sseven cities in the division's service area eurrently-have county-owned transfer facilities
within their boundaries:

e Algona - the Algona Transfer Station

e Bellevue - the Factoria Transfer Station

e Enumclaw — the Enumclaw Recycling and Transfer Station
o Kirkland — the Houghton Transfer Station

e Renton - the Renton Transfer Station

e Shoreline — the Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Station
e Tukwila — the Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Station

As new transfer stations are constructed-n-the-pearfuture, the division will work with host and
neighboring cities to build stations that are compatible with the surrounding community. For example,
during the design of the Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Station, the division worked closely with the
community to identify impacts and mitigation measures. One result is that transfer trailers drive directly
from the station onto Interstate 5 using King County Metro Transit's dedicated freeway ramps rather
than city streets for access. Sidewalks on nearby streets were improved; a new walking path was
constructed at nearby Ronald Bog Park; trees were planted; and the portion of Thornton Creek that
flows through the site underwent significant restoration. The station building was also moved farther
from residences and is fully enclosed to mitigate impacts from noise, odor, and dust. While specific
mitigation measures will vary depending on the site, all new transfer station buildings will be fully
enclosed.

The division has also worked closely with the City of Bellevue on the replacement of the Factoria
Transfer Station. A new facility was to be constructed on property that fronts Interstate 90 (I-90)
adjacent to the south side of the current station. However, as a result of discussions with Bellevue, the
division purchased property adjacent to the current station to the northwest on which to build the new
facility. After construction of the new recycling and transfer station, the division plans to sell the
property that fronts 1-90, so it will be available for commercial development as was desired by the City
of Bellevue.

In the recently-negotiated Amended and Restated Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement (included in its
entirety in Appendix B), which identifies the roles and responsibilities of the county and the cities in the
regional solid waste system, the county agrees to collaborate with host and neighboring cities on both
environmental review and project permitting. Additionally, the new ILA recognizes that in accordance
with RCW 36.58.080 a city is authorized to charge counties to mitigate impacts directly attributable to a
county-owned solid waste facility. It must be established that such charges are reasonably necessary to
mitigate impacts and the revenue generated may only be expended to mitigate the impacts. Direct
impacts may include wear and tear on infrastructure, including roads. The city and county will work
cooperatively to determine impacts and appropriate mitigation payments and will document any
agreement. Mitigation, including any necessary analysis, is a cost of the solid waste system and as such
would need to be included in the solid waste rate.
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’TRANSFER FACILITY SITI NG‘ [Commented [SWD29]: Update pending Transfer Plan review. ]

As described earlier in this chapter, the need for new transfer facilities in the Northeast and South

County service areas was identified through a comprehensive analysis of the transfer system network,

with extensive involvement from the division's advisory committees. While general areas for site

locations were identified |(Figure 5-5), specific sites or specific site selection criteria were not. [Commented [SWD30]: Update as needed. ]

The siting of a transfer facility is based on the technical requirements of operations and site constraints,
such as site size and shape; however, a successful siting effort must also be tailored to address the
needs and concerns of the service area communities. The siting process involves a number of steps —
from development of site selection criteria to final selection of a site —and public involvement plays an
important role each step of the way. The following section describes how the division has begun to
implement the standards and practices developed for transfer station siting during the planning process
in its search for a new south county facility site.

SIDEBAR
The U.S.Environmental Protection Agency ldentifies Siting Considerations

Siting a transfer facility is a multi-dimensional, multi-step process. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency identifies the following issues that must be considered when siting solid waste
facilities:

e Environmental and health risks — air quality and transportation

e Economic issues — effects on property values and construction and operating costs
e Social issues — equity in site choices, aesthetics, and effects on community image

e Political issues — local elections and the vested interest of community groups

(Source: Sites for Our Solid Waste: A Guidebook for Effective Public Involvement. 1990. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency; Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation; Office of Solid Waste.)

[Siting a New South County Recycling and Transfer Station| [Commented [SWD31]: Update this section. ]
The search for a site to replace the Algona Transfer Station with a new South County Recycling and

Transfer Station (SCRTS) began in 2012. The new station will be located in or near the same communities

that are served by the current Algona station — Algona, Auburn, Federal Way, and Pacific.

A Siting Advisory Committee (SAC) was formed to advise the division from a community and system user
perspective by identifying community concerns and impacts, developing criteria used to evaluate
potential sites, and expressing opinions and preferences. SAC members can include representatives
from cities, local agencies and businesses, chambers of commerce, school districts, commercial garbage
and recycling collection companies, transfer station users, environmental and neighborhood groups,
tribes, and interested citizens.

In addition to forming an SAC, the division worked to ensure that members of the communities to be
served by the new station were aware of the project; were able to receive information about the
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project; and had opportunities to give input on the project. Public information efforts to non-English
speaking communities included translating public information materials into Spanish, Russian, and
Korean and providing translators at public meetings.

The division cast a wide net in searching for suitable sites. Two key resources were used: the county’s
Geographic Information Services (GIS) and professional real estate services. Search filters, including site
size, zoning, proximity to major roadways, and critical areas, were used to narrow the number of
potential sites.

Three types of criteria were developed to evaluate the suitability of prospective sites.

1. Pass/fail criteria consider a variety of regulatory, policy and practical considerations; for
example, the site must be located outside the floodplain. Pass/fail criteria establish minimum
standards that must be met to qualify for further consideration. These criteria were used to
evaluate all sites that were identified for consideration. Sites not meeting one or more of the
pass/fail criteria were eliminated from further consideration.

2. Functional criteria provide guidance on optimal engineering, operating, and transportation
conditions and consider the site’s suitability for use as a transfer station. It is unlikely that any
one site will meet all functional criteria — there is no perfect site. Rather, each criterion’s relative
importance must be considered in order to identify the best site.

3. Community Criteria were developed by the SAC to consider factors of particular importance to
the community.

s of February 2013, the number of sites had been narrowed and environmental review begun. An
environmental impact statement (EIS) will compare the final sites and a “no-build” alternative. An EIS
identifies probable significant adverse impacts of the proposed project and potential means for
mitigating those impacts. Up-to-date information about the SCRTS siting process, including a complete
listing of criteria, can be found on the division’s website
http://your.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/facilities/algona/index.asp

[Siting a New Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station ]

The division expects to begin the process for siting a recycling and transfer station to replace the
Houghton Transfer Station later in 2013. The division will use the experience gained in the south county
to continue to refine its approach to siting, including equitable community involvement. Community
siting criteria specific to the concerns of the northeast service area will be developed by members of
that community.

TRANSFER SERVICES AFTER AN EMERGENCY

Relatively common emergencies, such as seasonal flooding and winter storms, as well as major events,
such as earthquakes, can create a significant amount of debris. Debris generated during these types of
events can obstruct roadways, cause power outages, and interrupt essential services. A coordinated and
effective plan ensures that debris is properly managed to lessen the impacts on communities, the
economy, and the environment in the immediate aftermath of an emergency without causing additional
problems later in recovery.
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To minimize disruptions and provide for efficient management of disaster debris, the division
prepared the King County Operational Disaster Debris Management Plan (Debris Management Plan;
KCSWD 2009) for unincorporated King County. The Debris Management Plan is intended to facilitate
rapid response and recovery efforts during a disaster. The plan will be reviewed annually, prior to the
storm season, and updated as needed.

The Debris Management Plan supports the 37 incorporated cities that are part of the King County solid
waste system by providing a framework and making recommendations that can be used by the cities to
develop their own operational disaster debris management plans. The cities have the flexibility to
develop a debris management plan that best addresses their individual needs without compromising
continuity within the county. The regional debris management planning process was conducted under
the direction of the Seattle Urban Area Security Initiative, guided by the federal Homeland Security
Department and the State of Washington's Emergency Management Division. The City of Seattle has its
own debris management plan and the City of Milton is participating in Pierce County's debris
management program.

The county's Debris Management Plan stipulates that during emergency response and recovery, the
roles within the King County solid waste system do not change. This means that the division will
continue to accept municipal solid waste at the transfer stations to the extent possible and will
maximize recycling in accordance with RCW 70.95.010 (8) and KCC Title 10. The transfer facilities will not
be used for disposal of emergency debris that could be recycled.

The debris created by a larger event, such as an earthquake, would likely consist primarily of recyclable
materials, such as concrete, metal, and wood. The division's Debris Management Plan is coordinated
with emergency plans prepared by other jurisdictions to maximize the recycling of these materials. The
division works with the King County Regional Communications and Emergency Coordination Center
(RCECC) and the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program to coordinate public information and
help cities and residents identify recycling options in the event of a debris-causing emergency. Recycling
the majority of emergency debris will maximize the division's capacity to continue to handle municipal
solid waste over the short- and long-term.

In the event of an emergency, transfer services may be suspended in the short-term. The division's
priorities are to:

Ensure the safety of staff and customers
Confirm the structural integrity of facilities and environmental control systems

Coordinate with the RCECC to determine any immediate needs for division staff or equipment

A w dp R

Resume service

The division will attempt to maximize the use of existing transfer facilities after an emergency
through operational measures such as increased staffing or hours. If some transfer facilities are
closed or damaged as a result of the event, customers will be rerouted to remaining stations, and
commercial haulers may be routed directly to Cedar Hills. Additionally,the divisionand the cities may
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establish temporary debris management sites where debris can be stored until itcan be sorted for
recycling or proper disposal. It is recommended that potential sites in unincorporated King County and
in cities be identified by each jurisdiction in advance of an emergency. The acceptance policies at
these sites would be determined in response to the nature of the event and the debris that is
generated.
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