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LETTER SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
 


February 4, 2010 
 
 
2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments 
King County Solid Waste Division 
201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 
 
CSWMP.Comments@kingcounty.gov  
 
 
Re: Draft 2009 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We are providing this letter to inform you that we have reviewed the Draft 2009 Comprehensive 
Solid Waste Management Plan (CSWMP).  At the current time we have the following comments 
to offer.   
 
In reference to Recommendation 20 in Chapter 3, we support the county’s effort to clarify the 
definitions for recycling and beneficial use as they relate to the management of construction and 
demolition debris.  Specifically we support the position that any type of direct landfill disposal 
where C&D is mixed with other solid waste be considered disposal.  Further we support the 
county’s position that residuals from the processing of C&D waste used as daily cover at a 
landfill be considered beneficial use.  However, we believe it would be appropriate to specify 
certain parameters (e.g. particle size) that the processed residual material must meet in order to 
be classified as beneficial use daily cover.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to engage in this important solid waste planning effort.  King 
County is a leader for the state and region and the Draft 2009 CSWMP certainly reflects that.  
We look forward to continued opportunities to support King County meet their solid waste and 
recycling efforts. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
AW - Regional Disposal Company 
 
 
 
 
Pete Keller       Joe Casalini 
General Manager      Director – Business Development 
 
CC: Kevin Kiernan 
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Post Office Box 90012. Bellevue, Washington • 98009 9012 


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


Dear Mr. Kiernan: 


February 2,2010 


The City of Bellevue appreciates the efforts of the King CountySolici--Waste Djvision staff in providing 
a collaborative process during the development of the Draft 2009 Comprehensive SQlid Waste 
Management Plan. Bellevue believes this approach has resulted in an improved draft Plan and 
encourages continued collaboration between King County and its stakeholders and customers as the 
Plan update process continues. 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


3. Chapter 6 - Landfill Management and Solid Waste Disposal 
• Bellevue supports King County's efforts to extend the life of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill 


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


commit to early waste export project(s) as soon as reasonably possible in order to preserve 
negotiating leverage with potential final disposal service vendors. The pilot project(s) should 







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


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


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


Cc: Diane Carlson 
NavOtal 


) 








Comments by the City of Bothell 
on the 


King County 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan 
 


February 4, 2010 


 


The City of Bothell has reviewed and provides the following comments on the King 


County 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. 


 


The draft Plan is thorough, well-organized, and quite readable.  It explains the elements 


of the King County solid waste management system and the County goals, policies, and 


recommendations that are planned to guide these system elements for the next six years. 


 


This Plan is being prepared with the participation of the City of Bothell as one of the 37 


cities within its boundaries.  Bothell is on the border between King County and 


Snohomish County; with the City’s corporate boundaries encompassing land which is 


situated in both counties.  As manifest in InterLocal Agreement, the City of Bothell chose 


in 1995 to satisfy its solid waste obligations -- within the service area for the King 


County system.  This agreement gives King County operating authority for transfer and 


disposal services while indemnifying and holding the City harmless against any claims 


related to the county’s solid waste operations. 


 


Many of the following comments by the City are informed by the City of Bothell’s 


intention to pursue the annexation an arc of unincorporated land north of the existing City 


limit, in Snohomish County.  Successful annexation will be predicated by the 


development of mutually satisfactory InterLocal Agreement between the City and each 


county on solid waste issues of concern to all parties.   


 


 


 


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


 


1.  Draft Plan page 3-ii Recommendation 15:  Action;    Continue to support the cities 


implementation of the plan through the county waste reduction and grant program and 
allocation of Coordinated Prevention Grant funds from the Washington State Department 
of Ecology.  Make awarding and allocation of such funds transparent and inclusive; 
include newly annexed city areas.  
 


Rationale:  The City of Bothell and other cities want to include all their residents and 


workers in their waste reduction and recycling programs.  Since they are new 


participants they may even need special attention. 


 


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


program E-Cycle Washington. 


 


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


 







 


3.  Draft Plan page 3-13: paragraph 3; last sentence:   The formula for their allocation 


includes a base amount plus a percentage based on the city’s population and 
employment; including all newly annexed areas, 
 


Rationale:  The City of Bothell and other cities want to include all their residents and 


workers, especially the new ones, in their waste reduction and recycling programs.   


 


 


4.  Draft Plan page 3-34: last sentence on the page:   To improve data quality, the division 


will work with Ecology and cities to improve data reporting through voluntary agreements 
with recycling companies serving the county and through existing relationships with city 
programs to assist and incentivize businesses and institutions.  This would allow division 
staff to review data reported to Ecology and work directly with the companies and cities 
to resolve data inconsistencies. 
 


Rationale:  The City of Bothell and other cities want good data upon which they base 


their education and promotion services to encourage businesses and institutions to do 


more and better recycling and to reduce waste.  Sometime these information services 


support non-residential recycling service that is available through a city collection 


contract. 


 


 


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


2300 North 165th St. 
Shoreline 98133                      not Seattle 


 


 


 


6.  Objection to Annexation Language 


The Draft Plan provides for three areas of specific concerns for the City of 


Bothell in regards to Annexation language.  The language inhibits a cities ability 


to annex property in another county creating a major stumbling block for 


annexation by requiring that all future annexations in other counties be brought 


under the Plan and that the waste stream from those areas which are currently in 


another county be directed to King County. 


 
Object to the statement in the last line of the second paragraph on Page 2-3; text needs to 


be modified to: The ILAs recognize the cities as the designated authority for 


collection services within their corporate boundaries and require that cities direct 
solid waste generated and/or collected within those boundaries to the King 
County transfer and disposal system.  This requirement includes areas annexed 
by a city in an adjacent county and provides that ILAs will specify if and when the 
solid waste generated in such areas is directed to the King County system. 
 


 


 







The first section is the text listed on page 2-17 of the Draft Plan in the bubble.  Paragraph 


2 needs to be deleted or at the very least modified as follows: The Interlocal 


Agreements (ILAs) between the cities and the county direct that all municipal 
solid waste generated and/or collected within a city’s corporate boundaries 
(within King County) be directed to King County’s solid waste transfer and 
disposal system.  Those cities with ILAs, annexing new areas that are in an 
adjacent county would not necessarily add customers to the division’s service 
area and would not necessarily require adjustments to the forecast of solid waste 
tonnage 


 


Also, the template ILA is not acceptable to the City because it is unclear 


regarding the effect of annexation in adjacent counties.  The City is requesting the 


ability to be given the opportunity to modify the ILA language from the template 


to language that meets the needs for future annexation opportunities and clarifies 


that the City has the ability to continue to dispose of waste generated in newly 


annexed areas in the annexed county in accordance with that counties plan.   


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


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


 


 


7.  General Suggestions: 


 


Formatting:  


 Tabs for sections would be helpful. Put page numbers on  all Policies and on all 


Summary of Recommendation pages :    


 


 Example:  put page numbers:  3–i,  3–ii, 3–iii on the three pages before existing 


3-1. 


 “3ii-Waste Prevention and Recycling Policies” page has title Waste Prevention and 


Recycling on the title and no acronym and then the acronym used consistently 


throughout the chapter.  It should have a title of “Waste Prevention and Recycling 


(WPR)” and then use the acronym only throughout the text.  This should be a 


consisted format throughout the document title and acronym then just acronym.  


 Add the words “Product Stewardship” and “Sustainability” to glossary 


 







Research: Draft Plan, Page 5-13 fifth paragraph Level of Services; last line; last 


sentence: 


 Potential materials to be collected at transfer stations (i.e. tires). 








CD~ 
January 25, 20 I 0 


Kevin Keiman 
Division Director 
King County - Solid Waste Division 
King Street Center 
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701 
Seattle, W A 98104-3855 


L 


Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update: ADC and IWS Determination 


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


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


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


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


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







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


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


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


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


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


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


We support King County's efforts to better defme benefici~ use materials, as ,:"e believ.e. 
there is potential for gaming the system. However, we beheve that the followmg defimtJon 
would bettcr scrve the County's goals. 







"Beneficial nse materials are, wood derived fnel or residual materials left over as a 
result of a thorough sort and removal of recyclable commodities out of comingled 
materials, which are then utilized as either IWS or ADC." 


We believe this is (he right way to approach (his problem and would allow CDL (0 continue 
to provide jobs and a legitimate recycling service to the surrounding community. 


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


Sincerely, 


""../ .•.. /'-....---_.] 
Craig Vierling 
General Manager 
cmf-I< 


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


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







Mr. Larry F uicner 
WeYerhaeuser 
MRF and Landfill Manager 
PO Box 188 
Longview, WA 98632 


Re: Weyerhaeuser SW Regional Landfill Waste Composition 


Dear Larry: 


December 12, 2005 


You have requested my opinion regarding the optimal wa$le composition for the referenced landfill, 
also called the "Headquarters" Landfill As the lead designer for the lancifili since its inception, 'I am 
very familiar with the site, the nature of the landfilloperatians, and the geologic setting. 


From a technical perspective, waste composition has a primary impact on the. intemal drainageafthe 
landfill, and on its slope stability. Generally the more permeable and structural the waste 
is, lhegreater the benefit will be far internal drainage and slope stability. 


Improved internal drainage will improve slope stability, reduce the post-closure pericd for coHecting 
leachate at the end of the iandfililife, and reduce the magnitude al'1d cturation of long-te.rm settlement, 
which can affect post-closure maintenance. Increased structural integrity will improve the static .and 
dynamic stability of thelandfill. Having a higher static factor of safety willincre.asethe site.'s teliability, 
and reduce potential movement that would oocur in a seismic event. 


The landfIll was originally deSigned to accept forest"products industrlal wastes, primarily those 
deriVed from paper making. Many of those waste types are jow in permeability and no! highly 
structural. My recommendation is that this facility always sfrive to accept as much high-pertneabiiity 
and structural such as construction and demolition debris, aspo$sit>le. There is no doWn side 
\0 accepting such waste in the landfill, and there are strong technical benefits. 


Inhere are any $pecific qU'i'stions regarding this recommendation, please call me at 530-692-9114. 


Sincerely, 
Thiel Engineering 


RiChard Thiel, P.E. 







Larry Fulcher 
WeYl;lrhaeuser 
34D1 Industrial Way 
PO Box 188 
Longview, W;\ 98632 


June5,2006 


Re: Weyerhaeuser Regional landfill Gectechnical Recommendations for Waste Stream 


Dea r larry: 


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


aaclq'Found 


Because of concerns for slope stability, the master plan for the landfill. Was. designed with 
relatively flat final fill slopes of 22% (4.5H:1V). During the firs! two years.of operations there 
Were cjifficulties in filling experienced because the waste could not hold a slope greater than 
about 20%, and large amounts of pit-run rock were used as structural berms Within the 
landfill to contain the. waste. Over time, other operational tactics were employed to improve 
slope stability which included inc;orporatior of tire-chip drainage fingers within the waste, 
filling on flatler slopes, more active covering of wasle areas with plastic tarps during wet 
wegthl3f, and lime tW;;!ling. the wastewater ;realment slUdge. In addition, there has been a 
consistent recommendation from the beginning to incorporate construction, demolition, and 
other rron-putrescible high-strength materials into the waste matrix. 


Previous testing of thE) waste materials has indicated thEl rol!owingcharacterislics: 


• The pulp mi!1 \Naste has a low unit weight of around 70 pounds per cubic fool. This is 
just above theuni! weight of water. The implication is that ifthE) wastE) is saturated, the 
effective confinemen! pressure on the waste could be very low. The effective 
confinement pressure is important to devEllop the waste's shear strength, as discussed 
in the next bullet. 


• Past triaxial she.ar strength tests Glearly !l1dicated that the shear strength of the waste is 
proportional to its effective confinement pressure. There are tv,'o main implications from 
this: (1) If the waste is saturated at deplfl without.drainage, it may, have very little shear 
strength, y,et all of the driving force remains to cause a deepcseated failure: (2) At 
Shallow depths slope stability would com.nue to b.e"n op1':ration<ii problem since there is 
very littl~ normal.force tq mobilize the sh~ar strength. 







Lett~rto Larrj Fulcher 
June 5, 2006 
Page 2 


• The. water content of the samples tested were very near to what is called the "liquid limit" 
olthe materiaL This means that a small sudden loading Of vibration could cause the 
malerial to flow, The site has experienced Iliis on the working face, 


Recommendations for Landfilling 


Past experierlce and testing has suggested various operational techniques to improve 
landfliistability that sh.ould be pursued, Specifically, these reCommendations include the 
following: 


• Promote landfitJ acceptance of as much "structural" was.!eas po!;!;ible. A prime example 
of this would include. construction, demoliti.on, and land-clearing debris, Also, mOst 
petroleum-contaminated s.oils (which is.an accepted waste stream at the landfin) would 
serve. to increase the overall shear strength of thewaste. 


• Include drainage fingers such that any point in the waste mass would never be mote 
thaI") approximately 10 feet from a drainage finger (or layer), It is also important that 
thess drainage fingers be well connectsd to the bottom leachate collection system, This 
will be 1110re and more chanenging as.the height of the waste mass grows. 


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


• Maintaining good drainage at the toe of all waste slopes, and .especially for the active 
slope, has proven to be beneficial, and is a complimentatyconoept to the overall waste 
drainage re.conlmenda!i.on. 


• Certain portions of the waste stream may be amenable . t.o . compaction (most IH<ely 
during the summer). If this is possible, it would serve to increase the overall shear 
strength. of the waste mass,.and re.duce its potential for absorbing tiquids. 


• Keep general records .of the landfill lift orientations. The current pr.ogram .of GOl")dUcting 
"erial surveys every 6 months, and havi'lgan operator .survey fill locations every month, 
should be adequate. 


Recommendations for Quantities of Structural Waste 


i3iven!he irnport;;lnce of this l1\ndfill, and the nature of the waste malerials, continued 
aggressive acceptance and inclusion of "structural waste", as deffned above, is prudent fOr 
the enhanC8mentof the overali slope stabi.lity of thefacililY. The question is how much 
material should be accepted? 


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


• PE\ge 2 
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1, Increase in the resistance to slippagt) along any particular failure plane. 


2, Resistance to waste liquefaction and ftowing in the eventofan earthquake, 


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


All systems and structures have a prcbabilty of failure, however low. Certainly during the 
initial stages of the operation the probability of failure was relatively high, as evidenc!;)d bY 
the operational slippages that occurred. Thrcugh more detailed investigations .and 
intentionally designed operational measures, the operationalrellabiJity has been increased. 
A part of that has been due to the inclusicn of structural waste, The extreme would beto rill 
the entire landfill with structural waste, but that would changl;l the purpose and need of the 
faciiity altogether. 


The question could thus be stated as follcws: given that the purpose and need of the landfill 
is primarily to provide disposal for industrial waste, what is the optimal baJance of structural 
waste to enhance the slope stability without taking up too much i3irspace? This i$ 
analogous to the "80/20 rule", which slll)gests. that you can get 80% ofthe benefit wah only 
20%. of the cost In this situation we might obtain the bulk of the benefit from structural 
waste while using only a fraction of the airspace. 


The shear strength of the pulp mill waste has previously been characterized to range f(Om 
20° to 40° friction (Geotechnical Report for Cell 3, Thiel Engineering, Nov. 2(04). For 
purposes of this discussion it is reasonable to presume that we need to consider the lower 
end of the shear strength spectrum, when the waste is coming in we! and develops pore 
pressures. Thus, for now, we wiU presume that the waste strength is 20' friction. The goal 
is to increase the waste strength to 30° friction to meet the reliaoility goal that has .been 
esti3bIished in the previous studies. 


The shear strength of structural materials varies depending on the materials, but on 
average .could be ch.aracterized witli a friction angle of 45·, That is to say, a pile of 
compacted construction and demolition (C&D) debris could oeexpected to have an angle of 
repGse of 1 :1. In fact, many muniCipal solid wasle (MSW) facilitieS have been observed 
with 50-foot high vertical slopes, and C&D debris is usually considered even stronger than 
MSW. For design purposes, Thiel Englnee.ring uses 45° shear strength for C&D waste. 


The question now is how muchslructural waste having a sheaf strength of 45 0 friction is 
needed to be randOmly mixed with waste having a shear strength of 20· friction to result tn 
an average shear strength of 30' friction alcng <1 given shear plane? A Simple equation C<1n 
be set up as: 


p *lan(45) + (1-P) * l<1n(22) " lan(30) 
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where p = percentage of structural waste. Thesolufion to the above equation is p = 29%. 
Thus; .in general, a reasonable goal for the landfill would beta obla.in approximately l:lne
third of its wastestream from "structural" sources. This is not to imply that the landfill is 
unsafe or would not meet acceptable f<lctors of safety by.taking in less than tllis <lmDunt. 
Thi.s conclusion means that the reliability can be enhanced even further by taking in this 
amount ofstructl.lral waste. 


Is using up one-third of the landfill's capacity counterto the original purpose and need? 
This is more of a socio-economic question than a technical question, but on the swrface it 
seems that leaving at least two-thirds of the original capacity is a very healthy balance. aDd 
Would provide for the immediate purpose and need. Furthermore, the originall.andfill 
economics weTe based on a much higheJ annual vo.lume than has been realized since its 
opening nearly 13 ye<;lrs ago. The original designhatlanlicipatect landfill volumes of one 
million clJl:>ic yardS per year. The actual volumes have only been .about 25% of that,on 
average. There is a substantial reserve capaCity "i this site that allows flexibility in. adjUsting 
to waste streams. Thus, allOWing ene"thirdof the current waste stream to consist of C.&D 
and land clearing type of debris is welf Within the planned landfill capacity, especially since a 
celtain pertion of the landfill capacity, albeit undefined, had been allocated to this type of 
wi;ls!e even since the beginning. 


ConclUSion 


Attention to .Iandfill operations is critical at the Weyerhaeuser Re.giona/ Landfill site in many 
regards, slope stability being one of them. Many operajionalmeasWes have been put in 
place. to increase the slope stability reliability of the site since its initial .operations, including 
the intenlionql incorporation of structural waste, such as C&D and land-clearing debris, frorn 
.outside s.ources into the landfill. This leller has been prepareq to. qwantify the optimal 
am.ount of structural waste that shOUld be considered for thiS site, and a value of 
approximately 30% haS been calculated. Although the landfill cowld besafe/y operated with 
less .structural waste, and more would always be belter from a technical point .of view, a 
ratio of about one-third structural waste to two-thirds forest products waste is recommended 
aSa .desirable (Joal. to maximize reliability, Please call me aI530-692,.9114 if you have any 
questions. 


Sincerely, 
Thiel ,Engineering 


RiC/lard Thiel, P.E., RCE #26862 

































 
 
 
Kevin Kiernan, Director 
Solid Waste Division 
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
Dear Mr. Kiernan: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2009 Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 
Plan.  We believe that the Draft Plan is well structured, comprehensive in scope, and that the policy 
direction set forth is clear and concise.   
 
We would offer the following comments as friendly amendments, which the County may want to 
consider in preparation of the final plan.   
 
General Comments – We would like to offer a few general comments that do not pertain to particular 
sections of the plan, but which highlight areas where the staff may want to focus more energy in 
drafting the final version of the plan. 
 


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


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


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







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


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


 
 Chapter Specific Comments – Following are comments that address specific elements of the detailed 
chapters in the plan. 
 
  Chapter 1 – Introduction – No Comments 
 
  Chapter 2 – Solid Waste System Planning 
 


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


Chapter 3 – Waste Prevention and Recycling 
 
1. Waste Prevention and Recycling: Summary of Recommendations. This table lists 


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


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


• School programs including workshops and scholarships  







• Waste audits and assistance meeting LEED requirements 


• Weekly waste reduction tips by email 


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


• Truck graphics that educate and inform customers about program opportunities  


• Endorse and support product steward approaches for all relevant products  
 
Given these and other actions, “collection companies” could be listed in the 
“responsibilities” column for items 1, 3, 4, 5, 10, 12 and 14 in the table.  
  


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


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


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


 
5. Priority Materials for Curbside Collection (3‐25). We support the County’s emphasis on 


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


 
Chapter 4 – Waste Collection 
 







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


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


 
3. Multi‐Family Residential Collection (4‐20).  We appreciate the recognition in the plan of the 


recycling challenges presented by multi‐family complexes, and strongly endorse the plan’s 
recommendation that the County invest resources into recycling education and outreach to 
property managers and maintenance staff.  In addition, the County serves a very important 
role in pilot testing and sharing results of effective multifamily recycling programs.  
 


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


 
Chapter 5 –Solid Waste Transfer Station 
 


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


 
2.  Future Plans for Urban Transfer Stations – Recycling.  We would strongly encourage that 


the County also consider using transfer stations as points for haulers to consolidate loads of 
recyclable materials, before hauling to regional MRFs.  For haulers, travel times to/from the 
transfer station, and time spent at the transfer station, directly affect truck hours and miles 
on the road and significantly impact the sustainability of operations.  Consolidating 







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


 
 


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


 
Chapter 6 – Landfill Management and Solid Waste Disposal 
 


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


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


 
Chapter 7 – Solid Waste System Finance 
 


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







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


 
Chris Martin 
President 
 







 
 


Memorandum 


To:  Jay Shepard, Washington Department of Ecology 


From: John Taylor, Government Relations Manager, CleanScapes 


Date: January 12, 2010 


Re: Curb Side Collection of Mercury Containing Lamps 


During CleanScapes’ testimony to the Environmental Health Committee on December 4, 2009, several  


committee members raised questions regarding the cost and mechanics of curbside collection of 


fluorescent bulbs.  Folllowing is a brief overview of our collection program in Shoreline and estimated 


costs.  


Program Operations 


CleanScapes has provided curb-side collection of fluorescent tubes and CFL bulbs since we started 


Shoreline operations in spring 2008.  We ask that our Shoreline customers comply with the following 


instructions in preparing their fluorescent bulbs for collection: 


• Place bulbs in original packaging or wrap in newspaper and secure with tape. 


•  CFL bulbs should be placed in a plastic bag tied closed (or a zip-lock bag). 


•  Set on top or to the side of recycling cart (not inside) on recycle day. 


• Tubes must be less than 4 feet long. 


• Limit of 2 tubes/bulbs per collection and 10 per year. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 
 


CleanScapes residential collection trucks are  outfitted  with special boxes to collect fluorescent bulbs, 


and drivers place them in the boxes as they run their routes.  We direct customers to put bulbs out with 


their recycling, but if they inadvertently put them out on a garbage or yard waste collection day drivers 


will still collect the bulbs. 


For commercial customers, fluorescent tubes and bulbs can be collected from businesses and apartment 


complexes when requested by the bill payer or account contact. The cost is $20.00 for the first 


tube/bulb and $2.00 for each additional. We ask commercial customers to follow the guidelines listed 


above for safe handling. 


Once we have the fluorescent bulbs in our yard we aggregate them into larger hard cardboard 


containers or plastic bins for shipping to the contractor who processes all of our fluorescent lights – 


Ecolights Northwest.  CFL bulbs are packed in the white plastic bins seen in the right hand photo below. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


A question that several committee members had was the occurrence of broken bulbs curbside, during 


collection, and during transport to the recycling facility.  We collect approximately 240 bulbs curbside 


annually in the City of Shoreline.  For the 2009 collection year our drivers reported two (2) broken bulbs 


curbside. 


With respect to bulbs broken on our collection routes once they are placed in the trucks, we had no 


reports of broken bulbs in 2009.  This is primarily attributable to customers complying carefully with our 


packing instructions, and the effectiveness of the design of the transport containers on our trucks.  


There is some occurrence of bulbs breaking in transport from our yard to the recycling contractor – we 


have breakage of approximately one in fifty bulbs. 


 


 







 
 


Program Costs 


The collection costs for this program are negligible, because fluorescent bulb collection is done in 


conjunction with the regular collection of other commodities.   


The disposal of the bulbs is the only real costs we incur, and is comprised of transportation associated 


with getting the bulbs from our yard to Ecolights Northwest and the disposal fees we pay to them.  


Overall, our total 2009 costs were approximately $2,000, although this includes disposal cost from bulbs 


collected from non-curbside commercial customers.  


Conclusion 


To date our experience in Shoreline has been very successful.  While there are a limited number of 


customers who utilize the service, we have heard anecdotally that it is a service customers appreciate 


having access to, and one which the City of Shoreline strongly supports.  As customers become more 


aware of the program, we anticipate that the volume of material will increase.  We are confident in the 


efficacy and longevity of this program, and believe that any associated increase in program cost would 


be negligible, because our collection costs are minimal and disposal costs could benefit from a volume 


discount.  


 


 


 


 


 


 





















King County Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (Public Comment Period) 


 


Designation of Recyclables: 


RCW 70.95.010(7)(c) requires the plan to include a designation of what materials will be collected for 


recycling. Ecology applauds King County’s “Zero Waste of Resources” principle described in section 3-25; 


however, it is not clear if the list provided on pages 3-25-3-26 is the list of designated recyclables. Also, 


in order to provide greatest flexibility, it is highly recommended that the plan define a process for any 


proposed additions or deletions to materials on the static list.  If a process for changing the list of 


recyclable materials is not described in the plan, a plan amendment would be required to modify the list 


of recyclables.  Clarifications should be made in Chapter 3.   


There are several reasons to work flexibility into the plan to allow additional materials to be designated 


as recyclable.  If materials are not designated as recyclable, they remain a solid waste.  That effectively 


shuts out anyone other than a G-certificated hauler from being able to transport that material.  Also, if a 


material is not identified in the plan as recyclable, the ability of a person/company wanting to recycle 


that material and be able to benefit from an exemption to permitting under WAC 173-350 does not 


exist.   


RCW 70.95 was amended by the Legislature in 2005 to require transporters of recyclable materials to 


register with Ecology.  The regulation implementing this statute is WAC 173-345.   


Inventory of Solid Waste Collection Programs: 


The plan must include information about contract collection services in the incorporated areas, as well 


as all G-certificate information, (including population densities served and address and name of all G-


certificated haulers.) Clarifications should be made in Chapter 4.  


Enforcement:   


RCW 70.95.090(4) requires the plan to address surveillance and control program development and 


implementation. A permitting and enforcement section similar to the one in the 2001 CSWMP would 


suffice. Applicable state and local regulations and ordinances should also be referenced.  It is preferable 


to include local ordinances in the plan as an appendix.  


 


Designation of Urban and Rural Areas:  


RCW 70.5.092 requires the plan to include clear criteria for the designation of urban and rural areas. The 


process needs to be established that allows review and adjustment of urban and rural designations as 


needed. 


 


Restoration of Closed Landfills/ Post Closure Monitoring and Maintenance:  


On page 6-16, the last sentence of the 1st paragraph is not entirely accurate.  Six of the nine closed 


landfills are listed on the Integrated Site Information System (ISIS) list which is part of the Model Toxics 


Control Act process.   These landfills are awaiting ranking before placement on the Hazardous Sites List 


which would be the next step.  







On page 6-16 in the 4th paragraph, the 3rd sentence regarding Hobart Landfill is not entirely true.  There 


have been water quality exceedances in monitoring wells beyond the boundary of the slurry wall.  


Please revise this sentence to state its current status.  


Beneficial Use: 


We believe your side bar on page 3-23 on what is beneficial use can lead to confusion.  There is the 


common vernacular on the street understanding the concept of what beneficial use is, and then there is 


the state’s legal definition of beneficial use.   


RCW 70.95 outlines the process for obtaining a beneficial use determination.  WAC  173-350 further 


defines beneficial use as:  “Beneficial use means the use of solid waste as an ingredient in a 


manufacturing process, or as an effective substitute for natural or commercial products, in a manner 


that does not pose a threat to human health or the environment. Avoidance of processing or disposal 


cost alone does not constitute beneficial use.” 


Ecology made a policy decision that the use of C&D fines as daily cover is disposal, not recycling.  


Attached, is the letter that has been used to describe that policy. 


Wilcowski.pdf


 


We would like to work with you on developing a better way to express what you are trying to get to 


without using the terminology “beneficial use” which is quickly becoming a loaded term.   


 


Evidence of SWAC participation:  


When submitting the final draft please include either a summary of participation similar to the one 


submitted with the 2001 CSWMP or include a link in the plan to the SWAC website and SWAC minutes.  


 


Amendment Process:  


The amendment process should be defined in plan. The plan should discuss how minor changes will be 


made to the document and define a process to determine if a change to any component of the plan 


would require falling into a plan amendment.  


How the Plan Relates to Other Plans:   


In the “Forward” section and on pages 1-3 and 1-5, reference is made to the several plans. It should be 


clarified that the 2009 CSWMP is a revision to the 2001 CSWMP. 


 


Other Comments:   


The plan has an ambitious goal for the diversion of organics.  We applaud this effort.  Other 


cities/counties in the region have also set ambitious goals for organics diversion.  If all these programs 


were to come on line simultaneously and reach their projected success, the needed capacity for 


handling this large volume of organics might not be available.  We believe the plan should acknowledge 


the need to work regionally on this and other recycling capacity issues, and a mechanism to track 







capacity should be developed. Ecology is currently doing some work on identifying capacity, and you are 


welcome to mention that in your plan.  Capacity at compost facilities and MRFs should be addressed.   


 


The ILA states in section 10.7, 10.9 and 10.10, that in the case of disagreements, Ecology would be the 


arbiter. Ecology has not accepted that role, and we have previously expressed concerns over this.  We 


would like these references to be removed the next time the ILAs are renegotiated.   


 


We are concerned about the rising disagreement between King County and Snohomish County 


concerning the collection of solid waste from cities that straddle both counties.  Ecology does not have 


an opinion to offer at this time as this appears to be a legal matter between your two counties.  King 


County may want to consider what the solid waste system would look like if all boundary waste stayed 


with the county of origin vs. moved across county lines as spelled out in the ILAs you have with your 


cities.   


On page 3-14, it is stated that “cities can apply directly to Ecology for a portion of the funds to support 


their own communities’ WPR programs.” Cities are not able to apply directly for Ecology funding 


through the Coordinated Prevention Grant Program. Cities must always coordinate with the county 


regarding allocation amounts and the application.   


 


There have been a few legislative changes since 2001 that were addressed in the plan such as RCW 


70.95N (Electronics Product Recycling) and RCW 70.93.093 (Public Events Recycling Law). Other changes 


that may also be considered in the plan are:  an amendment to RCW 70.95 creating the Transporter Rule 


WAC 173-345 and SSB 5797 (Exemption from Solid Waste Handling Permit Requirements for Anaerobic 


Digesters).  


 


 


 


 


 








 
 


February 3, 2010 


2009 Draft Solid Waste Plan Comments 
King County Solid Waste Division 
201 S. Jackson St., Suite 701  
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 


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


1.  Potential Fossil Fuel Usage Reductions 


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


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


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


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







negative, yet it may still make economic sense to recycle the material – for example by 
considering avoided disposal costs, climate change impacts, the costs and impacts of other 
alternatives (e.g., primary extracted materials), and other common benefits or objectives.   
 
Further, regarding Policy WPR-1 in Chapter 3, as well as the discussion starting on page 3-25, 
the Zero Waste concept could be refocused to target on avoiding landfilling of those materials 
that have “productive use” – regardless of whether they have “economic value” at the point of 
collection.   
 
Hauling Authority is one other issue that might arise from attaching “value” to the targeted 
recyclables at the point of collection.  In the past, arbitrary definitions linking recyclables to 
materials with “value” (while the remainder – solid waste – was deemed material “without 
value”) could dictate how targeted materials can be collected in practice. This could in turn alter 
the economics and options available for collection and diversion, resulting in unintended 
complications to our main intent:  materials diversion for productive use.  
 
In closing, we look forward to the completion of this planning process, and appreciate the many 
hours of KCSWD and KCC staff time and the efforts of the many representatives on regional 
committees that contributed to this Draft Plan update, as well as the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer 
and Waste Export Study that preceded it. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Rob Van Orsow 
Solid Waste & Recycling Coordinator 
 
 


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











