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Call to Order
MSWMAC Chair Jean Garber called the meeting to order at 11:50.

Approve January Meeting Minutes and Review Agenda

MSWMAC member Jessica Greenway moved approval of the January minutes.

The minutes were unanimously approved as amended.

Chair Garber said that copies of a letter have been provided for agenda item six. The
presentation will explain the contents of the letter, which the division would like

MSWMAC to approve and send. Garber said she thinks it is a good idea.

Lead Planner Theresa Koppang said the Cost of Delay presentation under agenda item
seven is not complete yet. The division will present it at the next ITSG meeting and at
the March MSWMAC meeting.

SWAC Update
SWAC Chair and MSWMAC member Carolyn Armanini said SWAC is pursuing a
process in parallel with MSWMAC, providing a different viewpoint on waste export

system planning. SWAC membership is not jurisdiction based. It consists of citizens

labor, haulers, elected officials, business and marketing interests.

Armanini said that SWAC had a very productive meeting in January and provided input
on the fourth report to the division. SWAC will meet on February 17 and will take action

on the final draft of the report.

SWD Update
Solid Waste Division Director Theresa Jennings announced the division is beginning a

“Secure Your Load” campaign that will run from February to May. Many accidents have
been caused by debris from unsecured loads. State troopers will ticket drivers with
unsecured loads. The fine is $194. The division charges a fee of between $3 and $10

depending on vehicle weight at transfer stations for self haul loads that are brought in
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unsecured. The county is planning to initiate a pre-trip inspection procedure like the one
used by the Solid Waste Division for its vehicles.

Garber said there used to be a hotline to report unsecured loads, and asked if it still exists.
Kiernan said Ecology manages that hotline, and the division will give the number to

MSWMAC members. [1-866-LITTER-1 or online http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/litter/].

Armanini asked if raising the transfer station fee had been considered. She said relative
to $194, the transfer station fee doesn’t seem very significant. Jennings said that the fee
has not been enforced in the past, so regular enforcement is a necessary first step.

MSWMAC member Jessica Greenway said public education is key, because most people
don’t know the difference between covering and securing a load. She said most people

will comply when they understand the rule. Jennings agreed.

Comp Plan Update

Intergovernmental Relations Liaison Diane Yates said that the division would like to
begin the Comp Plan process with a kick-off meeting for all of the cities co-hosted by
MSWMAC. She suggested that the meeting could replace MSWMAC’s May meeting,

and may need to be moved to a larger venue.

In response to a question, Yates said the meeting would be an opportunity to get cities
that have not participated in MSWMAC up to speed on solid waste issues so that

everyone can enter the Comp Plan process with a shared information base.

Greenway suggested that an evening or afternoon meeting would be accessible to more
people. MSWMAC member Mick Monken asked if it would be possible to telecast the
meeting. MSWMAC member Bill Peloza said daytime meetings are more appropriate to

allow city staff to attend.
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Garber asked if MSWMAC agreed that Yates should work with ITSG to begin planning
an all-cities meeting to be co-hosted by the division and MSMWAC. MSWMAC agreed

by consensus that Yates should move forward.

Materials Recovery Facilities (MRF) Study
Recycling and Environmental Services Manager Jeff Gaisford said the division is

beginning studies that will inform the Comp Plan. Nationally, recycling has undergone
changes in recent years; international markets and the introduction of single stream
recycling are thought to have impacted capacity and product quality. However, overall,
recycling levels have increased. There is not a lot of reliable data on the impacts of
changes in the recycling industry. The division is trying to develop real numbers to
determine whether there are problems that need to be addressed. To this end, the division
would like to study the four major MRFs in Western Washington. Gaisford said the
division is working in cooperation with the City of Seattle.

Gaisford presented a proposed draft letter from MSWMAC that would let operators know
of the cities’ interest in the study.

In response to a question, Yates said that, per Ordinance 14971, MSWMAC is intended
to continue in its capacity as an advisory body on solid waste management issues after

completion of the Waste Export System Plan.

Peloza suggested that the letter should identify Chair Garber as the Mayor of Newcastle,

and should be directly addressed to each of the haulers.

Garber asked if there were any further questions or comments. MSWMAC agreed by
consensus that Chair Garber sign the letter.

Gaisford said some studies are already underway. One of these is a recycled materials
marketing study and another is assessing the recycling potential of waste that is currently
being disposed. Also, the division’s transfer station customer survey is being expanded

to include recycling customers.
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In response to a question, Gaisford said the current overall recycling rate is 41%, based
on 2004 data. The residential per capita waste disposal goal has been met, but the goal
for employee waste generation has not. A major discussion for the Comp Plan update

will be deciding what the new goals will be.

MSWMAC member Jon Spangler asked if recycling data is available for single family,
multifamily and commercial generators. Gaisford said that they are, but data is not

uniformly reliable across the categories.

In response to a question, Gaisford said most materials have good markets, especially
paper. Some materials are still problematic. Although markets exist, it is questionable
whether they provide the best use for the material. An example is wood, which is

recycled at a high rate but is not being recycled into new wood products.

Draft Milestone Report 4 Discussion

Garber said that some of the comments already received are more appropriate to the
Waste Export System Plan, but she encouraged members to stay focused on the task of

approving report four today in order to move through the entire report at this meeting.

Koppang said that the division’s economist, Tom Karston, will present new material that
has been added to the draft report at ITSG’s request, which analyzes a longer term
financial outlook. She said most of Karston’s presentation is included in Appendix H but

would be posted online for members to download.

Karston presented the long term costs of options at individual stations, long term package
costs, the effects of inflation on staffing costs over time and the tradeoff between upfront
capital costs and long term operating costs. Packages One and Four represent two
extremes; Package One involves the highest capital costs and lowest operating costs
while Package Four involves the lowest capital costs and the highest long term operating
costs. Increased upfront capital spending reduces the risk from inflation over time.
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Monken asked if staffing models would change with different inflation rates. Karston
said that was possible, but was not included in the analysis.

MSWMAC member Alison Bennett asked Karston to include present value calculations

in the Appendix.

Garber said there is a motion on the table from last month’s meeting to approve

Milestone Report Four. She asked for comments on the report.

In response to a question, Yates said all cities” comments received by the deadline are

included in the responsiveness summary.

MSWMAC member Nina Rivkin suggested the responsiveness summary be attached to
the report to document the level of input from the cities.

The division agreed to add the responsiveness summary as an appendix to the report. She
said comments received after the deadline from Auburn and Federal Way would be added

to the final responsiveness summary.

Bennett said that she assumed where the responsiveness summary says “Comment
Noted” the division does not want cities to raise those issues again today. Garber replied
that the responsiveness summary provides a record that those issues were raised by the
cities. However, she encouraged the cities to bring up any of their previous comments if

they have not been addressed.

Rivkin said that if a city has raised substantive issues and is not satisfied with the
response in the summary, the city should bring up those issues as MSWMAC moves

through the report chapter by chapter.

Jennings said that consensus may not be reached on some analyses and encouraged the
cities to identify those issues so that they can be included in the third party review.
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Executive Summary:

Peloza asked why transfer station recommendations will be made but intermodal
recommendations will not. Garber said it is explained in the Next Steps section. Kiernan
added that the division strongly recommends station upgrades because there are
immediate needs in the system as identified in Report 2. That report demonstrated that
independent of any decisions on export, there are pressing transfer system needs right
now. Regional experience suggests that siting new transfer facilities can be quite time
consuming, so it is imperative we start as soon as possible to address those needs. The
development of intermodal capacity is a discrete project that does not have the same time

constraints.

Chapter One:
Spangler commented that the synopses in every other chapter comes at the beginning, but

here is preceded by several paragraphs of background information.

The division agreed to reorganize the beginning of Chapter One.

Chapter Two:
Peloza said that Sharon Hlavka of Auburn had submitted a comment requesting the

potential impacts of transfer station siting be identified in the report. He said it looked
like the Appendix on the siting process may have addressed those impacts, and asked

division staff to check Hlavka’s concerns against the content of the appendix.

Garber commented that some of Hlavka’s concerns would be more appropriately dealt

with as part of the Waste Export System Plan.

MSWMAC member Rob Van Orsow commented on Table 2-5 that Package 1A

information should be included because it is not very different from Package 1.

Kiernan replied that the packages differ on a very significant issue. The division does not
have any data on what kind of environmental mitigation would be required for the

wetlands on the Factoria site. The division has asked Bellevue and has not yet received a
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statement on Bellevue’s position. He added that regardless of potential mitigation efforts,
the division is reluctant in principle to develop wetlands. Kiernan said that the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) coauthored by Bellevue found significant
unavoidable adverse impacts and rejected the Factoria site. The division does not have

any new data that would reverse that conclusion.

Bennett said that Bellevue is discussing that with the division. The project scope and

Bellevue’s regulatory environment have changed since the EIS was written ten years ago.

Kiernan said that he is unaware that wetlands regulations have become less stringent in
the last decade, and the project was not feasible at the time of the EIS. He said the
division’s position is that rebuilding a full service transfer station at Factoria is not

feasible until specific information to the contrary becomes available.

Rivkin asked if the known costs could be included, instead of saying “no data.”
Greenway said that while Kevin’s explanation is helpful, she is very uncomfortable
including any numbers because readers will rely on them even if they are footnoted as

being incomplete.

Kiernan said the division will not speculate about costs when the scope of a project that

may not be feasible is unknown.

Armanini suggested that the report should include a summary of Kiernan’s statement,
rather than incomplete data, especially since mitigation costs in this case could exceed
construction costs.

Peloza said some explanation of why cost data is not available is needed in the document.

Garber said the report can reflect this discussion.
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Bennett said that Bellevue does not need to discuss this issue today. The issue has been
identified, everyone is aware of it, and the City of Bellevue will continue to meet with the

division to discuss solutions.

Kiernan said the division has a list of Bellevue’s concerns and believes that it can address

those concerns.

Spangler asked about the figure on 2-34, which shows solid waste rates exceeding the
rate of inflation in 2015 and the statement on 2-12 that all packages can be implemented
within the rate commitment. Kiernan explained that the rate commitment is tied to the
operation of the Cedar Hills Landfill, and does not extend beyond Cedar Hills’ closure.
That is why the solid waste rate exceeds inflation after 2015 (Cedar Hills’ projected

closure date) in Figure 2-5.

Rivkin suggested that point be clarified in the report.

Greenway asked if it is more cost effective and efficient to operate a newly designed full
service transfer station than a self-haul only station. Kiernan said that it is.

Armanini commented that an optimally efficient station would serve commercial

customers only on weekdays and self-haul only on weekends. Jennings agreed.

Rivkin said she wanted to restate Redmond’s concern that the inputs into the financial

model used to generate cost information are not identified in the report.

Jennings replied that the financial model is very large and would fill an entire disk. She
said everyone is welcome to receive a copy of the model on disk, but there is too much

information to include in a report.

Rivkin said that Redmond does not want the entire financial model to be included in the
report, but would like to see more information about the model than is currently included.
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Armanini suggested that information should be in an appendix. Jennings agreed to add
an appendix on the financial model.

Chapter Three:

Garber commented that this chapter will be part of the third party review. She asked for
amendments to Chapter Three. No comments were made.

Chapter Four:
Van Orsow suggested Chapter Four should include language that maintaining backup

capacity at Cedar Hills could provide an advantage when negotiating export contracts.

Council staff member Mike Huddleston commented that often salient issues are bolded or
highlighted for emphasis. He suggested that the benefits of extended life at Cedar Hills
should be emphasized in this report. Jennings agreed.

Koppang added that Rivkin has made a similar comment. She said she wanted to talk
with Rivkin to be completely clear about how to make the changes, but the division does
intend to place emphasis on key points.

Armanini suggested key points should also be highlighted in the Executive Summary.
Huddleston said that the Regional Policy Committee (RPC) had questions about the
impact recycling could have on landfill capacity. He suggested the report should make it
clear that recycling has already had an impact on landfill capacity and that the division is
counting on improved recycling in its plans.

Jennings said this work can be incorporated into the report.

Bennett said that Karston’s presentation considered the effects of increased inflation, but

asked what the effects of lower inflation would be.

10
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Jennings replied that average inflation from 1913 to 2006 has been 3.3%. The division
didn’t want to analyze numbers outside the range of historical data.

Rivkin suggested that the division’s role in promoting recycling should be explained.
Gaisford replied that when the report talks about the effect that recycling has had on
Cedar Hills’ life, it can also say how that is a result of the division’s promotional efforts.

Huddleston said that would address his concern very well.

Garber recapped the discussion by saying that the division will add
1. adiscussion of the impact recycling can have on Cedar Hills’ lifespan
2. adescription of recycling efforts to date and the importance of continued

recycling efforts as part of the Comp Plan.

Susan Fife-Ferris of Bellevue asked how Karston’s analysis of withdrawal of waste from

the system differs from increased recycling.

Jennings said time is a key factor. Recycling rates are achieved over time, as overall
waste generation increases, but withdrawal takes place all at once.

Huddleston added that this means the two scenarios operate with a different baseline.
Over time, total generation increases beyond the current baseline of 1 million tons, and
increased recycling rates minimize the gap between today’s baseline tonnage and the

increased generation. Withdrawal removes waste from the baseline of one million tons.
Greenway said she asked Rist when he presented the forecast to MSWMAC in October if
increased recycling would decrease garbage tonnage and the answer was: no, even with

increased recycling, garbage continues to increase.

Fife-Ferris said that it sounds like there is a conflict between the environmental benefits
of increased recycling and the financial benefits of income from garbage disposal fees.

11
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Gaisford replied that it appears that way because there has not yet been a discussion of
the economic benefits of the products that are made from recycled materials.

Garber said that discussion should be included in the Comp Plan Update process.

MSWMAC member Daryl Grigsby said it was difficult to tell which of the lists in
Chapter Four refer to measures that have already been taken and which refer to measures

that will or might be taken to extend the lifespan of Cedar Hills.

Kiernan said the division will work to clarify that in the revision.

Chapter Five:
Spangler suggested including the date of the Snohomish County contract that was used in

the division’s analysis so that readers know the information is current.

Chapter Six:
Van Orsow said the document often refers to a conflict between freight and garbage on

the rail lines and asked if the division meant to imply that an intermodal facility near the
Port of Seattle would be more costly than one sited farther south in the county.

Kiernan said the division does not know what the best site would be for intermodal,
which is one reason the division is deferring its recommendation on intermodal facilities.
Intermodal capacity is changing rapidly; three years ago the Port approached the division
asking to export the county’s waste, but today the Port’s business volume has increased

significantly.

Garber suggested the division see if the language in the report can be clarified.

Schroeder commented on the phrase “ideal site,” saying that last month MSWMAC
discussed the possibility of multiple sites. Jennings said it would be corrected.

12
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Rivkin recognized that Bellevue had asked for a reference to the BNSF letter on page 6-2,
but said that she is concerned about including it. She said the reference could

compromise the division’s negotiating position with the railroads.

Jennings said that the division will accept MSWMAC’s recommendation on whether a
reference to the letter should be included.

Fife-Ferris said the letter was a response to the Business Plan, which had claimed there

was insufficient capacity.

Rivkin said this chapter is about intermodal capacity, but the letter is from a rail

company, and does not add anything to the discussion of intermodal.

Armanini suggested removing the sentence.

Bennett replied that would shift the impression too far in the other direction.

Huddleston cautioned that Sound Transit also received letters from the rail companies
indicating that adequate capacity was available, and in the end it cost Sound Transit $880

million to add capacity.

Jennings clarified that the division has never stated there was a shortage of rail capacity.
The issue has always been one of intermodal capacity.

Bennett agreed to removal of the reference.

Chapter Seven:

Bennett said that everyone has seen Bellevue’s analysis, and she recognizes that the issue
will not be resolved today, but she wants to state for the record that Bellevue is

disappointed none of their analysis was included in the revised draft.

Garber suggested that this chapter is another candidate for the third party review.

13
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Kiernan said the division agrees, and the responsiveness summary states that the division

supports the third party review.

Rivkin pointed out that the total Snohomish County export cost is used here, while only
the transport cost is used in Chapter Five. She said that should be clearly stated to avoid

confusion.

Van Orsow asked if there is an optimal percentage of early export that achieves a
financial benefit.

Kiernan said the division has considered this and feels the best way to answer that

question is through a procurement process.

Chapter Eight:

Huddleston suggested that the next steps section should include all of the tasks identified

in Ordinance 14971 that have not been completed yet.

Appendices:
Koppang said most of the appendices are unchanged, although they have been reordered.

There are two new appendices.

Peloza suggested that the project reflect significant (major) milestone events that would

provide a snapshot picture and visibility for management purposes.

Jennings said the division is working on a draft outline of the Waste Export System Plan,
which will include a master schedule. That will be available next month.

In response to a question, Jennings said the Business Plan will proceed after the Waste

Export System Plan is approved.

14
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Armanini said SWAC will review the report at its meeting next Friday, and may
recommend minor changes to the version of the report voted on by MSWMAC.

Garber commented that Armanini sits on both committees and can be trusted not to
countermand MSWMAC’s intent at SWAC.

Armanini added that the division is also present at both committees and said that she
trusts the division is working in good faith. She said that SWAC meetings are open to the
public, and invited MSWMAC members to attend.

Rivkin said that some changes made to the report today may require changes to the
responsiveness summary as well. She asked the division to ensure that changes made

today are reflected in the final responsiveness summary.

Garber called for a vote on the main motion to approve Milestone Report 4 as
amended.

Yates performed a roll call vote. The motion was approved with 11 Yes votes and 1 No

vote, with Bellevue opposing.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 2:10 p.m.
Submitted by:

Gemma Alexander, SWD Staff
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