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Algona, Washington 98001 Fax (253) 939-3366

October 30, 2013

Pat McLaughlin

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

RE: King County Transfer Plan Review Report
Dear Mr. McLaughlin:

This letter contains our comments regarding the Transfer Plan Review Report. being
developed by the King County Solid Waste Division as part of its ongoing process to site
future transfer stations. We are currently monitoring the environmental review of proposed
sites by the County. We are also updating-our comprehensive plan as required by the Growth
Management Act. Our understanding of the schedule is that the Transfer Plan Review Report
is to be delivered to the King County Council in Nevember and the environmental review for
station sites is to be completed in 2014, The comprehensive plan update must be completed
by June 2015.

1. Timing

It is not clear how the three items I mention above relate to one another, given their apparent
sequencing. The County seems to be wanting to identify the factors that should be considered
in locating and sizing future transfer facilities. That would make sense, if the report makes it
clear that its identifying capacity, design or other such factors does not presuppose or
predetermine where actual transfer station sites will be located. That decision must await the
Draft and Final EIS work; and from Algona’s standpoint, will be heavily influenced by the
Comprehensive Plan update whlch is'just beginning.




Prior to the Transfer Station Review being ordered up by the County Council, the City had
‘submitted scoping comments' to the County regarding the EIS being drafted as part of its site
selection process. Three sites are. under consideration for a new 'faci:]ity, one of which is
located ad_]acent to the existing Algona. famhty The City’s scoping: submittal outlined
elghteen 1ssues needmg analys1s in the EIS.. In addltlon there was dlscusswn at the three

I rioteé in partwular that one criteria in the Plan Review is “compatibility Wlth ‘adjacent uses”,
yet thls appeats only to be factored 1nt0 the dec1s10n not to attempt a facility location at
Eastgate. In our scoping letter, we raised several issues with regard to compatibility, yet I see
no mention of it in the report.

Any conclusion: contdined in the Transfér Plan Review report that would steer a decision on
future siting toward Algona, must be fully vetted as part of the current Draft EIS before any
final :ep:ort.adopt_idn. It is not acceptable to the City to have a future EIS view an Algona
location as a fait accompli because of any findings contained in the current Transfer Plan
Review. :

2. Comprehensive Plan

Like other Puget Sound communities, Algona must update its GMA comprehensive plan by
June 2015, There are specific standards for what. must be contained in the Plan and these
must be ‘based on measures mandated by law. Tor instance, the City must be able to
accommodate future populations through its housmg pohcws cormnercw.l uses must be
balanced against “buildable lands” ecriteria, - énvironmental standards' must be maintained,

“reasonable measures” and “best practices” must be employed. A ¢capital facﬂlties plan must
be adopted to serve future growth needs. The City’s commercial and industrial policies,
including its Land Use map, will be drawn to ensure that there is a sufficient revenue base to
-support these capltal needs not the least of which i 1s West ValIey Highway which is heavily

As expldined in our scoping comment letterof November 2012, the effect of any expanded
pablic use of the Algona site for future transfer stations, must be thoroughly vetted in the
upcoming Draft EIS. I see no reference to this in the Transfer Station report as a factorin the
siting decision. Werequest clarification of this itemi and further request discussion of it in the




report. Given Algona’s smaller size and: large- issues as a Puget Sound. commumty, there
needs to be recognition of the disproportionate impacts to the City.

services. The Transfer PIan Revzew appears to achleve the hnnted purpose of zdentifymg key

factors that w111 determme the smng, _functlons and service areas. It is however but one step

the C_1ty Th1s process:- s_hould be clearly stated.-in the Plan Remew. 80 _th_a_t there ‘1% no
m_isund_e_rstanding of the process ahead.

Your statement on Page 2 of the draft report states, ‘Whtle ensurmg that any petent1al

mcluded in the_ lfeport

3. Service and Capacity

other hl.gh_r_etaﬂ_ tax: bus_u_xess_es. Algona rehes on this future income to fund bas1c‘semces to
our residents. 'We consider the report incomplete if it does not address these criteria.

4. Table 3

Number 17 Trans'fer'station is compatibl'e’ With s’urrounding Iand' use is no for the proposed-

Transfer station since not all stations are: equal

5, Identification of specific sites.

Under Alternative A bullet 5 you limit the south county recycling and transfer station to one

of 3 s1tes currently bemg evaluated. Algona was ongmally‘ t‘o‘ld'that one of the results of the



David E. Hilt, Mayor-
City of Algona




Petor B Lowis, Mayor

NN GEO01-4998  wiwwomiBlitnvo.gov & 253-931-3000

October 23, 2013

Pat McLaughlin, Division Director
King County Solid Waste Division
2015, Jatkson Street; Suite 701

Seattle, Washington 98104

RE: - DraftTransfer System Plan Review Report
King County Solid Waste System

Dear Pat McLatighling

Please let this letter serve as the City of Auburn’s comments for the public comment period on the
above referenced traft re part, itsholld benoted that these will not be the City’s only comments and
thatadditonal comiments will e made during the King County Councif legislative process.

The City-of Aubuen has been f:-oiis-_i:sjt&hiliy-:concér!ned about the need for additional transfer stations in
the solid waste system. We continue to be oppesed to building a transfer station in the City of Auburn.

Sincerely,

Pete Lewls,
Mayor

.....

cc: Shelley Caleman, Fihahce Director

AUBURN % MORE THAN YOU IMAGINED




Nancy Backus, Mayor

W:{{:EN-GTQN: 25 West Main Street % Auburn WA 98007-4998 % www.auburnwa. gov * 253-931-3000

February 3, 2014

King County Solid Waste
Attn: Diane Yates

201 8. Jackson St., Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

RE; City of Auburn.Comments on the 2013 Draft Transfer System Plan. Review Report

Dear Diane,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 2013 review of the 2006 King County Solid
Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan. The City of Auburn appreciates the County’s willingness
to re-evaluate the assumptions and coriclusions of the 2006 repoit which provides the basis for the
County to develop a new solid waste handling facility in South King County.

The City of Auburn would first like to reiterate the positions outlined: in Resolutions 4934 and 4953
afdt)pte-d by the A-ubum C-ity- Council on April 1, 2013 and-May 20, 2013 {copies of which are appended
the .Ci_ty of Auburn-,- ;:t;s re‘s:;dents- an_d businesses, the community’s quality of life, the natural
environmerit, utilities, roads, traffic, the local economy;, property values, and flood detention. Neither
site Is an-appropriate location.

It is obvious that the County approdched this effort-with foregone conclusion that a new solid waste
handling facility is required, since the choices are limited to buitd or not to build, that the only solution is
a one size fits all approach to transfer stations, and that it fails to incorporate any innovative
approaches. A more genuine approach would have been to allow an outside audit of the report.
Instead, the report amounts to a statement of further substantiating the 2006 Plan as evidenced by the
statements-contained in the second and third paragraphs of the Introduction and the emails provided by
garbage haulérs which project a'position that a.new South County transfer station is the only way te
avoid increased costs to the rate payers. Unfortunately, the 2013 report fails to provide adequate _
analysis to support this position and falls shortofaddressing a variety of concerns previously stated by
the City of Auburn and many of its fesidents. Examples.of the inadequacies of the.report include:

¢ Of the various alternatives described there isno reference to an option of retaining, renovating,
or expanding the Algona facility to serve as something more than a self-haul facility, Based on.
the amount of adjacerit expansion land currently owned by King County Solid Waste and the
obvious oppor-turiiti'es p're'sente'cf- -by adjacent land uses; serious cbnsider‘ation must be given 10
1mpacts to adjacent and nearby land bsesas aresult of topegraphy, the locatlon of roads, and
the modest amount of nearby development.

AUBURN % MORE THAN YOU IMAGINED




The report does not address the need for 24 of the other 37 cities in King County to embrace
mandatory garbage and recycling services. If all cities were to take the same actions as Auburn
and make these services mandatory it would have a dramatic impact on the assumnptions and
conclusions that are leading King County to the belief that Auburn is the appropriate location for
a new solid waste handling facility. The City urges the County to take a proactive leadership role
in encouraging and/or requiring all municipalities to do the right thing and Implement
regulations that make garbage and recycling services mandatory, The City urges King County to
perform an evaluation of preferred siting locations using a scenario that assumes garhage and
recycling services are mandatory in all cities so that rate payers can better understand the
efficiencles and cost savings that will result. Until this happens, this City is left with no other
conclusion that it has been penalized for making the right decision to make garbage and
recycling service mandatory. )

The report fails to revisit the 17 criteria used for siting a solid waste handling facility. Of
particular impo rtance} the criteria fails to address compliance with local land use policies and
ordinances. While the criteria does address compatibility with surrounding uses it does not
acknowledge compatibility with the laws that govern-the use of the property upon which the
‘facility is proposed to be sited. The Clty recognizes that the State’s Growth Management Act
desighates a solid waste handling facility as an “essential public facility”. The City further
recognizes that this designation prohibits the City from establishing regulations that prohibit the
siting of an essential public facility. However, we urge the County to Incorporate adopted local
policies and regulations into its siting criteria and decision making process.

The guiding principles of the report fail to Include the need to incorporate social and
environmental justice when deciding which community to locate a facility. The City of Auburn
already struggles with poverty levels that are higher than statewide averages and overall
household income which Is lower than the statewide average. Siting a solid waste handling
facility in Auburn Is contrary to significant investment and effort that Auburn contmues o make
in reversing these statistics,

The County is representing the haulers comments as final conclusions instead of treating them
as conditional statements based on very little detail and information (in fact, it is Interesting that
the letter or correspondence delivered to each provider which asks for their feedback was not
included In the appendix and therefore not reviewable). Waste Management’s comments
include statements such as “we must stress that these are only rough projections based on the
limited information available currently”, “a more thorough assessment would necessitate
studies on estimated traffic patterns and faellity wait times, as well as the identification of
specific locatlons for the proposed South County...transfer stations”, “consideratlon of these
variables may significantly affect the cost estimates listed below”, “we are concerned about
potential unintended consequences associated with a rushed process”, “thus, we recommend a
cautious approach coupled with careful analysls”, and “the scenarios elicited much discussion
even though we have limited information to act upon at this time”, All of these qualifiers hardly
create confidence in the conclusions King County has inserted in the report, Additionally,
Republic provides no background data to support their statements, The report should provide




farmore detail that documents the data and assumptions used in calculating haut costs given
thatiit has-such a significant impact on the Plan’s conclusions. .

e Ifthe County is unwilling to recansider building a new $70,000,000+ solid waste handling facility '
additional consideration should be given to other properties within the re‘.gi'on that are more |
appropriate. There are anumber of other properties.located along Highway 167 and Highway
18 that are located within bothincorporated and unincorporated areas that could serve as ideal
locations for a solid waste handling facility. Given that:GMA allows for an essential publicfacitity
to be sited outside ofan urban-growth area the County should further consider locating a facility
within the unincorporated areas of the region,

The City urges King ‘Counity to conduct further evaluation of the Solid Waste Management Plan before
spending tens to hundreds of millions of dollars in tax payer dollars that plugs-a state of the art facility
into an outdated solid waste handling system and strategy. For that matter, King County cught to
incarporate into'its siting considerations the fact that Auburn requires garbage and recycling services.
That is different than so many other cities in King County. The absence of these requirements
contribiutes .sighﬁ‘ica ntly to the need for your transfer station facility.

The City fooks forward to working with the King County Solid Waste Division in-its efforts to improve the
servige that it provides to residents, However, the City of Auburn reserves the right to pursue all _
appropriate and he’:ce'sé‘a’f'y legal remedies 1o protect the citizens of Auburn from the negative economic,
natural, physical and socio-cultural impacts that a solid waste facility would create.

Sincerely, %%\\

: : d o —
ogiPockns P
Nancy KUS L-feff Tate h
Mayor q Assistant Director of Community Development
253-931-3041 253-804-5036

P

“Daniel B, Herd Shelley Colema
City Attorney . Director of Finance
253-931-3054 253-804-5019

£¢: Kevin Sniyder, Director of Public Works and Community Development



: Office of the Mayor « Phone (425) 452-7810 » Fax (425) 452-7§19
Post Office Box 80012 « Bellevue, Washmgton » 98009-9012

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

October 25, 2013

Pat McLaughlin, Director

King County Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

Re: Bellevue City Council Comments on Draft Solid Waste Transfer Station Plan Review

Dear Mr. McLaughlin:

lam writing in response to your request for comments on the draft Solid Waste Tra_nsfer'
Station Plan review. The Bellevue City Council reviewed the draft Plan and supports the
following:

e Aregional solid waste system that provides facilities that are efficiently and equitably
distributed throughout King County so that no areas are underserved and no one city
bears a disproportionate share of responsibility for the region’s solid waste;

* Building a new transfer station in northeast King County to address projected growth in
the northeast and more equitably distribute impacts, including road, traffic, land use
compatibility and collection costs;

* Honoring the agreement between the City and the County not to build any portion of
the Factoria Transfer Station on the upper Eastgate Way property abutting Eastgate
Way (see attached map); and

e Sale of the Eastgate Way property in the future, with the proceeds used to offset the
cost to develop other system capital investments and provide rate relief to all
customers.

“Supersizing” the new Factoria Transfer Station or building an additional transfer station on the
upper Eastgate Way property would be incompatible with land use in the area and detrlmental
to the City of Bellevue for the following reasons:

e The Bellevue City Council recently adopted the Eastgate 1-90 Corridor Plan (see
attached “Eastgate/I-90 Land Use and Transportation Project” summary) that solidifies
the City’s vision for commercial development of the area and envisions Eastgate Way
as a mixed-use, transit-oriented development around the Eastgate Park and Ride and
Bellevue College;

City of Bellevue offices are located at 450 - 110" Avenue N.E.



¢ The I-90 Corridor Plan specifically designates the upper Eastgate Way property for
office development (see attached “King County Site” excerpt from I1-90 Corridor Plan);
and ,

¢ Traffic continues to increase and is a significant concern for mobility in this area, which
is a gateway to Bellevue. . '

It should also be noted that the Eastgate 1-90 Corridor Plan specifically provides appropriate
zoning to ensure that the County can rebuild Factoria on its current site and on the adjacent
lower properties the County purchased for that purpose. In fact, King County Solid Waste
Division staff has worked extensively and cooperatively with Bellevue staff to secure the
permits needed to rebuild on those lower sites.

Specifically, the Council strongly urges that the ambiguous language in the draft Plan
recommendation regarding the future expansion of Factoria be removed and replaced with a
definitive statement that the County will not seek to expand the Factoria Transfer Station on
the upper Eastgate Way property now or in the future.

We look forward to continuing to work cooperatively with-you on rebuilding the Factoria
Transfer Station on the existing site. Thank you for considering the Council’'s comments on the
draft Plan recommendation.

Sincerely,

Conrad Lee
Mayor

cc: Bellevue City Council
The Honorable Dow Constantine, King County Executive
King County Council
Diane Carlson, Director of Regional Initiatives, King County Executive’s Office
Kevin Kiernan, Assistant King County Solid Waste Division Director '

Attachments:
Map of Factoria Transfer Station

Eastgate/1-90 Land Use and Transportation Project Summary
“King County Site” excerpt from 1-90 Corridor Plan



What is this project?

In Octcber 201G the Bellevue City Councll authorized the
Eastgate/I-90 Land Use & Transportation Project to identify a
long-term {to year 2030) visicn for the area. A Citizen Advisory
Council (CAC) identifled, develepad, and evaluated land use
and multi-modal transpertation concepis.

The planning process extended from November 200 to Agrii
2012, ltincluded regular monthly meetings, public cpen
‘houses, an economic development forum, enline surveys,
stakeholder interviews, and presentations to interest grougs.

The CAC’s work culminated in a “preferred
alternative” that enhances the economic vitality of
the 1-90 cerridor, provides for neighborhood refail
services, improves transportation infrastructure,
traffic flow, and travel options, upgrades the area’s
environmental aquality and visual character, and
‘supports the instilutional mission of Believue College.

What's the vision?
LAND USE

The best opportunity to expand Eastgate's economic role as
an employment center, as well as adding retail services and
some residences, is mixed-use iransit oriented development
(TOD) around the Eastgate Park & Ride and south cf the
Bellevue College (BC) campus. This area has the potential
to accommodate a substantial portion of the market demand
for additicnal office space, is suitable for mid-rise residential
development, leverages transit investmeant, and minimizes
adverse impacts to transpertation gystems. As such, the
greatest building heights and intensity are groposed at this
location, This development concept also provides a spectrum
of oppertunities for BC and creates a high visibility focus

for Eastgate with a mix of uses, multi-modal access, and
ample amenities.

Elsewhere in the corridor, redevelopment would be encouraged
by allowing larger office buildings, though iess than at the TOD
center. Increasad development potential would be offered In
exohangé for public benefits. Current restrictions on support
retail and service uses in office districts weuld be eased to
bring these conveniences cicser to places of empicyment,

- Eastgate/i-90

“ Land a0 ™a Transportatisn Praject




CITY OF BELLEVUE

“sjussaoldwl aunjenaseu apeldoidde Ag

peueddns ag ||Im sajelis)e palisiald Byl Ag pauaisiAuS Lmos

25N puUR] Ay} JeLl) SINSUA j|Im Saunseaul asay) tayialbol Ueke |
‘06| W Anordes

2|TIYSA SSBRIOUI 0] SHOKE JAYI UL 1QASM Jo Hoddng s
pue ((1oaloid preagnog 35 enusay WiggL Be)

IOPLIDT BU) j0 SSBUSAIITEINE PUE 30Ualayos [ensia pasoidul]

‘sdals Jsuel) 0] ssaooe pue suanelado ysuel; papesdn e
‘erefiseq yBnoiy

eI} ABMUDEID PUNOS-0)-SWEUNO)y ayY) 1o uops|dwo])

spoowagyBisu
Bupuncuns saleg

‘sypomlanr gpAoig pue Liemsapsd Ma|dwoo siow pue Bleg
iwewidojasap mau o) yoddns pue o) $3300Y @

'{seoInsp {0L0T TlYfel) JSLG 10 SINOqBPUNGE
epnjoul pines) sayozoidde 1I5Y) pUE SUCNIBSISIL] fRINLD
1 suiod 9yoyo sunny pue Bunsxe ol sjuswasaadul]

Buimolicy aul ssalippE sAeUIale payssld
alf} Ul papualliasal sjuawasoadiy) ucnenedsuen a0

. *aBeu ynos-yuou Buols e Bueaic
afia|lof) anas||sy pue USUss JOL 20mn) a4l '06- 19 apIs Yuod

9Ba|07 anAs(aE 0F SUO[DALUGT YIIM gny

2bp1q pugy . aacadul|
1

34} UD 13JUBD JISUBL BY) ‘0-] JO YINSS el ] AemuDsic) punog
-QISUBILINGIY SUL 6] SUSHEULOS 1USIUSAUCD SPIAtid BInom
aBpug oy “Ieyjeam 2yl woy uenosjold Joj peppe ssidousa
pUE pauap|Mm 54 PINam SYEMBRIS |, I0pLU0a siseydule gsuel
 sjeala o] alipug 39 Id pugy} oy} o) Siswisacidu sajowold
uosia uogenedsuel aU] Mdedling oL S} YA JUSISISIeD)

“s08(oid Ay} JuswL)du a1
Blipuny ainoes o) saiauafe Jaujied sy pue anss)ag Jo AIIqE a4y
unoosE ajl] yoo] eyt seeomd Builiesios 1SN0 B Jo 1N0 3504

UDIEIA SIU | SIUSWBoUBRYUR UBIsapad pue ‘sajj|joe) ajohalq

18)USD SUBH JO
BN BYEW PUE DIBALDY
Plitiliis et Pk

soulsaId SYG S5L30U)
puUE ssUsng poddng
R o

S80I SNG 'S1881)S [BO0| JO H0MSU LUSISAS ajelslaiul JuSio)
al0u pue papuedxe UB Yim {BARY 1200] pUB [euoifias aAas ey}
saifiajes vaneladsue Ag papoddns s uoisia esn pue| aly]

NOLLY LHOSSNYHL

“Bujddoys pue 'uoierodsuel] swAaiue o] Awxoad

1o afejueape Bunfe} Unooo pinom jswdajeasy [elluep)sal
1s3poly "spooylogyBiau Buipunolns pur eved Justuiopdwe
a4} 8AlSS 0] FNUIRUTD 0] 'PROUEYUS PUB paule]al ag pinom {35
sy YIGG | puB 'BhEl| slio)oe ‘Brelg slebisen ‘she||ia 1esung
B2} slajuan jrelel Bunsa rsdul sjoiyes swpdep Buponpsa)

‘deauan

e EIPE]

ysey o

sagoe-ubiy (ajefise] jo 2.o0 pasjualio-yisuel|
" - |

spoou/oqybiau
pue 5930 AquEau Jop
§80tas {IE]8) SPINDLS

JUSLULDIIAUS 83H0
Aienb 1eyBly apraoig

2 U0 pling

wawdosrap
PaUBLO-SUBL] “u

Aememe

any Fsuel

n:.:_wcmFEmuman .ﬂx
\IBIK 2Ny (Ul ”_

N JuslaAGHL| UDROSRIAN]

JusARIL| EPDW-NINE s

Justuancaduy
pezpeow-von %o
jrel) Aemuasn
pUNOS 0} SUIINOLY

Han

aBeuoy IRy {41

e

e feunprgsu}
jeuenpu: 146y

EDIBLIWOY

{enUapIsal jERIBWMIG

EXTite)

BSN PIKALL SIWOD Q

: 7 [elnleliod [enuapisay

| [Elojaliucs [epuspisey R

=

a1nsodxa Aemasl)
e 35N a¥EUI pUB
|lejas Bulsixes pajeig

Aunuitios Bupunons
iR SUCNIBULOD pug soussald
abajjog shasjjag aseaiou]

jodmars
pied ppy

salunyoddo
aseds uado yaag

10pIIGS Y| sauassid
8010 85EBI0U|

paiieeid



Residentiat mixed-use
buildings away fisjn

Stla;mvlay tha freeway
Better visinlity far with plazas n
new Beltevue College Retain . "
buildings greenbell S I

Direct padestrian
connector to center of ARY
Bellevue College
campus 7

i%&-za[lf ‘
o

Modest amount of
pedestian-oriented
commercial frontage
near transit center
High cquality
pedestrian-criented
streetscape
Universaliy-accessible
connection batwean
. 192nd Ave SE and
transit cenier in an iconic
structure

What could it look and feel like?

Building on Bellevue's “City in a Park” theme, landscaping is
emphasized to enhance corridors and frame views, such as
naturalistic landscaping in the freeway and interchange ROW
and substantial street landscaping cn several streets. The new
TOD area wilt likely be a more intense, urban character with a
pedestrian-friendly main street and landmark structures visible
from 1-20 (see image above). Finally, the Mountains to Sound
Greenway trail will add a "green” connsctor through the area.

High capacity
trapsit center

How can it happen?

The “vision” Is Just the starting point for realizing the evolution of
the corrider. General implementation strategles include:

*  Amend the City's Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Code,
Zoning Mag, and Transportation Facilities Plan.

s  Complete the environmental review,

* Balance increased development potential with public benefit
reguirements (e.g., open space, outdoor seating, affordable
hausing, bicycle facilities, etc.).

* Study allowable bullding heights and floor area ratios in
more detail to ensure the quality of future development.

* Direct a substantial porticn of the projected office and
residential growth to the Transit-COriented Development
center through Land Use Code amendments.

s Partner or continue partnering with othar agencies, service
providers, and private development (e.g., WSDOT, Metro,
Sound Transit, and Believue College).

CITY OF BELLEVUE

"Main Street” provides access
and a padesttian-orientad
sefting to new development

Strustured parking — parking
requirernents reduced to

encourage transit ridership Heavity land g
eavily landscape

SE Eastgate Way
frontage

&' wide bikeway
on south side of
SE Eastgate Way

New devslopment
. —— allowed upio 12
stories and apts
5.0 FAR with
incentives

Pedestrian and
biaycle
connections 1o
Mountain to Sound
Greenway

3\ Widened and
covered walkway

across fraeway

Mew bus slops

Access fram 142nd AVE SE

and transit flyover Vision for TOD area east of -

Park-and-Ride between {-90
and Bellevue College

Recommended improvernents fo SE 36th St include Mountains-to-
Sound Greemway Trail on north side, landscaping to buffer watkers and
bicyclists and encourage a human scale, prominent crosswalks, and
striped bike route.

¢ Investin prejects outlined in the Transportation Strategies
Report,

* Create design guidelines and “green” guidelines to ensure
high quality and sustainable private developmaent.

* Landscape the interchanges with gateway treatments.

These actions will help ensure that the Eastgate corridor will
continue be a major contributor to Bellevue's economic vitality,
provide local services and cennecticns, serve as a prominent
and visually pleasing gateway, and remain an aitractive place in
which to do business and serve the surrounding community.
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January 27, 2014

Pat McLaughlin, Director

King County Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

RE:  Bellevue City Council Comments on Draft Solid Waste Transfer Station Plan Review
New Alternatives

Dear Mr. McLaughlin;

| am writing in response to your request for comments on the draft Solid Waste Transfer Station
Plan review. This letter is in addition to the Bellevue City Council comment letter sent on
October 25, 2013. The Bellevue City Council received a briefing from King County staff on
January 27 and submits the following additional comments on the Transfer Station Plan review:

« Bellevue supports a regional solid waste system that provides facilities that are efficiently
and equitably distributed throughout King County so no areas are underserved and no
one city bears a disproportionate share of responsibility for the region’s solid waste.

* King County’s final recommendation for the number and distribution of transfer stations
must address projected growth in the northeast and must equitably distribute traffic and
road impacts.

» The final recommendation should honor the agreement between the City and the County
not to build any portion of the Factoria Transfer Station on the upper Eastgate Way
property abutting Eastgate Way; building on that site is not a compatible land use and
would conflict with the City's vision for mixed use transit oriented development around the
Eastgate Park and Ride and Bellevue College.

» Bellevue supports the current permitted design for the rebuilding of Factoria Transfer
Station and urges no more delays in beginning construction. Significant changes to the
design, such as enlarging the station, would require new permits and create
unacceptable impacts to roads and traffic in the area.

» Bellevue supports maximizing investments that have already been made in the system,
such as fully utilizing the available capacity at the Shoreline Transfer Station by
redirecting commercial hauling traffic, and finding ways to use already existing transfer
stations, through operational/service modifications if necessary.

» The final recommendation in the transfer plan review must include flexibility so the
system can be adjusted as the region experiences the results of any modified County
policies and operational or service adjustments. For example, no existing transfer
stations should be closed until it can be demonstrated that the steps taken to equitably
distribute the region’s solid waste and mitigate impacts to host cities have been
successful.

City of Bellevue offices are located at 450 - 110t Avenue N.E.




* The solid waste system comprehensive plan must include specific thresholds that will
trigger future consideration of a new northeast transfer station. These include population
growth, increased tonnage, traffic, road, or ather impacts to cities that host transfer
stations. '

- In conclusion, we look forward to continuing to work cooperatively with you on rebuilding the
Factoria Transfer Station on the existing site and developing a future system plan that works for
the entire region. Thank you for considering the Council's additional comments on the draft Plan
recommendation. '

Sincerely,

oS

Claudia Balducci

Mayor

cC: Bellevue City Council
King County Executive Dow Constantine
King County Council
Kevin Kiernan, Assistant King County Solid Waste Division Director
Diane Yates, Intergovernmental and Legislative Liaison for King County Solid Waste
Division .
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From: SWD, WebSite

Sent; Friday, November 01, 2013 2:30 PM

To: Sabrina Combs

Ce: SWD, WebSite :

Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Transfer & Waste Management Plan Review

Thank you for submitting the following comments via the Solid Waste Division website. Your message has been
forwarded to appropriate staff who will contact you shortly.

PERSONNAME: Sabrina Combs

ADDRESS: Bothell, WA 98011

EMAIL: sabrina.combs@ci.bothell.wa.us

COMMENTTYPE: Suggestion

PROGRAM: Transfer & Waste Management Plan Review ,
COMMENTS: The City of Bothell wants to thank King County Solid Waste Division for providing the Draft Solid Waste
Transfer and Export Plan. We appreciate the time and analysis that King County Solid Waste Division staff put.into the
informational meetings and the draft document.

After reviewing the draft plan, the City of Bothell recommends the Base Alternative because of the forecast for
population growth through 2040, lower collection costs and balance of services across King County. Other alternatives
without a Northeast Transfer Station are not supported because they would lead to further drive times, labor and
equipment costs for our hauler and in turn increased costs from the hauler to our residents,

However, we would like to request a change in timing for the planning and siting of the Northeast Transfer Station. In
review of the plan documents and concerns expressed by both City of Kirkland and Bellevue at the MSWMAC meeting
on October 18, 2013; it would seem advantageous for the County to plan these two stations at the same time.

The City of Bothell would also like to request that the evaluation of the Northeast Transfer Station include a review of
existing services in the area (i.e. metal recycling, processing facility for curbside recyclables, organics processing
facilities, etc.) to determine what services are needed for a transfer station in the Northeast and the size required for
this new station.

Finally, we would like to request that King County finalize the details for the rate differentials for cities that have not
sighed the Restated and Amended Interlocal agreement with King County and provide firm deadlines for signatures to
be included or to opt out. An understanding of the cities that have signed agreements would conclude that process and
enable planning. '

IMG_VERIFY: GYD

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,

Sent: 11/1/2013 2:29:53 PM



CITY OF BURIEN
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From: Craig Knutson <craigk@burienwa.gov>

Sent: Monday, Cctober 21, 2013 11:33 AM

To: Yates, Diane

Cc: Joan McGilton; Council Members

Subject: ' Transfer System Plan Comments to King County

Hello Diane,

Please accept the following comments from the City of Burien regarding the Draft Transfer System Plan Review (October
9, 2013) issued by King County. These comments are submitted on behalf of Mayor Brian Bennett and the Burien City
Council.

The City of Burien strongly endorses the draft report's recommendation of the Base Alternative, which we understand is

. King County's current plan. We understand that the Base Alternative was originally developed in 2006 and describes
new or refurbished capital facilities to the existing transfer station configuration. The Base Alternative is a complete
capital build-out of the long term transfer of solid waste for disposal and provides the greatest number of transfer
facilities, evenly distributed throughout the system so that alf users receive a uniform level of service. The Base
Alternative also minimizes environmental impacts by reducing transfer truck trips to the disposal site, carbon-emissions,
and damage to road surfaces. The City of Burien believes the Base Alternative supports the regional needs for targeted
self-haul, recycling, compaction objectives, and emergency storage, while providing the highest level of service in
comparison to all other options (Alternatives A, A%, B, C, C**, D, D** and D***),

The City of Burien strongly opposes Options C through D***, These options would adversely affect Burien's waste
collection, transfer and disposal, because they do not include the proposed South King County transfer facility.
Although, on the surface, this might appear to be a cost effective solution, all South King County waste would be
handled at the Bow Lake facility. This would slow down commetcial collection at Bow Lake and cause a significant
impact on self-haul access for our community. We are also concerned that this would eventually cause an increase in
collection costs to our ratepayers. '

The City of Burien appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments to King County Solid Waste Division and
appreciates the staff time it took to prepare all the comprehensive and detailed materials for the City's consideration.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Craig Knutson, Interim City Manager
Joan McGilton, City Councilmember
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October 16,-2013

King County Executive Dow Constanting
King County Chinook Building

401 5th Avenue, Suite 800

Seattle, WA 98104 '

RE: City of Federal Way Comments on the October 9, 2013 Draft Transfer Plan Review

Dear Executive Constantine,

The City of Federal Way appreciates the efforts King County staff made in facilitating this review in such a
timely manner. However, the :short time frame for review and comments poses challenges and makes it
difficult for cities to provide input and we recommend extending the comment. period.

The City fully supperts the Base Altermative which constructs a South County transfer station as
recomménded in thie last paragraph on Page 35 of the Draft Review The City agrees with the studys

ng County The City atso values how this recommendation helps to ensure service equity throughout the
regional system, while allowing lower costs for collection services over time,

The report shows. that Iower operating costs, i.e. fuel, equipment and labor, will more than offset the
projected capital cost of building the Base Alternative. Based on the Review’s findings, the City supports
continuing the transfér station siting process: now underway for South King County.

Thank you for considering Federal Way’s input regarding this important matter. Please contact me at
253.835.2402 or Cary Roe; P.E., Director of Parks, Public Works, and Emergency Management at
253.835.2710 if you wish to discuss this issue further. '

Sincerely, -

Seattle, WA 98104

Kevin Kiernan, Assistant Division D|rector, King County Soiid Waste Bivision; King Street:Center, 201 5 Jackson Street,
Suite 701 Seatﬂe, WA 98104

City Council Members

Pat Richardson, City Attorney

Cary:M, Roe, P. E., Director of Parks, Public Works, and Emergency Management

Day File

ki\swr\kcswd\transfer station - siting\transfer plan review.draft - city comments.docx
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CITIES OF
KENMORE, REDMOND
SHORELINE, WOODINVILLE

November 1, 2013

Christie True, Director :

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP)
201 S Jackson Street, Room 700

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

'RE: Comments on 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan Review Draft Report

Dear Christie,

The King County transfer station system must be right sized to provide appropriate solid waste services
at affordable rates. The County’s Draft Transfer Plan Review Report recommends moving forward with
the Adopted 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, called the base plan in the draft
report, with a deferral of the siting and construction of a new Northeast Transfer Station. The draft
report is vague on when work would begin on siting and construction of the Northeast Transfer Station.

We would recommend adding a requirement that work will not begin on the Northeast Transfer Station
until such time that the data supports the need for an additional transfer station to be built and that
King County Council approval for an additional transfer station shall be obtained before the County
proceeds with work on a new Northeast Transfer Station.

We would also recommend that the County explore additional options for the design of the Factoria
transfer station, including (1) handiling Household Hazardous Waste off-site at another location and re-
programming this space as part of the transfer station, {2) increasing transactional capacity without
using the Eastgate property, and (3) exploring adjacent properties other than the Eastgate property, if
the data shows that additional capacity is needed. This transfer station must be designed to meet the
needs of the system, even if that requires revisiting the design to remedy potential capacity constraints
and changes to the schedule for construction of the facility.

If additional capacity is needed during an interim time period before 2028 after older transfer stations
are closed, fully utilize the Factoria transfer station for commercial and self-haul garbage, even if
recycling needs to be handled off-site or at other transfer stations for this limited time period.
Optimizing the use of the Factoria transfer station will provide greater flexibility for the system and may
eliminate the need for an additional transfer station in the future.

With the County’s emphasis under Executive Constantine on providing cost effective and responsive
services in other areas of county government, we would recommend the County conduct an operational
review of each of the transfer stations, including the new stations. It is imperative that the County
maximize the ahility of these stations to accommodate not only the tonnage but the transactional needs
of customers prior to building and operating additional facilities.



Given the significantly reduced tonnage and cost-conscious environment that exists today, consider
providing some of the specialized recycling and other services at the newer stations that have afready
been built and can accommodate this demand. If there are time periods with capacity constraints,

consider reducing the Regional Direct Fee to encourage haulers to bypass transfer stations and bring
garbage directly to Cedar Hills.

Finally, we would recommend the County develop a rate forecast through 2040. During the discussions
between the cities and County on extending the ILA, the Solid Waste division developed a rate forecast;
this forecast projects a rate of $155 per ton during the 2029-2032 time period, with capital improvements
per the Adopted Plan financed by 20-year bonds,

The revised tonnage forecast of 860,000 tons through 2040 is slightly more than half of the 1.6 million
ton forecast that was the basis of the $155 per ton tipping fee. After 2028, there will be five less cities
participating in the County’s solid waste system and fewer customers. The capital and operational costs
of the system spread over half the tonnage and fewer customers will result in a tipping fee that is
considerably higher than the forecasted $155 per ton. As participants in the solid waste system, rate
stabilization is a paramount concern that must be given more serious consideration.

We have been provided with a rare opportunity to review a $300+ million plan for our future solid waste
transfer station system. We thought the review would be more objective and creative, involving a fresh

analytical approach to ensure that customers would be provided the best value for their money. Instead,
the review consisted primarily of defending the Adopted Plan, without supporting data and analysis, and
without any proposals for new service standards, new policies or any meaningful change to the Plan.

The County must do better to take full advantage of this opportunity to right-size the transfer station
system to provide appropriate solid waste services at affordable rates.

David Baker John Marchione ' Keith McGlashan Bernard W. Talmas
Mayor WMayor ayor Mayor

City of Kenmore City of Redmond City of Shoreline City of Woodinville
cc: King County Councilmembers

Pat McLaughlin, Director, Solid Waste Division, DNRP

Diane Carlson, Director of Regional Initiatives, King County Executive Office
Michael Huddleston, Municipal Relations Director, King County Council

Ben Thompson, Deputy Auditor, King County Auditor’s Office

Bob Thomas, Senior Principal Management Auditor, King County Auditor’s Office
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Feerary 3,2014

Christie True, Director

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks (KCDNRP)
201 S Jackson Street, Room 700

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

RE: Comments on 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan Review
- Dear Christie,

We appreciate all of the work that your staff have done in their review and analysis of transfer station
system options to ensure that the system is right sized to provide appropriate services at affordable
rates. It is clear to us that staff have not only listened to our comments and concerns, but continued
their analysis of options to address our concerns. We are pleased to learn that you will be
recommending that the Factoria transfer station re-build proceed as planned, with minor modifications,
and that you have identified options for further discussion with regional partners that do not require
building a new northeast transfer station.

‘We support proceeding with the construction of Factoria on the existing site, with minor modifications
that will atlow this transfer station to be fully utilized for solid waste tonnage as well as transactional
needs. The County has already spent over 20 million dollars designing this transfer station. The Solid
Waste Division has concluded that this transfer station can work with minor modifications. We believe it
is important to provide a definitive statement that the County will not super-size this project or expand to
the Eastgate property, since the transfer station can be modified to meet tonnage and transactional
capacity needs. We would like to add our voice of support for proceeding with this project.

The Solid Waste Division has also identified three options that would allow the system to handle future
solid waste tonnage, per the revised tonnage forecast. The Division has concluded that Factoria can
proceed without foreclosing these options. One of the options calls for redesigning and building
Factoria to be a bigger station, in essence super-sizing Factoria. 1t is not necessary to pursue this option,
as the Solid Waste Division has concluded that Factoria can meet tonnage and transactional needs with
minor modifications on the current site. Therefare, we do not support retaining this option for
continued consideration.




Christie True, Director
February 3, 2014
Page 3 0f 3

Just as we have undertaken this review of the Plan to ensure that it provides for a right-sized system
that provides appropriate services at affordable rates, the County and its’ partners will undertake
another review at an appropriate time in the future 1o again assess the solid waste infrastructure that is
needed to serve the County and its partners.

Sincerely,
David Baker John Marchione Shari E. Winstead Bernard W. Talmas
Waka,  Juiladgal (G 011y
ayor Mayor Mayor
City of Kenmore City of Redmond City of Shoreline City of Woodinville
cc: King County Councilmembers

Pat MclLaughlin, Director, Solid Waste Division, DNRP

Diane Carlscn, Director of Regional Initiatives, King County Executive Office
Michael Huddleston, Municipal Relations Director, King County Council

Ben Thompson, Deputy Auditor, King County Auditor’s Office

Bob Thomas, Senior Principal Management Auditor, King County Auditor’s Office



CITY COUNCIL

Dennis Higgins, President
220 4th Avenue South
Kent, WA 98032

an i IN 1 . Fax: 253-856-6712

PHONE: 253-856-5712

Qctober 22, 2013

King County Solid Waste Division
Attn: Pat McLaughlin, Director

201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

RE: City of Kent Comments on the October 9, 2013 Draft Transfer Plan Review

Director McLaughlin:

After reviewing the various Alternatives offered in the Transfer Plan Review
packet, it is our preference to go with the Base Plan. We strongly feel that the
South County Transfer Station is necessary to provide environmentally sound
disposal service efficiently, effectively and at reasonable rates into the future.

Without the new station to replace the Algona Station, Bow Lake would take
on a significant number of unanticipated customers. This facility was not
designed to handle the additional volume that would result if the South County
Station were not built. This would increase traffic in Kent, affecting freeways
and arterials that are already over capacity.

In addition, we find it crucial that recycling be offered at each transfer station
to reduce waste and extend the life of our last remaining landfill in King
County.

We appreciate everyone'’s efforts going through this rigorous review process
and the opportunity to comment on the Plan, and are hopeful of a successful
outcome,

Sincerely,
/ /

71
- (:‘Jt!lzfg) }é'f/fff'i?{ fr’;{_
Dennis Higgins

Kent City Council
President

& www. KentWa.gov
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

From: John MacGillivray <JMacGillivray@kirklandwa.gov>

Sent:. Tuesday, October 15, 2013 3:27 PM

To: Yates, Diane :

Cc: Pam Bissonnette; Kurt Triplett; Rob Jammerman

Subject: RE: Draft Transfer Plan Review Report - KIRKLAND COMMENTS
Attachments: Kirkland Transfer Station Resolution and Position Statement.pdf
Diane,

We would like to thank the King County Solid Waste Division for the opportunity to participate in the review of
the Solid Waste Transfer and Export Plan and recognize the Division for conducting such a thorough analysis
within a compressed timeline.

We agree with the Base Alternative recommendation. While this alternative has the highest capital cost, it
clearly provides the most value to our ratepayers and elegantly balances equity amongst all members of the
solid waste system in terms of lower collection costs, current and future system capacity, expanded and -
enhanced recycling services; environmental impacts; and self-haul for residents and businesses. We also agree
with the report’s basic assumption that any limitations on self-haul would not apply to customers with a
division charge account, such as small businesses and contractors. Finally, we concur with the report’s basic
assumption that Bellevue and the point cities will leave the solid waste system after 2028; however, we still
contend that cities that have not extended their interlocal agreements should be provided with a firm deadline
(end of 2014) to do so or be precluded from returning to the system and that any city or cities not signing an
extended ILA should be charged a rate differential to pay off its share of the bonded construction debt by
2028.

However, we strongly disagree with the proposed deferment of the closure of the Houghton Transfer Station
beyond 2021. We request that the Division provide more information in the report's recommendation on the
specific services and space that could be added to Factoria along with a justification for its request for
additional time to conduct the study. The original 2006 Transfer Plan schedule for the closure of Houghton was
2015 which was unexpectedly delayed until 2018 and then recently pushed back to 2021. On September 17,
2013, the Kirkland City Council unanimously voted to approve Resolution R-5001 (attached) which asks King
County to complete the improvements to the transfer system by 2021 and close Houghton. While we
appreciate the Division's interest in studying whether additional space and services could be added to the new
Factoria Transfer Station, any exercise undertaken to study space and additional services at Factoria could be
conducted concurrent with the design and siting process for the Northeast Transfer Station which would resuit
in the closure of the Houghton no later than 2021,

We also believe that closing the Houghton Transfer Station to commercial traffic after the opening of the new
Factoria Station would result in a rate inequity to cities in northeast King County. Hauling distancés would
temporarily increase as commercial waste would have to be diverted to Factoria and haulers would pass on the
increased hauling costs to the city rate payers through their individual contracts. Additionally, the partial
closure of Houghton to commercial traffic without a firm date for full closure suggests that the station could
remain open indefinitely to residential self-haul customers, potentially until Bellevue leaves the system in 2028,



The County needs to demonstrate that it can keep its promises made in our MOU and the adopted Transfer
Plan to the City of Kirkland and its residents in exchange for allowing repairs and infrastructure improvements
to the Houghton Transfer Station in 2009 and 2010. King County has not made the case in the materials
provided to date that Houghton needs to remain open, for either commercial or self-haul beyond the already
sighificantly extended date of 2021. We therefore request that King County begin a siting study starting in
2014 of either a new NE Transfer Station Site, or an expanded Factoria, such that the closure of Houghton can
proceed as planned. '

Best regards,

John MacGillivray

Solid Waste Programs Lead
City of Kirkland | Public Works
(425) 587-3804
jmacgillivray@kirklandwa.gov

From: Yates, Diane [mailto:Diane.Yates@kingcounty.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 2:51 PM
Subject: Draft Transfer Plan Review Report

Hello,
The draft Transfer Plan Review Report is now posted at the link below:
http://vour.kingcounty.gov/solidwaste/about/plan-review.asp

We recognized at the beginning of the transfer plan review process that the task was tall and time was short.
We want you to know that we appreciate the time commitment you made to participate in this process. We
value your input and look forward to continuing to work with you. Your input, along with the efforts of division
staff in researching and -analyzing all the alternatives, resulted in a draft report that we believe represents the
best options for the region.

The comment period is now open. Please submit comments on the draft report in writing to me. Comments
are due no later than October 23, All written comments will be considered and a final report will be
released on November 27",

Sincerely,

eﬁz'tme gﬂt&&

Intergovernmental and Legislative Liaison
Director’s Office

King County Solid Waste Division

201 So. Jackson St., Ste. 701

Seattle, WA 98104

206-477-5212
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CITY OF KIRKLAND

RESOLUTION R-5061

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND
ADOPTING A POSITION STATEMENT ON THE CLOSURE OF THE
HOUGHTON TRANSFER STATION, THE CONSIDERATION OF LIMITING
SELF HAULING AT TRANSFER STATIONS AND THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF DIFFERENT CUSTOMER CLASSES TO AVOID DISPROPORTIONATE
FINANCIAL IMPACTS ON THOSE WHO SIGNED THE AMENDED AND
RESTATED INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT THROUGH 2040.

WHEREAS, King County Solid Waste Division (KCSWD) has
owned and operated the Houghton Transfer Station in the City of
Kirkland for many years; and

WHEREAS, it has been the goal of the City to close this facility
for many years because it does not meet the majority of criteria
necessary for a safe and modern transfer station and is the only
transfer station located entirely within a residential neighborhood with
only local access; and '

WHEREAS, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Solid Waste
Advisory Committee (MSWAC), KCSWD has been formulating a Solid
Waste Transfer and Waste Export Plan that results in the closure of
the Houghton Transfer Station as well as considering alternative plans
for. handling solid waste in King County; and ‘

WHEREAS, concurrently with this effort, the County was
negotiating with a number of citles the Amended and Restated
Interlocal Agreement (Amended ILA) that would extend the duration
of the Amended ILA and by which the Cities using KCSWD facilities
would continue to be part of the KCSWD system; and

: WHEREAS, failure of some of the cities to agree to the
Amended ILA will have disproportionate financial impacts on the cities
that did sign if no differential solid waste rate is established; and

‘WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council approved the Amended
ILA on February 19, 2013, based in part on assurances by the KCSWD
that the Houghton Transfer Station would be closed and that a
differential solid waste rate would be established; and

WHEREAS, the Council wishes to present a Position Statement
to KCSWD as to its preferences In these matters,

: NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the
City of Kirkland as follows:

section 1. The City Council adopts the attached Position
Statement, which is incorporated by reference, recommending 1) to
provide the County sufficient time to site, design, construct, and
commission facilities to serve them, Bellevue and the other cities who
have elected not to extend their contracts for solid waste disposal with
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R-5001
Position Statement

CITY OF KIRKLAND

- KING COUNTY SOLID WASTE TRANSFER AND WASTE EXPORT PLAN POSITION STATEMENT

Regarding Houghton Transfer Station, Self-Hauling and Financial Impacts
September 17, 2013

The current adopted Solid Waste Transfer System Plan of 2006 is the preferred plan, having
been arrived at by significant and long regional negotiation. That Plan has been called into
question by the City of Bellevue and four satellite cities when, unlike other cities in the King
County Solid Waste (KCSW) service area, they elected not to extend their contracts with King
County for solid waste disposal beyond 2028. By not extending the contract, Bellevue and the

~ satellite cities are signaling they will be leaving the system by 2028.

The King County Solid Waste Division (KCSWD) is now not planning to include Bellevue and the
other cities’ tonnage, which comprises about 10% of the entire system and 50% of the tonnage
processed by the Factoria Transfer Station in Bellevue, Yet the KCSWD has not proposed
differential solid waste rates to account for the financial impact of these cities leaving the
system as the KCSWD continues to state hope that Bellevug and the other cities will change
positions and remain within the KCSW system. This has resulted in adverse impacts and
uncertainty to those cities that elected to extend their contracts to 2040, and In particular to the
City of Kirkland, the host of the Houghton Transfer Station. The closure of Houghton has been
predicated on the construction of Factoria and a new northeast transfer station. There needs to
be sufficient time to site, design, construct and commission operation of a transfer station, This
may take 10-15 years even though solid waste transfer stations are essential public facilities

under the Growth Management Act (GMA). Therefore, the issue of whether Bellevue and the
other cities will change their positions must be resolved.

1. Position Statement Regarding Planning Assumptions and Timing: To provide the
County sufficient time to site, design, construct, and commission facilities to serve them,
Bellevue and the other cities who have elected not to extend their contracts for solid waste
disposal with King County should be provided until the end of 2014 to extend their ILAs,
beyond which they will be precluded from returning to the system. In the meantime,
planning for cities remaining within the system will proceed without tonnages of those

leaving the system and on the assumption that Bellevue and the other cities will not be
remaining in the system after 2028.

2. Position Statement Regarding the Houghton Transfer Station: Construct the new-
Factoria Transfer Station as currently designed as soon as possible. Initiate a siting process
In 2014 for an expanded Factoria on the Eastgate property or a new northeast transfer
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station capable of handling the combined solid waste of the cities remaining in the County
system at that time that cannot be handled by the new Factoria transfer station. Complete
the expansion by 2021 and close Houghton Transfer Station.

Self-Haul Position Statement: To limit cost and subsidy of self-haul services, both
capital and operating, the KCSWD's Transfer Plan review should consider alternatives for
limiting self-haul at existing transfer stations and in the design of new transfer stations
while exploring disposal options for small business users who are not commercial haulers.
Those using self-haul services that do not belong to the KCSWD system should be
surcharged to recover the fuli cost of self-haul services.

Rate Differential Position Statement: Different customer classes should be established
by King Cotinty to ensure system users do not pay a disproportionate share of the cost of
improvements to system assets as a result of the decision by Bellevue and other cities not
to sign an Amended and Restated Interlocal Agreement through 2040, The rate differential
should be established to account for the full pay-off costs incurred for development of
KCSWD system assets prior to the end of the mid-2028 Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement
(SWIA) term. These rate differentials should reflect actual costs necessary for paying off
construction bonds issued on behalf of the KCSWD with costs apportioned to the solid waste
tonnage originating in those cities that elected to end their SWIA in mid-2028. The KCSWD
should put verification measures in place that ensure any rate differential applies only to
solid waste originating in cities that elected to end thelr ILA’s in mid-2028, regardless if solid
waste Is self-hauled or delivered by a commercial carrier. The costs of any verification

measures should be included in the overall rate differential applied to those citles that elect
to end their SWIA in mid-2028.
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King County 'should be provided a date certain in the near term
beyend which they will be preciuded from returning to the system: 2)
& new transfer station should be :constructed and the Houghton
Transfer Station. closed; 3) that King County Sofid Waste Division's
Transfer Plan review should consider alternatives for limiting self-haul
at existing and new transfer stations, while exploring disposal options
fi business. users: who are not. commercial haulers; and 4)
: stomer tlasses should be: established by King County to
1at system: users who extended contracts with King County do
not pay @ disproportionate share of the cost of improvéments to
system assets as:a result of other Cities' decisions not to extend: their

contracts for solid waste disposal with King County.

. secion 2. The City. Council authorizes the City Manager or
designee to present the attached Position Statemenit to KCSWD at its
Final Transfer Plan Review Workshop on September 27, 2013, as well
as for subsequent King County Council deliberations. '

~ Passed by majority vote of the Kirkiand City: Council in open
meeting this 17th day of September; 20130 '

Signed. in authentication thereof this 17¢h day of September,

2013




October 29, 2013

Executive: Dow Constantine
King County: Chinook. Building:
401 5th Ave, Suite 800 '
Seattle, WA 98104

RE: CITY OF KIRKLAND SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS
ON TRANSFER STATION PLAN REVIEW RECOMMENDATION

Dear Executive Constantine:

' Thank you fOr the extended opportunlty to prowde comments on the recommendahons' made in

Transfer P_Ean Review' (attac_h.e.d)_ On. _October 16 2013 Iq_r_kian_d staff _submltted c_omments on.
the Transfer Plan recommendation to the Solid Waste D’fVis’ion'via-emai_i_ (attached). Atthe
October 18, 2013 Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee (MSWAC) meeting, Kirkland
staff verbally reiterated our comments to the County and the MSWAC membership.

) We generally‘support the recommendatlon in the draft transfer plan of proceedmg wrth the

below from the draft transfer pian creates a serious cause of concern

TRANSFER PLAN: REVIEW RECOMMENDATION:
“Based on ana!ys;s of the a/ternattves and pmﬁmmary stakeho/a’er feedback the Division

optians to further mrtrgate impacts on the Houghton ne{qhborﬁoad [ emphasls
added]. Mitigation could include closing Houghtori to commercial traffic between opening the
new Factoria and final closure of Houghton [no date provided]. The project to site a new

" facility in the.south county to réplace the Algona Transfer Station would continue as scheduled,
777!5 vaﬂaﬂon on the Base A/ternarrve recognrzes the value of a regional system that provides.

Station shouid be closed as prom:sed by 2021 in observance of ng County S f' irm commitment
‘to Kirkland in its 2005 Memorandum of Understanding and in the 2006 adopted Transfer
System Plan. Please accept our supplementary comments below:

123 Fifih Avenve. % Kirklond, Washington 95033-6189 € 425.587.3000 8 TTY 425.587.8111 ® www.cikirkland.wa.us



Letter to Executive Constantine
October 29, 2013
Page 2

'# ‘We urge the Caunty to begin'the siting process for the NE Transfer Station in 2014 in
earnest to ensure that construction is:completed by 2021-and the Houghton Transfer
Station closed.

= By the County’s own admission, construction of the new Factoria Transfer Station as
currently designed will hot handle all the tonnage and services for northeast’ King County
even when Bellevue leaves the system. A new NE transfer station, or an expanded
Factoria Transfer Station, will be. required in any case

» By the County’s own admission, it:will take at feast 3 years to do a siting study with or
without including an expansion of the Factoria Transfer Station. It will then take 2 years

for desugn and perm;ts and 2 years to bu:ld fora total of 7 years, If initiated in- 2014

scheduie by 2021 Delays for further studles can: onEy delay the closure of the Houghton:
Transfer:Station,

new NE Transfer Statlon as compared to an expans:on of Factorla are not mutually
exclusive,

The City of Kirkland has been an accommodating host to a ng County transfer station for well
over: 50 years and our resndents and busmesses have en]oyed its f nanc:al and convenience

and odors in a rassdentlal nelghborhood Whate Klrk!and rema:ns ﬁrmiy commltted to fulf Ihng

re5|dents affected by the facnllty have _b_e.e.n .pr_o_mlsed lts c!osure by 2021 Mitngatlon at the
Houghton Transfer Station is not what was promised. Closure is. Please remove any ianguage
in the Transfer Plan Review recommendation that would defer a siting: study of a new NE
Transfer Station thereby risking delay of the closure of the Houghton: Trahsfer Station beyond
2021, and take actions in accord with this direction,

Sincerely,

_Clty of Kirkland.




Letter to Executive Constantine

Attachments (2)

Cer

Kirkland: City: Council

Kurt Triplett, Kirkland City-Manager

Marilynne Beard, Kirkland Deputy City Manager
Pam:Bissonnette, Kirkland: Interim Public Works Director




CITY OF KIRKLAND

From: Yates, Diane.

To:.  John MacGily

Subjact: RE: Draft: Transfer: Plan. Review Report ~ KIRKLAND COMMENTS
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2013 9111:15 AM

Thanks Johin,

Fromi John MacGillivray: [maifto:IMacGillivray@kirklandwa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2013 3:27 PM

To: Yates; Diane

Cc: Pam Bissonnette; Kurt Triplett; Rob Jammerman: S
Subject: RE: Draft Transfer Plan Review Report = KIRKLAND COMMENTS

Diane,.

We-wauld like to thank.the King County Solid Waste Division for the opportumty to-participate
in the review of the Solid Waste Transfer and Export Plan and recognize the Division for
conducting such a thorough analysis within a compressed timeline. .

We agree wrth the Base Aitematlve |ecommenc§at|on WhiEe thls alternanve has the hrghest

: future system capaoty expanded and enhanced recydmg sarvices; enwronmental mpacts and
.Se!f haul for re5|dents and bus nesses. We afso agree WIth the reports basu: assumptlon that

Bel!evue and the polnt cities WI” Ieave the sohd waste system after 2028 however we still
contend that cities that have not extended their interlocal agreemenits should be provided with
a ﬁrm deadhne (end of 2014) to do SO or be precluded from returmng to the system and that

repori 5 recommenda‘moh on the specn‘lc services and space that could be added to ?ac{orla
along with g justification for its request for additional time to conduct the study. The criginal
2006 Transfer Plan:schedule for the closure of Houghton was 2015 which-was unexpectedly
delayed untll 2018 and then recently pushed back o 2021 On September 17, 2013, the

Houghton While we apprecxate the' Duwsmns nnterest in studying whether additlonal space and
services could be added to the hew Factoria Transfer Station, any exercise undertaken to study
space arid additional services at Factoria could be canducted concurrent with the design and
siting process for the Northeast Transfer Station which would: resuitin the closure of the
Houghton no Jater than 2021,

We also.believe that closing the:Houghtan Transfer Station to commercial traffic after the
opening of the new Factoria Station would resultin a rate inequity te cities in. northeast ng
County. Hauling distances would temporarily increase as cornmiercial waste would have to be
diverted: to Factoria and haulers would-pass on the increased hauting: costs to the city: rate



payers through their individusl contracts. Additionally, the partial closure of Houghton to
Cﬂmmerc:al traffm wrthout & firm. date for ful closure suggests that ’the sta‘ucn could remain

2028,

The Colnty needs to demonstrate that it can’ keep: its promises made in.our MOU and the
adopted Transfer Plan 10 the City.of Kirkland and its tesidents in exchange for allowing repairs
and mfrastmcturc ;mprovemem“s to the Houghton Tra nsfer Stat[on in 2069 and 2010 ng

remain open for exther commermai or- reh‘ haui beyond the a!ready SIme cantiy extended date
of 2021, We therefore request that King County begin:a siting. study starting in 2014 of either a
new NE Transfer Station Site, or an expanded Factoria, such that.the closure of Houghton can

proceed as planned,

Best regards,

John MacGilfivray
Solid Waste Programs Lead:

- City of Kirkland | Public Works
(425} 587 3804

From: Yates, Diane [mallto: Diane.Yates
Sent: Wednesday, October 09; 2013 2 51 PM

Hellg,
The draft Transfer Plan Review-Report is now posted at the link below:

We recognized-at the beginning of the transfer plan review process that the task was tall
and time was short We wara't you to know that we appreciate the time 'commitrnent' -'yOu

The comment period is now open. Please submit comments on' the draft report in writing
to me. Comments are due no later than October 23“’ All written-commentswili be

Sincerely,



rﬁ{me gtztew
* Intergovernmental and Legislative Ligison

206-477-5212




CITY OF KIRKLAND

RESOLUTION R-5001

A RESOLUTION. OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND-
ADOPTING A POSITION STATEMENT ON THE CLOSURE OF THE
HOUGHTON TRANSFER STATION, THE CONSIDERATION OF LIMITING
SELF HAULING AT TRANSFER STATIONS AND THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF DIFFERENT CUSTOMER CLASSES TO AVOID DISPROPORTIONATE
FINANCIAL IMPACTS ON THOSE WHO SIGNED THE AMENDED AND
RESTATED INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT THROUGH 2040,

WHEREAS, King County Solid Waste Divislon (KCSWD) has
owned and ‘operated the Houghton Transfer Station in the City of
Kirkland for many years; and _

WHEREAS, it has been the goal of the City to close this facility

for many: years: because it does not meet the: majority .of criteria
‘necessary- for a safe and modern transfer station and Is the only
transfer station located entirely within & residential neighborhood with
. only local access; and
WHEREAS, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Solid Waste
Advisory Committee (MSWAC), KCSWD has been formulating a Solid
Waste Transfer and Waste Export Plan that resuits in the closure of
the Houghton Transfer Station as well as considering aitermative plans
for handling solid waste In King:County; and.

WHEREAS, concurrently with this effort, the County was
negotiating with a number of cities the Amended and Restated
Interlocal Agreement (Amended ILA) that would extend the duration
of the Amended ILA and by which the. Cities. using KCSWD facilities
would continue to be.part of the KCSWD system; and

WHEREAS, failure of some of the cities to agree to the
Amended ILA will have disproportionate financlal impacts on the citles
that did sign if no differential solid waste rate is established; and

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council approved the Amended
ILA on February 19, 2013, based in part on assurances by the KCSWD
that the Houghton Transfer Station would be closed and that a
differental solid waste rate would be established; and

WHEREAS, the Council wishes to present & Position Statement

. to. KCSWD as to Its preferences in these matters,
~ NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the
Clty of _K:Iﬂslar__!d as follows:

~ Section 1. The City Councll adopts the attached Position
Statement, which:is incorporated by reference, recommending 1) to
provide the County sufficient time to site, design, construct, and

- commission facilities to serve them, Bellevue and the other cities who



N

i

R-5001
Position Statement

CITY OF KIRKLAND
KING COUNTY SOLID WASTE TRANSFER AND WASTE EXPORT PLAN: POSITION STATEMENT

Regarding Houghton Transfer Station, Self-Hauling and Financlal Impacts
September 17, 2013

The current adophed $D|ld Waste Transfer System 'Pian of'20’06 is: the preferred plan, havlng
questlon by the City of Bellevue and four satellite clties"wnen, unlike other cities in the King
County. Solld Waste. (KCSW) servlce area, they elected not to extend their contracts with. King

satelllte cl_ti_es ar_e sign_al_ing_t_hey will be leavln_g the system by 2028

The: King County Solid Waste Division. (KCSWD) Is now not planning to include Bellevue and the
other citles’ tonnage, whlch compfises about 10% of the entire system and 50% of the tonnage-

C_lt_y of_Klrk_ia_nd_ t_he host of the Houghton_'l_'rans_fer_ _S_tation 'T_h_e_ closure of Houghton has heen
predicated on the construction of Factoria and a.new: northeast transfer station. There needs to
be sufficlent time to site, design, construct and commission operation of a transfer station, This
may take:10-15 years even though solid waste transfer stations are essential public facllities
under the Growth Management Act (GMA) Therefore, the issue of whether Bellevue and the

1. Position Staeement Regarding Planning Assumptions and Timing: To provide the
County suii‘iclent time to site, deslgn, construct, and commisslon facllltles to serve them,

: dispoeal with Klng County should be pmvlded until the end of 2014 to extend thelr ILAs
'bevond which they wiEI be preciuded from returning to the system In the meantime, '

2, _-Position Statement: Regandlng the Houghton Transfer soation- Construct the new:



:

3

R-5001
Position Statement

stal:lon capable of handllng the comblned solld waste of the citles: remalmng in the County

whlle expioring disposa! options for small buslness users who are not commerc!al haulers.
“Those using self-haul services that do not: belong to the KCSWD system should be-

-surcharged to recover the full cost of self-haul services,

‘Rate Differential Position Statement: Different customer classes should be established
by King County to ensure system users do not pay a disproportionate share of the cost of
lmprovements to system assets asa result of the declslon by Bellevue and other dties. not

sotid waste originating in citia that elected to end thelr ILA's In mld-2028, regardless if solad
‘waste Is self-hauled or delivered by a-commercial cartier. The costs of any verfication
measures should be included in the overall rate differential applied to those cities that elect
to:end their SWIA in mid-2028,



R-5001

King County should be. provided a date certain in the near term
beyond which they. will be precluded from returning to the system; 2)
a new transfer station .should be constructed and . the Houghton
Transfer Station closed; 3) that King County Solid Waste Division’s

Transfer Plah 'rewew should consid" ‘alternatives. fur hrmtmg self-haul

Ei%lished E}y Kng CGLEE’}W m
ontracts with King County do
‘the cost of improvements {o

e'ﬁ_ iam fie%: 1o extend their-

: ‘thi:‘it ﬁystem u&aﬁs ho
Aot pay a_ ﬁtﬁp?ﬁﬁ@fﬁi

desig eefcx gres&nt th
Final Transfer Plan Rewl
as for sulsssquent Ki ng Cunt

meeting this 17.th.day; of Sep"tembe'r;:

2013.




Mayor
Mary Jane Goss

17425 Ballinger Way NE

Lake Forest Park, WA 98155-5556
Telephone; 206-368-5440

Fax: 206-364-6521

E-mail: cityhall@ciJake-forest-park.wa.us
www.eityoflfp.com

Councilmembers
Don Fiene

. Tom French

Jeff R. Johnson
Sandy Koppenol
Robert B.1ce
Catherine Stanford
John A. B. Wright

INCORPORATED 1951

October 22, 2013

Mr. Pat D. Mclaughlin

Solid Waste Division Director

King County Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Mclaughlin:

The City of Lake Forest Park appreciates the efforts King County staff made in facilitating this review in
such a timely manner. However, the short time frame for review and comments poses challenges and
makes it difficult for cities to provide input and we recommend extending the comment period.

The City fully supports the Base Alternative, which constructs new transfer stations in Factoria,
Northeast and South County. The City agrees with the study's findings that clearly support adequate
solid waste transfer capacity for the growing population of both south and northeast King County. The
City also values how this recommendation helps to ensure service equity throughout the regional
system, while allowing lower costs for collection services over time.

The report shaws that lower operating costs, i.e., fuel, equipment and labor, will more than offset the
projected capital cost of build the Base Alternative, Based on the Review's findings, the City supports
continuing the transfer station siting process now underway for all of King County.

Sincerely,

Moy fens/ oo

Mary Jane Goss
Mayor

cel City Council
Pete Rose, City Administrator




The “ity njﬁ

P.C:. Box 320+ 22017 SE Wax Road » Maple Valley, WA 98038
Phone: 425-413-8800 » Fax: 425-413-4282

November 5, 2013

King County Executive Dow Constantine
King County Chinook Building

401 5™ Ave. Suite 800

Seattle, WA 98104

RE: City of Maple Valley Comments on the Draft Solid Waste Transfer Plan Review
Dear Executive Constantine:

The City of Maple Valley appreciates the work done by King County Solid Waste Division staff
in facilitating the 2013 review of the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan.

Maple Valley supports the Base Alternative as recommended by the Solid Waste Division.
Other alternatives that call for no Northeast or South County transfer station would result in
increased collection costs to ratepayers in areas that are forecasted to experience the largest
population growth through 2040,

The Base Alternative recognizes the value of a regional systern that provides equivalent services
to all system users. The City of Maple Valley supports the Solid Waste Division in moving
forward with the South County transfer station siting process that is currently underway.

Thank you for considering the City of Mapie Valley’s comments,

Sincern ely
"""""" g

William (Bill} Allison, Mayor
City of Maple Valley

C: Larry Gossett, Chair, Metropolitan King County Council
Reagan Dunn, Metropolitan King County Councilmember
Pat Mclaughlin, Director, King County Solid Waste Division
Kevin Kiernan, Assistant Director, King County Solid Waste Division
Diane Yates, Infergovernmental Liaison, King County Solid Waste Division
City of Maple Valley Councilmembers




Deriis Law
Mayor

May@r‘s Ofﬁce '

- October 31, 2013

- Mr, Pat D, McLaughlin, Director .

- King County Solic. Waste Division
+201 South Jackson Str’ee’t Suite 701
'Seatﬂe WA 981034

RE:  Draft Transfer System Plan

Dear Mr. McLaughlin:

'Tha.n_k you for hasting the recent wnrkshdps forinterested stakeholders that provided
“contextfor the review of the King County tr‘a’qs:fér:system._ Itis clear that a tremendous
staff effort w'a's made. to pm&ide new data and a thorcﬁugh ana'!’ysis"of altematlves tr.é the_

'- Pian was performed

Now that we. have completed ou'r'revie'w.df the Draft Transfer Plan Review dated

. ~ October 9, 2013, Renton’s Admm:stratlon confidently lends our support to the Base .

_Alternatwe as criginally proposed. Please’ note that this letter does not indicate
Renton $ position as established by the Renton City Council: The City Council will not
'have established a pcsntion by the November 1 due date for these comments

Wi;th the Renton f’o-rm:a:i:-t_ransfer.staition s_chedul:ed to (:1105@ in- 2018, the c_ity of 'R.-ehton' is

interested in maintaining comprehensive recycling and disposal services for its residents

and businesses with equitable costs shared across the’ syster.- Because the mty of

Renton is uniguely located equidistant between the Bcw Lake and Factoria transfer .

stations, it is important that we maintain access to facilities that adequately serve our

- customers and that meet all of the level of servlce standards deveiaped in consensus
with reg:enai stakeholders : ‘

Whlle we recogmze the Bow Lake tranafer station i campleted and currentiy prov:des
full service, it is important to our residents and: businesses that the Factoria transfer
i_stat:an be built as currently designed and permitted with a projected opening of
expanded: garbage service {2016) and recyc e sefvice (201?) before the Renton transfer
station is closed. Additionally, we recognize the 1mportance of pursuing both the -
Northeast and South County transfer stations in ord erto provzde equitable sarv:ces in

. RentonCityHall » "1055 South GradyWay e Renton,Washington 98057 # rentomwa.gov
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areas of ng County that are projected to experience. ‘the grea‘tes*t popuiat:on growth,
Not building these two fac;h’mes will place additional burden on existing facilities and
cause collection rates to increase for Renton customers, as well as for other South
‘County communities that would to be disproportmnately ;mr}acted by the increased
distance to avatlable transfer stations,

In closmg, would fike to thank: the King County Solid Waste Division for the opportunity

to provide Renton's voice in this important discussion about the future of our region’s
solid waste transfer and disposal system.

Sincerely,

[otol Renton City Counclimgmbears
Jay Covingtar, Chief Administrative Officer
Grege Zimmearman, P.E., Public Works Administrator:
Lys Hornsby, P.E., Utifity Systems firegtor
Linda Knight, Solid Wiste Coordinator
Kevin Kiernan, King County Solid Waste Assistant Division Director _
Diane Yates, king County Solid Waste Division Intergoverfirhental Liaisan

13099 -




48G0 South 188" Street
SeaTac, WA 98188-8605

City Hall; 206.973.4800
Fax: 206.973.4809
TDD: 206.973.4308

Mayor
Tony Andersor

Deputy Mayor
Mia Gregerson

Councilmembers
Barry Ladenburg
Rick Forschier
Tetry Anderson
Dave Bush

Pam Femald

City Manager
Todd Cutts

Assistant City Manager
Gwen Voelpsl

City Attorney
Mary Mirante Barolo

City Clerk
Kristina Gregg

October 23, 2013 Via Email
Ms. Diane Yates

Intergovernmental Liaison

King County Solid Waste Division

201 S. Jackson St. Suite 701

Seattle, WA 98104

Subject: City of SeaTac Comments

October 9, 2013 Draft Transfer Plan Review

Dear Ms, Yates,

The City of ScaTac wishes to express its appreciation for the efforts of the King
County staff in quickly responding to the call to review the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer
and Waste Management Plan. We do recognize, however, the review and comment
period is challenging for cities to respond. Therefore, we respectfully request
extending the comment period. '

While the Bow Lake Transfer Station is technically located in the City of Tukwila, just
beyond our city boundary, we in SeaTac are acutely aware of its tight entrance. The
left turn pocket off of Orillia Rd. S. is less than 100 feet long. Traffic operations
undoubtedly would reach unacceptable levels if Bow Lake were to serve the entire
south county.

The City is in full support of the Base Alternative as recommended in the Transfer
Plan Review. It avoids over burdening Bow Lake and provides lower operating costs
for ratepayers. We also support the Review’s recommended measures to reduce future
expenditures and identify potential cost savings for each new facility.

Thank you for considering SeaTac’s comments on the draft Review. If you have any
questions, please contact Public Works Director Tom Gut at (206) 973-4741.

C: KCC Julia Patterson
KC SW Division Director Pat McLaughlin
Mayors of Burien, Des Moines, Federal Way, Normandy Park, Tukwila
SeaTac City Councilmembers
City Manager Todd Cutts
Public Works Director Tom Gut

The Hospiiality City




6200 Southcenter Boulevard » Tukwila, Washington 98188 Jim Haggerton, Mayor

Octaber 22, 2013

Mr, Pat Mclaughlin

Director, Solid Waste Division

201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, WA 98104

RE: 2013 Draft Transfer Plan Review

Dear Mr. McLaughlin,

The City of Tukwila appreciates King County’s efforts’in facilitating the comprehensive review of the
2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Pian (Transfer Plan). We compliment the County’s
Solid Waste Division Staff for conducting the review process in a collaborative, professional and
transparent manner.

The City has reviewed the October 8, 2013 draft Transfer Plan Review Report. The following
comments/recommendations are submitted for consideration:

The short public comment period creates challenges for stakeholders to brief elected officials
and obtain feedback prior to the October 23, 2013 public comment expiration date, Extending
the public comment period for a week would be helpful.

Tukwila fully supports the Salid Waste Division’s recommendation to proceed with a variation
of the Base Alternative that includes siting and construction of a South County Transfer Station,
We are extremely concerned with the consequences of any alternative that eliminates a new
South County Transfer Station. As highlighted in the review, any system configuration that does
notinclude a new South County facility would create operational problems at the Bow Lake
Transfer Station, increase collection costs for South King County residents and businesses, and
would not accommadate the heavy population growth that is forecasted in the South County
area,

Thank you for cdnsidering City of Tukwila's input regarding this important matter. Please call me at
206-433-1805 if you have any questions.

cc: Tukwila City Council Members
Bob Giberson, Public Works Director _
Diane Yates, King County Solid Waste Divislon,.201 S Jackson St, Suite 701, Seattle, WA 98104




October 21, 2013

Mr. Pat McLaughlin, Solid Waste Division Director

King County Solid Waste Division e .

201 S. Jackson Street, Ste. 701 | | néofrf&imﬁ'?ﬁfs‘frﬂﬁmfn"?ffﬁﬁi%”iifi
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. McLaughlin:
RE: Revised King County Solid Waste Transfer Plan

The City of Woodinville makes the following comments regardmg the Revised King County
Solid Waste Transfer Plan,

1. The impacts of constructing and operating a new Northeast Transfer Station are significantly
understated and essentially ignored in the report. It is obvious, even to a casual observer, that
enlarging and/or modernizing an existing Transfer Station has significantly fewer impacts
than building a new facility in a completely different community.

. 2. The ability to use existing transfer stations (particularly an expanded Factoria Station) to
accommodate future waste flows has not been adequately considered. It is entirely 1ikely that
expansion or modernization of existing facilities could accommodate future growth in the
Northeast Region. It is also possible that transporting waste to these facilities will be
financially and environmentally more beneficial than building a new Northeast Transfer

- facility. :

3. A new Northeast Transfer facility should not be pursued until it can be objectively
demonstrated there is a need for the facility and there are no reasonable alternatives. As
mentioned above, this evaluation should consider the cost of transporting waste to existing
facilities that have been expanded/modernized. Affected communities should determine
‘whether they are willing to accept the additional transportation costs or the additional costs
and impacts of a new Northeast Transfer facility.

4. If a new Northeast Transfer facility is warranted, it should be located in a community where

the majority of waste is generated. This provides a clear link to the need and fairly assigns
the burden to those who create it. ‘

5. If a new Northeast Transfer facﬂlty is warranted, it should only be located in jurisdictions
- which offer to host it, otherwise, existing facilities should be expanded or modernized.

6. If a new Northeast Transfer facility is warranted, it should not be located in Woodinville.
Woodinville already shoulders a disproportionate burden for the regional waste management
infrastructure system. Woodinville has a regional recycling center that accepts waste streams
from at least 36 municipal agencies covering six counties. Additionally, immediately on our
northern boundary is the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility that serves the
greater King County and southern Snohomish County areas. Clearly, from an environmental
justice basis, Woodinville has already paid its fair share to the region.

17301 133rd Avenue NE » Woodinville, WA 98072-8534
425-489-2700 « Fax; 425-489-2705, 425-489-2756

@ printed on recyeled paper



Mr. Pat McLaughlin
October 21, 2013
Page Two

While we appreciate the effort to update this study, it commits to a course of action that may be
seriously flawed and which could result in the unnecessary expenditure of hundreds of millions
of dollars.

Respectfully subrmitted,

CITY OF WOODINVILLE

Y.

Bernard W. Talmas

Mayor

co.  King County Executive
King County Council
Sound Cities Association
Woaodinville City Council

Woodinville City Manager
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From: D.avid Baker <dbaker@kenmorewa.gov> BAKER DAVID

Sent: Friday, October 18, 2013 9:29 AM (SOLID WASTE ADVISORY
To: Yates, Diane COMMITTEE)

Subject: Transfer plan

Diane,

-As a member of SWAC and MSWMAC | would like to see this process move forward. A lot of time and effort has been
put into this and it is time to move forward with the adopted transfer plan. A lot of time and money has been spent to
date and we need to focus our attention on other issues.

I am speaking for myself and not on behalf of my City or any group or committee.

David Baker

Please be aware that email communication with Council Members or City staff is a public record and is subject to
disclosure upon request.




GARBER JEAN

(SOLID WASTE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE)

Jean Garber Comments on Draft Transfer Plan Review

First, | want to make it clear that although | am Chair of SWAC, the following comments on the Draft
Transfer Plan Review report of October 9, 2013 are mine alone and are not intended to reflect the
consensus of SWAC as a group.

1. I'would like to thank Solid Waste Division staff for conducting such a thorough, well organized
analysis of Transfer Plan alternatives, and for their prompt data-based responses to questions
posed at the workshops. '

2. 1strongly believe that the County should implement a Transfer Plan that equitably distributes :
recycling and solid waste disposal services, and their attendant costs and environmental
impacts, to ratepayers throughout the County. To that end, | concur with the analysis and :
recommendation in the Draft Transfer Plan Review report — that is, to proceed with a variation
of the Base Alternative. Under that recommendation, the Solid Waste Division would have
flexibility to reevaluate the timing and scope of a new Northeast recycling and transfer station,
while proceeding to build the Factoria station as currently designed and continuing the current
efforts to site a new station in the south county. The Division would also evaluate further
options to mitigate impacts on the Houghton neighborhood while that facility remains open.

3. Under the approach recommended in the Draft Transfer Plan Review report, [ believe the
Division should not delay siting a Northeast transfer and recycling facility any longer than
necessary to determine whether its design could be affected by adding some additional space
and services to Factoria. If the siting of a Northeast facility is delayed too long, traffic and
associated impacts at the new Factoria facility could exceed the levels evaluated in the EIS on
that facifity.

4. | believe the Division should continue to provide self-haul services at all its transfer and
recycling facilities. Provision of self-haul services helps make these facilities a community
asset. In addition, the ability to remove recyclable materials from self-haul loads is essential if
the County is to meet its goal of 70% recycling.

5. Ibelieve there should be a strong emphasis on value engineering in recycling and transfer
station design, and that new facilities should have the flexibility to handle changes in waste-
stream tonnage and composition.

6. |believe a system of recycling and transfer facilities equitably distributed throughout the
county will provide for cost-effective solid waste management regardless of what disposal
option is selected when the Cedar Hills Landfill closes.



Transfer and Waste Management Plan Review Comments

Prepared by: LIVINGSTON KEITH

(SOLID WASTE ADVISORY

Keith Livingston COMMITTEE) i

King County Solid Waste Advisory Committee
Interested Citizen
Federal Way, WA

October 16, 2013

First let me thank the staff for preparing all the materials necessary for three public review
workshops and managing the presentation of these materials in a format that allowed a courteous
exchange of information and ideas. Their work on reviewing the Transfer Station Plan was
initiated by King County Ordinance 2013-0258, Version 2. This Ordinance opened a discussion
process on the Solid Waste Transfer Plan that was adopted in 2007.

Plan Review Comments — Based on Workshop #3 and Staff Recommendation

| concur with the recommendation made by the King County Solid Waste Division, which is as
follows: '

‘Proceeding with a variation of the Base Alternative which would include deferring the
opening date of the new Northeast transfer station so that the Division can assess the

- timing and potential phasing of the new station. This recommendation would proceed
with construction of the new Factoria station as currently designed, while studying
whether additional space and services could be added to the new Factoria station that
could affect a new Northeast station. With flexibility in the timing and scope of a new
Northeast facility, the division would also evaluate options to further mitigate impacts on
the Houghton neighborhood. Mitigation could include closing Houghton to commercial
traffic between opening the new Factoria and final closure of Houghton. The project to
site a new facility in the south county to replace the Algona Transfer Station would
continue as scheduled. This variation on the Base Alternative recognizes the value of a
regional system that provides equivalent services to all system ratepayers.”

Ultimately the solid waste management needs of the County, supporting cities, self and
commercial haulers are best served in the present and well into the future by having a robust and
modern transfer station system. | believe the base option, with the modifications identified,
provides the best service potential and resource flexibility to service King County’s Inter Locall
Agreement member cities. As the process goes forward | add the following planning
considerations for the system.

- Assure that the transfer station system has capability to manage tonnage growth in
- excess of current projections. :

- Assure that as new transfer stations are designed and come online, they are designed to
accommodate potential changes in material handling, transport methodologies and
changes in waste stream characteristics necessary for the next generation disposal
process chosen to replace Cedar Hills Landfill.

- Assure that waste diversion capability is maximized within the transfer system to
facilitate achieving State recycling goals.



Management of capital costs is always a S|gnif|cant factor in making these types of decisions.
When it became clear that:

* the projected monthly cost for the Base Option is reasonable at $1.08 per
household;
capital costs are fixed;

« this cost difference was basically sixteen cents more than Options A and B per
month for a strategically complete system;

_+ that hauling cost increases would be minimized for collection haulers and their

customers;

e Options C and D along with their alternates were not functionally suitable in the
opinion of this writer; and for those reasons,

* it became realistic and logical to support the Base Option.

This study also validated the work done previously by the King County Solid Waste Division and
its reviewing bodies when they developed the existing Transfer Station Plan, which King County
adopted in 2007. One of the overall goals of elected officials is to assure that costs are properly
monitored and that service capability is designed to match the needs of current and projected
service capacity, and the Base Option meets that criteria.

While not discussed at any of the review sessions, I'd like to reiterate to all concerned that solid
waste disposal is uniquely a public health function. | recognize that as a service, solid waste
collection and disposal has diversified into a multi-stream materials management operation. The
challenge of meeting the State’s goal of 70% recycling of the total waste stream will require a lot
of service coordination, public education and creative use of the County’s Transfer Stations.
However, the underlying public health function of the County’s solid waste system needs to _
always be a primary consideration as part of the planning, education and communication efforts
undertaken by the system.

An element that was never very far from the surface at each of the review sessions was the
challenge of Transfer Station siting. Solid waste facilities, unfortunately, often have a negative
stigma that mobilizes the “NIMBY” (not in my back yard) factor. Therefore, to overcome this
stigma the responsibility is on the County and each of us as participants in the process to work
diligently to make each of the Stations, when sited and built, become not just a valued asset and
resource in the greater community, but work to have them be valued by those who are affected
by living or working in general proximity to these facilities. Job one going forward with the
system’s development is to assure these facilities function as good neighbors and be valued as
an economic benefit within the cities and neighborhoods where they are located.

Having a state of the art transfer station system will give the County the ability to enter into next
generation disposal discussions knowing that it has the flexibility to continue working on achieving
the state’s waste minimization goals, continue meeting its public health obligations, while having
the capability and capacity to meet current and future collection needs as the County transitions
to a new disposal paradigm.

Respectfully submitted,
Keith Livingston

King County SWAC
October 18, 2013




SCHMIDT-PATHMANN PHILIPP
(SOLID WASTE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE)

Comment to the King County Transfer Plan Review Report
10-22-2013
To Pat McLaughlin, King County Solid Waste Division Director:

Thank you for all your efforts and leadership on the King County Transfer Station
Review Report and the 3 workshops that you and your team put together.

This is an official comment to the current planning process:

As a citizen of King County, a father of two children, as the Director of the NPQ Zero
Landfill Initiative and as a waste management professional I strongly recommend
that utmost attention will be given to finding suitable alternatives to landfilling our
resources.

We are still looking at our waste management infrastructure from the perspective of
a disposal-oriented society. Waste is not waste, it is a resource of materials and
energy that should not be ‘wasted’ in landfills as these engineered structures will
fail (US EPA) and our taxes and resources will have to fix what could have been
prevented in the first place.

Research has indicated that 1000s of jobs could be created in King County, millions
of USD would be retained in the local King County economy, natural resources
would be protected and 100,000s (US$ 3-5 million of carbon credits using 3¢,
California draft § value of $15/C02 credit) tons of climate damaging greenhouse
gases (GHGs) would be avoided each year if we stop landfilling and instead promote,
engage and develop alternatives to landfilling. Example Germany: by moving away
from landfilling Germany created more than 350,000 jobs, retains over Euro 75
billion (over US$ 100 billion annually) in the local economies and keeps between
30-70 million tons annually of CO2/Greenhouse Gas equivalent from further
entering our atmosphere.

Part of achieving the objective of moving away from landfilling is deciding on how
we build and mange our transfer stations.

As a participant of the 3 workshops, and from conversations with many cities of
King County, I am very concerned that we are focusing on waste export to landfills
to other parts of our state, into neighboring states or even to other countries rather
than developing a comprehensive resource oriented infrastructure where landfills
are considered cutdated and not sustainable.

The majority of the hauling companies serving King County and surrounding area
also own and operate their own landfills and have a vested interest in movmg as
much tonnage as possible to their landfills.




Cedar Hills, the last remaining open King County landfill, is estimated to close in
approximately 2024. Experience has taught me that you cannot start a process
early enough addressing what to do once this occurs. The planning process is a very
slow process with many opinions and positions.

As a prerequisite to the planning process for our transfer stations, we need to
identify adequate alternatives to the ‘export to another landfill’ option. This process
needs to be a key component of the King County Strategic Plan and will greatly
assist in the ‘how to” and ‘where’ of potential transfer stations and their replacement
or rebuild,

The process of how materials would be received at the transfer station as well as
where they would go cannot adequately be addressed or planned until it becomes
part of the structure itself. This again is only possible if a direction has clearly been
identified.

[urge to halt any further development unless it is to protect the safety of the
workers and customers as well as to allow continuous operations. Such options
would be substantially less expensive ‘fixes’ rather than the very expensive rebuilds,
for example the approximate US$ 90 million of the Bow Lake transfer station
(earthwork, utilities, compactors, property, easements etc).

The cost of having to incorporate a resource oriented concept after the transfer
stations are built could be exponential, and render the export to distant landfills as
the only financially feasible alternative. This would be a huge economic-ecologic loss
to all citizens and businesses of King County. ‘

A comprehensive plan including viable alternatives to landfilling needs to be
developed first. Such a plan also needs to give adequate attention to assisting
companies located within King County in achieving corporate zero landfill
objectives, which many of them have.

Thank you for your attention in this matter,
Sincerely,

Philipp Schmidt-Pathmann

Co-Founder & Director, Zero landfill [nitiative
Partner, NEOMER LLC '
CEO and Founder, WRSI Consulting Group LLC

Cc:/ King County Executive Dow Constantine
Cc:/ King County Council



AIGNER ROBERT
(HARSCH INVESTMENT

From:

Robert Aigner <roba@harsch,com>

Sent: Monday, October 21, 2013 2:34 PM
To: Yates, Diane

~ Subject: Potential relcation of Algona Transfer Facility to Auburn
Hello:

I am Rob Aigner, Senior Vice President and Regional Manager for Harsch Investment Properties. We own the project
known as West Park; a four building 273,000 SF multi-tenant industrial park located south of the proposed Auburn
Transfer facility.

There are a number of reasons why we think the relocation from Algona to Auburn is a poor idea. The Transfer Plan
Review has numerous shortcomings, some of which | would like to comment:

1.

w

10.

The report is misleading because there is references ‘no ability to expand’ onto the adjacent Algona land which
is already owned by King County. _

The report should address the expansicn possibilities onto this land.

The statement that the current facility cannot be renovated to provide recycling services is misleading.

Bow Lake recycling opened just this month in October of 2013. We need to understand how this opening effects
the entire system and its impact on other facilities.

We believe there is need for separate North King AND South King studies to performed.

How can both Renton and Enumclaw existing facilities be better utilized and incorporated into parts of this
study?

Cedar Hills, with its projected close to happen 20140, needs to be addressed in this report. Can it become a
transfer station site?

What are the plans/discussions around the potential for inter-modal facility?

The discussion of rates needs further and deeper discussion.

And finally, the report should remain a draft until the proposed 2014 King County Solid Waste rate study is
issued and critiqued objectively.

We believe there is more time needed for public comment on this report. Please slow down and purposefully and
adequately evaluate the need for an Auburn location.

Thank you.

Rob Aigner | Senior Vice President, Regional Manager Harsch Investment Properties, LLC
13228 NE 20th Street, Suite 300 | Bellevue, WA 98005 | ®: 425.974-3200-direct | &: 425.649.8001-fax |
>4: roba@harsch.com




AIGNER ROBERT WITH BREKKE

JOHN; BREKKE-PARKS ELEANOR;
COTTER MIKE; CROCKETT RON; —
HALL GUY; LANDRY TOM;

From: Robert Aigner <roba@harsch.com>

Sent: Monday, February 03, 2014 3:27 PM MCKIM DAVE: PIETR

To: keexec@kingcounty.gov; Yang, Sung; Yates JOHN: SCOTT’JEFF- ngjfisACO ]
Cc: natalie@nataliequickconsulting.com TEUTS’CH JOHN: ! TOM;
Subject: , North Auburn Transfer Station ' ; VANDERPOL ED
Attachments: North Auburn Group Letter KCExec.pdf

Dear King County Executive Constantine,

Attached you will find a letter from several key businesses and property owners in and around the
proposed North Aubum transfer station site along West Valley Highway. Please consider this letter as.
part of public comment related to the King County Transfer Plan public comment penod We will also
comment as part of the upcoming Algona EIS process. :

‘We met recéntly with Sung Yang and Kevin Kiernan and had a productive discussion. We look
forward to continuing this dialogue on behalf of our group, as well as the 300+ neighbors who oppose
this location.

Thank you, and please let me know if you have questions.

Sincerely, -

Rob Aigner
Harsch Investment Properties

Rob Aigner | Senior Vice President, Regional Manager Harsch Investment Properties, LLC

13228 NE 20th Street, Suite 300 | Bellevue, WA 98005 | ®: 425.974-3200-direct | &: 425.649.8001- fax |
£4: roba@harsch.com




February 3, 2013

The Honorable Dow Constantine
King County Chinook Building
401 5th Ave. Suite 800

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear King County Executive Constantine,

Our community group represents nearly every property owner located near 28721 West
Valley Highway in Auburn, as well as many of the city’s largest businesses and praperty
owners. The site mentioned above is currently under consideration by King County as a
possible location for a new $127M South King County transfer station.

Please consider this letter our official public comment as part of the King County Transfer
Station Plan public comment period.

Many of us have voiced concern throughout the King County Transfer Station Plan process,
as well as the South King County Transfer Station Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
process, and in doing so, agree with King County’s ranking that a North Auburn site is the
least viable location for a new South King County transfer station.

In addition, we have serious concerns about the speed by which this new investment is
moving, given the rate by which King County has been building new transfer stations, and
possible conflict with other King County studies currently underway.

Where’'s the Emergency?

Since King County’s 2006 Transfer Plan, new stations totaling more than $300M in public
funds have been built in Vashon Island, Shoreline and Bow Lake, along with a permitted
Factoria station. -

Building four new King County transfer stations in just seven years is an astounding
investment of public funds and it is clear we are not faced with a dire transfer station
capacity problem now or in the foreseeable future. Rather, we have capacity in the system
and the ability to be flexible, innovative and fiscally responsible.

In addition, the current King County Transfer Station Plan, as well as the South King County
Transfer Station Environmental Impact Statement, should fully include consideration of the
following King County studies, which are currently underway:

* The Optimized Transfer Station Recycling Feasibility Study completed July 2013,
with 139 recommendations yet to be implemented; '

* Findings from a Sustainable Solid Waste Management Study, to be issued in the first
quarter 2014;

* Incorporation of findings in the proposed 2014 Solid Waste Rate Study; and

* Consideration of how this new transfer station will impact the County’s goals of
‘Zero Waste’ by 2030.



Eleanor Parks

Brekke Properties, LP

(425) 451-1511
eleanor@brekkeproperties.com

Dave McKim

Timberland Homes

(253) 735-3435
dave@timberland-homes.com

John Pietromonico

HRP Properties

(206) 232-7502
johnp®@hrpproperties.com

Jeff Scott
R.W. Scott Construction
(253) 351-0001

jeffscott@rwscottconstruction.com

Ed Vander Pol

Oak Harbor Freight Lines, Inc
(253) 288-8300
Ed.VanderPol@oakh.com

Guy Hall

A & G Machine

(253) 887-8433
guy.r.-hall@agmach.com

CC:

Sung Yang

Pat McLaughlin
Diane Yates

John Teutsch

Teutsch Partners, LLC
(206) 728-1130Q
jteutsch@teutsch.com

Ron Crockett
Emerald Downs

(253) 288-1700

Tom Landry

Span Alaska Transportation, Inc
(253) 886-5200
tlandry@spanalaska.com

Tom Scuply
Span Alaska Transportation, Inc.
(253) 886-5201

toms@spanalaska.com

Mike Cotter

Omega USA, Inc

{253) 804-6000
mcotter@omegausainc.com



ANONYMOUS AUBURN

CITIZEN
R I .
From: SWD, WebSite
Sent:  Tuesday, October 22, 2013 11:28 PM
To: SWD, WebSite .
Cc: _ Yates, Diane; Gaisford, Jeff; Severn, Thea
Subject: WEB SITE COMMENT: Transfer & Waste Management Plan Review

Thank you for submitting the following comments via the Solid Waste Division website. Your message has been
forwarded to appropriate staff who will contact you shortly.

PERSONNAME: Auburn resident

‘ADDRESS: Auburn, WA, 98001

EMAIL:

COMMENTTYPE: Request

PROGRAM: Transfer & Waste Management Plan Review

COMMENTS: Dear Miss Diane Yates,

As a long time resident in Auburn, my family and | would like to request King County not to build another transfer
station, but rather enhance the ones that are currently in use. Not only additional facilities will increase the burden on
the county budget, the property value in the vicinity will also be greatly impacted and so are resident"'s quality of life.

Therefore, please do not additional sites and use the funds else where that is critically need (i.e. public schools, police,
fire department, hospital). '

Thank you for your time.

Auburn resident
IMG_VERIFY: DVB

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. ‘

Sent: 10/22/2013 11:27:37 PM



ARROYO LILLIAN

From:
Sent;:
To:
Subject:

Hi Ms Yates,

liroya@acl.com

Tuesday, October 22, 2013 12:35 AM
Yates, Diane

Garbage Transfer Station -

| am Lilian Arroyo and my husband Roy Arroyo respectfully object on building a Garbage Transfer Station closed to our
backyard at 28721 and West Valley Hwy in Auburn. These roads are so congested as it is right now with semi trucks as
this is an industrial area . There are also some businesses over there that is making the road so busy with a lot more

trucks.

Aside from the reason above, this is a big neighborhood that has a lot oF children and old people that will be affected by
the bad smell. My grandson has asthma and this will be bad for his asthma. You wouldn't want him to be in the
hospital and miss his school all the time.

Thank you and | hope you will consider our request. You will help us get a healthy living thus helping the community in

general.

Roy and Lilian Arroyo
29616 58th Place So
Auburn, WA, 98001

Sent from my iPad



BACHTIAR FARLEY

- L o .

From: FARLEY <farleybOl@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2014 10:56 AM

To: kcexec@kingcounty.gov; King County Council; Yates, Diane
Ce farleyb01@comcast.net; marilynenorton

Subject: We Oppose the North Auburn Garbage Site!

I am writing to oppose the siting of a new $127 million transfer station at 28721 West Valley Highway
in Auburn. | agree with the county's own evaluation that the North Auburn site is the least desirable of
all possible South King County alternatives. '

To maximize cost-effectiveness, environmental sustainability, flexibility and innovation, 1 urge King
County to study other transfer station options and combinations of alternatives beyond what has been
considered to date. .

The county has already spent $300 million to build new transfer stations at Vashon Island, Shoreline
and Bow Lake (and plan a fourth in Factoria) in just seven years. As a result, we are not faced with a
dire transfer station capacity problem — now or in the foreseeable future. Rather, we have capacity in
the system and the ability to be flexible, innovative and fiscally responsible.

I especially urge the county to more fully evaluate renovating and expanding the existing Algona
transfer station. County evaluations show that improving the Algona site would cost roughly $8
million, rather than the $127 million budgeted for a site in North Auburn — and the county owns 16
acres of undeveloped land adjacent to the current Algona facility.

Several key studies and recommendations are still in process and should be finalized and addressed
before a major new investment of public funds is made. There is no need to be hasty, rush ahead and
build yet another multi-million dollar transfer station before fully evaluating whether it is necessary.
Consistent with King County's goal of ‘Zero Waste’ by 2030, the South King County Transfer Station
plan needs additional flexibility and innovation to help decrease overall demand in South King County
and maximize existing investments. ‘

Thanks very much for your interest and concern. | look forward to hearing from you how King County
will move forward in an economically and ecologically sound way.

Sincerely,
Farley Bachtiar



BONIN CLAIRE

From: Claire Bonin <claire@bicyclepaper.com>

Sent: ' Saturday, February 01, 2014 4:26 PM

To: ' keexec@kingcounty.gov; King County Council; Yates, Diane
Subject: No North Auburn Dump

February 1, 2014

To King County Executive Dow Constantine, King County Council, and Solid Waste Division:

I am writing to oppose the siting of a new $127 million transfer station at 28721 West Valley Highway in
Auburn. Tagree with the county’s own evaluation that the North Auburn site is the least desirable of all
possible South King County alternatives.

To maximize cost-effectiveness, environmental sustainability, flexibility and innovation, I urge King County to
study other transfer station options and combinations of alternatives beyond what has been considered to date.

The county has already spent $300 million to build new transfer stations at Vashon Island, Shoreline and Bow
Lake (and plan a fourth in Factoria) in just seven years. As a result, we are not faced with a dire transfer station
capacity problem — now or in the foreseeable future. Rather, we have capaclty in the system and the ability to
be flexible, innovative and fiscally responsible.

1 especially urge the county to more fully evaluate renovating and expanding the existing Algona transfer
station. County evaluations show that improving the Algona site would cost roughly $8 million, rather than the
$127 million budgeted for a site in North Auburn - and the county owns 16 acres of undeveloped land
adjacent to the current Algona facility. '

Several key studies and recommendations are still in process and should be finalized and addressed before a
major new investment of public funds is made. There is no need to be hasty, rush ahead and build yet another
multi-million dollar transfer station before fully evaluating whether it is necessary.

Consistent with King County’s goal of *Zero Waste’ by 2030, the South King County Transfer Station plan
needs additional flexibility and innovation to help decrease overall demand in South King County and

maximize existing investments.

Thanks very much for your interest and concern. I look forward to hearing from you how King County will
move forward in an economically and ecologically sound way.

Sincerely,
Claire Bonin

12248 Roseburg Ave S

Seattle, WA 98168



BOSLEY STEVE

From: Steve Bosley <s_bosley@msn.com>

Sent;: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 7:55 AM _

To: kcexec@kingcounty.gov; King County Council; Yates, Diane

Ce: Steve Bosley; teamburget@yahoo.com; marilyncaretti@comecast.net;

banjojunkies@comcast.net; degenzlinger@hotmail.com; gregpe®live.com;
stanton.richard@gmail.com; hisaman@comcast.net; carlahenry2@gmail.com;
dfpepper@comcast.net; helenpepper@hotmail.com; mattman52@live.com;
doubletalliced@msn.com

Subject: Auburn Garbarge Transfer Site

Good Morning,

| am writing to oppose the development of a new multi-million dollar garbage transfer station at 28721 West
Vally Highway in Auburn. | concur with the county's evaluation that this site is the least desireable of all
possible South King County alternatives.

I strongly urge the county to study other options beyond what has been put on the list thus far. King County
has spend over $300MM to build new garbage transfer stations in just the past seven years. We do not need

to develop an additional one, especially with the recent renovation of the Bow Lake site.

I urge the council to renovate and expand the current Algona site instead. Reported studies by the County
show that renovation would be far less expensive than the development of a new site.

Again, please find another solution to this problem.
Sincerely,

Steve Bosley



BOYD BILL

From: Bill Boyd <bill_boyd@mac.com>

Sent: ‘Friday, January 31, 2014 10:23 PM

To: kcexec@kingcounty.gov; King County Council; Yates, Diane

Subject: I oppose building a transfer station at 27821 West VaIIey Highway in North Auburn

I live less than a mile from the 15 acres designated by King County Solid Waste as the “preferred site” for a
new South King County transfer station. [ began researching this project because it’s so close to my house. But
I have come to oppose putting a transfer station in North Auburn for more significant reasons:

s It’s a poor choice of locations with regard to the environment (including the fact that this is a greenfield
site on what are at least partly wetlands).

o The transfer station would be built immediately adjacent to a s1gn1ﬁcant residential neighborhood where
children live (I urge you to come take a look).

« South King County is already shouldering its share of the county’s solid waste burden.

o This project would be far more expensive than potential alternatives.

« It’s not yet clear that the site is really needed.

For all these reasons, [ urge King County to study other transfer station options and combinations of alternatives
beyond what has been considered to date.

The county has already spent $300 million to build new transfer stations at Vashon Island, Shoreline and Bow
Lake (and plan a fourth in Factoria) in just seven years. As a result, we are not faced with a dire transfer station
capacity problem — now or in the foreseeable future. Rather, we have capacity in the system and the ability

to be flexible, innovative and fiscally responsible.

I especially urge the county to more fully evaluate renovating and expanding the existing Algona transfer
station. County evaluations show that improving the Algona site would cost roughly $8 million, rather than the
$127 million budgeted for a site in North Auburn - and the county owns 16 acres of undeveloped land
adjacent to the current Algona facility.

Several key studies and recommendations are still in process and should be finalized and addressed before a
major new investment of public funds is made. There is no need to be hasty, rush ahead and build yet another
multi-million dollar transfer station before fully evaluating whether it is necessary.

In my view, the county should have a clear roadmap to 2040, including meeting the goal of Zero Waste by 2030
and determining what will happen when the Cedar Hills landfill closes. Those two factors could negate the
need for additional transfer station capacity in this area. It would be less than responsibie to spend $127 million
- unless we’re absolutely certain that the additional capacity will be needed — and needed in this part of the
county.

Thanks very much for your interest and concern. I look forward to hearing from you how King County will
move forward in an economically and ecologically sound way.

Sincerely,

Bill Boyd
5282 S. 285th Street




Auburn, WA 98001
206.604.6825
bill bovd@mac.com




BREKKE DANA

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Diane,

Brekke Dana <dlbrekke@gmail.com>

Friday, November 01, 2013 2:12 PM

Yates, Diane .

Attached comments for the Draft Transfer Station Report
Draft Transfer Comments Nov 2013.pdf

Please accept the attached comments for the Draft Transfer Station Report.

Thank you,

Dana Brekke

dlbrekke@gmail.com

425.688.1711

Hello,

The purpose of this email is to let you know that the comment period for the Draft Transfer Plan Report has
been extended to November 1, 2013. Comments received before November 2" will be included in the
responsive summary of the final report, which will be released on November 27", We are happy to review
any comments or questions received after November 1%, but it may not be possible to include them in the

report.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

ﬂz’ame gateas

Intergovernmental and Legislative Liaison

Director's Office

King County Solid Waste Division
201 So. Jackson St., Ste. 701

Seattle, WA 98104

Please note that my phone number has changed to: 206-477-5212
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Draft Transfer Station Report - Comments

November 1, 2013

The overall pursuit of alternatives even be it incremental improvements or changes ‘are missing, thereby
not arriving at the best solution for ratepayers. * Solid Waste is overlooking the intent of Ordinance
17619. : '

Given the lack of innovation and Solid Waste’s desire to continue with a minor variation of the Base Plan
{possibly phase North King County), a third party independent review is necessary. An independent
review happened in the original 2006 Plan and therefore it is important to do so now, if not more
important given King County Solid Waste’s position. Had King County Solid Waste demonstrated they
are thinking outside the box in the Review and thorough in its reporting it may not be necessary, but
because King County Solid Waste has not done so it is necessary to consult with an unbiased,
independent 3rd party.

The report should detail out the specifics of failure for each criteria for each location and include the
degree of failure and date of any future failures. King County Solid Waste should study how each failure
can be improved upon or overcome. Incremental improvements will extend the life of transfer stations
and provide future flexibility in the system. Thére are advantages to waiting before spending millions on
a new transfer station.

KCSW should make at least some suggestions or modifications on how the private sector could positively
impact the transfer stations and reduce the need to build new stations. Stakeholders are looking for
solutions in as many areas as possible and the private sector can help. The private sector has the ability
1o reduce the demand on transfer stations.

Since the approval of the 2006 plan, King Caunty has acquired additional adjacent land which can be
used to make level of service improvements. Please evaluate how this additional land can be used to
make improvements other than replacement of the existing Algona facility,

We have an existing transfer system -that has some strategically located new stations that can work
together with the older stations. Together we can extend the life and use of what is currently in place
without building new stations. :

Rather, upon review, King County Solid Waste is continuing to push through on its original 2006 plan.
The exercise of Ordinance 17619 was not to have King County Solid Waste defend the 2006 Solid Waste
Transfer and Waste Management Plan but in part to determine if changes could be made that could
reduce future expenditures.

We need processing technologies to increase diversion exist to address the commercially collected and
self-hauled material streams delivered to the County’s facilities. There are a limited number of
commercially viable technologies for treating commercially collected residual waste: § Advanced
Thermal Recycling/Waste-to-Energy — a process of generating energy in the form of electricity and/or
heat from the incineration of waste. § Mechanical Processing to Create Refuse Derived Fuel — a fuel
produced by shredding and dehydrating waste into fuel pellets. The pellets are then burned in a waste-
to- energy facility or another industrial facility such as a cement kiln. § Mechanical Biological Treatment -
a type of waste processing facility that combines a sorting facility with a form of biological treatment




Draft Transfer Station Report - Comments

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

November 1, 2013

such as composting or anaerobic digestion. King County should study these options in this report and
more fully before proceeding with new transfer stations.

The report should provide an overall openness to consider other alternatives. The references to failure
are not appropriate when alternatives exist to extend the life of our existing transfer stations.

King County should align policies, fees, and regulations to emphasize, incentivize, and compel reuse and
recycling of waste toward Zero Waste of Resources.

County facilities are to take a more active role in diverting reusable products and materials from its

waste stream, King County Code regarding salvaging and scavenging should be altered to reflect that
priority,

Show how Solid Waste is incorporating the 139 potential new strategies that were recommended in the
July 2013 Optimized Transfer Station Recycling Feasibility Study into future and current transfer stations.
Implementing the 139 recommendations and new recycling strategies in the July 2013 HERRERA
Optimized Transfer Station Recycling Study will drastically change transfer station usage, demand and
physical requirements. ‘

Most of the recycling is currently done outside the main transfer building. Recycling can be implemented
at existing sites that do not have it. Please start implementing existing recommendations that do not
require a decision on-a new transfer station and will require a lower level of capital cost.

King County SW needs to study the option of co-locate, design and build end-use andfor energy
recovery facilities at existing or new King County solid waste facilities.

As King County proceeds to modernize its transfer system with the siting, design, and construction of
new facilities, and the updating or moth-balling of others, stark choices exist:

What is an appropriate level of recycling to accomplish at existing and new facilities?

Should the County do material processing itself to accomplish its Zero Waste goals? At what level?
What type of partnership should the County have with the private sector?

What is the best mix of facilities (and where should they be) to maximize diversion efficiently?

There were numerous functional and service alternatives were not fully explored. These include further
options of continuing use of existing transfer stations for various types of users, changes in operating
hours, development of new class of small business haulers, addition of services on adjacent land, and
use of private service providers. ' :

We should eliminate the acceptance of most standard curbside recyclables at transfer facilities, as it is
more efficient and cost effective to collect them at the curb. The space and resources at the stations
could be used instead for collection of other materials that are not easily collected curbside.

It is estimated that its transfer stations and landfill received about 90,000 mattresses weighing more
than 3000 tons for disposal in 2011. A policy should be developed to ban the dis