KING COUNTY METROPOLITAN SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
February 08, 2008
11:45-2:30 p.m.
King Street Center, 8" Floor Conference Center
Approved Meeting Minutes
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Jeff Viney City of Algona Councilmember
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Sabrina Combs

City of Bothell
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City of Burien

Mayor

Rob Van Orsow
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Jessica Greenway
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Jean Garber
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Mark Relph City of Shoreline Public Works Director
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Solid Waste Division

Gemma Alexander, SWD Staff

Pam Badger, Special Waste Supervisor
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Bill Reed, SWD Staff

Thea Severn, Interim Lead Planner
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Cities
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Call to Order
MSWMAC Chair Jean Garber called the meeting to order at 12:10 p.m. Everyone

present introduced themselves.

Nomination and Elections of 2008 Chair and Vice Chair

Intergovernmental Relations Liaison Diane Yates called for nominations for the 2008
MSWMAC Chair, to be elected by majority roll call vote.

MSWMAC member Bill Peloza nominated Jean Garber to continue as MSWMAC
Chair.
By majority vote Garber will continue to Chair of MSWMAC in 2008.

MSWMAC member Linda Knight nominated Jessica Greenway to continue as
MSWMAC Vice-Chair.

By majority vote Greenway will continue as Vice- Chair of MSWMAC in 2008.

Garber and Greenway expressed their appreciation and gratitude for the committee’s

confidence in them.

Approval of January Meeting Minutes

Greenway moved to approve the January minutes.

January minutes were approved by consensus.

Updates: SWD/SWAC/Leqgislative Update/Master Schedule:
SWD:

Division Director Kevin Kiernan reported that the opening ceremony for the new

Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Station is scheduled for February 13"

The 30 year old roof of the Skykomish Drop Box collapsed due to snow load on January
31*. The Skykomish location is unstaffed and monitored by remote video. The facility
was shut down before the roof collapsed. The division is working with the City of

Skykomish and Waste Management to provide interim services. The division is
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redirecting self-haulers to Snohomish County. The site remains inaccessible due to

continuing snowfall. The roof will be replaced this summer.

MSWMAC member Susan Fife-Ferris asked if the division had insurance. Kiernan
replied that the division is covered, but there is a deductible. There was a disaster
declaration for that part of the county. The division is tracking all costs for recovery.

Peloza asked about the structure of the Skykomish facility. Kiernan replied that it was
similar in design to the Cedar Falls Drop Box. He said that the roof was approximately
30 X 50 square feet. Skykomish receives only 700 tons of garbage per year, which is less
than the daily tonnage at the division’s busiest transfer stations. Interim Lead Planner
Thea Severn said that the drop box serves the City of Skykomish, which has a very small

population of about 228.

Kiernan said that when King County surpluses a property, the process begins with an
internal notice to other county agencies alerting them that the property is available. If
there is no interest, then that property becomes available to affordable housing and other
jurisdictions. Recently, a King County Roads property known as the Covington Pit
became available near the City of Covington. The property is within the search area for
the new South County transfer facility and meets the initial siting criteria for a transfer
station. While the division has indicated an interest in keeping ownership of the property
within the county, it has not been selected for the site of a new transfer station. The
division will follow the siting process that was developed with MSWMAC before siting
any new facility. Kiernan said that if other properties become available that meet
requirements for a transfer station, the division will place a hold on them as well to

maximize the number of options available when the siting process formally begins.

Peloza asked if this property could replace the Algona Transfer Station. Kiernan said that

is a possibility, although the property is outside of the urban growth boundary.

MSWMAC member Rob Van Orsow asked if the Covington Pit property was on a rail

line. Kiernan replied that it is.
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Garber said that the City of Covington has named new representatives to MSWMAC.

Kiernan said that the division will keep MSWMAC informed of any new developments.

SWAC:

MSWMAC member Joan McGilton’s requested that Yates explain the composition of
SWAC for the new MSWMAC members. Yates said that SWAC is established under
state law. The committee is balanced geographically and includes those who receive
solid waste services, as well as representation from public interest groups, a marketing
expert, labor, recycling businesses, a manufacturer located in King County, solid waste
collection companies and local elected officials. They are advisory to the Solid Waste
Division and King County Council. SWAC currently has 19 members. Members are
appointed by the Executive and then confirmed by council. SWAC meets on the third

Friday of each month.

McGilton said that SWAC has reached consensus that the division should monitor
conversion technologies while moving forward with waste export. They discussed when

it would be appropriate to express this consensus to council.

SWAC discussed several issues related to the initial presentation of waste prevention and
recycling goals development:
e SWAC was troubled by the lack of standard language in jurisdictions.
e Numeric goals do not always provide a direct comparison
e There was some discussion of the incremental costs of achieving higher recycling
rates
e SWAC member Joe Casalini who represents Allied/Rabanco stated that the
upward trend for waste generation is a growth-driven regional trend.
e There was some discussion about the construction and demolition (C&D) waste
stream.

e SWAC wanted to see more efforts targeting multi-family generators.
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Kiernan said that he had recently met with western Washington solid waste managers,
and everyone is struggling with measurement standards and definitions of recycling
terms. McGilton said that cities also have this issue when communicating with other

cities.

Other Updates:

Yates noted that the March meeting will not be in the eighth floor conference room. The
March MSWMAC meeting will be on the seventh floor in the 7044/7045 conference

rooms.

Yates asked cities to please remember to notify the division in advance of their recycling
events. The Waste Reduction/Recycling grants require that cities notify the division of
the schedule for their events. The division’s customer service staff receives calls from
city residents asking about these events, which also generates additional traffic at the
transfer stations. So, it is helpful if the customer service staff and transfer station staff
know about these events. Division staffperson Morgan John administers the grants and

he is the point of contact for this information.

The division has developed an intranet website for MSWMAC and the Interjurisdictional
Technical Staff Group (ITSG). The website has all the agendas, minutes, and reports
posted for MSWMAC’s convenience. The link for this website is
http://www.metrokc.gov/dnrp/swd/about/MSWMAC-ITSG-resources.asp

Legislation Update:

Yates distributed a legislation matrix containing all the federal, state, and King County
legislation involving solid waste. Included in the matrix is the history of each bill, the
bill number, and a link to the associated website. In the future, new information will be
highlighted in red.

Garber said that this is an excellent tool and thanked Yates for all her hard work on
producing the matrix.
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Master Schedule:

Severn said that in March a draft of the Business Plan required by Ordinance 14971 will
be brought to MSWMAC to review. The King County Council will receive the plan in
April.

Topics for Briefings/Reports to Council and Anticipated Direction from County

Council: Discussion

Kiernan said that division and council staff met to discuss pending topics for council

briefings. The dates are tentative pending the council’s schedule.

The Waste Prevention and Recycling (WPR) presentations that MSWMAC has received

will be consolidated into one briefing for the council in May.

Council will be briefed on the Cedar Hills Landfill site development plan in August. This
will cover the range of alternatives for extending the lifespan of the landfill. A decision

on alternatives can not be made until Environmental Review has been completed.

There will be a briefing on reevaluating the rate that is charged for yard waste and other
organic debris. The rate was originally calculated based on a small amount of tonnage.
As the division accepts more of these materials at the new Shoreline Recycling and
Transfer Station, economies of scale may permit a lower rate. The division does not

anticipate that this to be controversial.

Another topic to be scheduled for briefing is disaster debris management. A fee waiver is
currently the primary tool used for dealing with disaster debris situations similar to those
that occurred this December. The waivers are usually set for a time period directly
following the disaster. Some people take longer to recover from disasters than others,
and the division wants to accommodate them without having weeks of fee waivers. The
division has looked to Snohomish County for a possible solution. Snohomish County
residents who require a voucher must call for assistance. Vouchers are provided by either
city building inspectors, the local fire district or other agencies after an evaluation of the
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damage. The division is considering this alternative and would work with the cities on
this issue.

Partial early export will be discussed with council as well. This briefing has not yet been

scheduled, as the division’s internal analysis has not been completed.

The conversion technologies report was introduced to council in October. The Regional
Policy Committee (RPC) received an introductory briefing by council staff and was told
that they will receive a more detailed briefing at a later time. The division has extended
R.W. Beck’s consulting contract to keep them available for that briefing. If a report is
not acted on by the end of the year in which it was introduced, it must be reintroduced the

following year.

Peloza asked that the conversion technologies report be put on the Master Schedule.
Severn replied that the report was on the schedule, but after the work was completed and
transmitted to Council it was taken off. Yates said that it is on legislative matrix which
includes work products the division has submitted to council. Kiernan said that the

division would return the conversion technologies report to the master schedule.

ITSG Role and Work Plan: Continue Discussion

Garber referred to a handout in which she had summarized the consensus of

conversations with several MSWMAC members on ITSG’s role.

Garber said that it would be useful to send all cities MSWMAC materials even if they do
not show up to the regular meetings. She said that she feels it should be up to ITSG if
they appoint a chair or not.

Gaisford asked about ITSG’s work plan for their February meeting. Garber said that
MSWMAC needs to develop that direction for ITSG during this meeting.

Garber distributed a draft ITSG Work Plan. She said some of the ITSG meeting dates are

firm dates that come from the Master Schedule. Garber noted that in the draft work plan,
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she combined host city mitigation and financial policies into one meeting. She said the
“Information Needed” column was an attempt to be more specific about what is needed
from ITSG than just identifying the topic for discussion. Garber added that two meetings
do not have topics assigned, since the division expects to be drafting the Comp Plan at
that time. She said that those meetings provide an opportunity to discuss governance

issues.

Garber stated that MSWMAC had already decided to form a special governance
committee to meet separately from ITSG.

Garber asked who initiates the discussions of the decision process to negotiate the ILA,
as required by the budget proviso. Kiernan said that the budget proviso directed the
division to begin discussions, which it has done by introducing the topic to MSWMAC.
The outcome of the discussions depends on what topics come up. The Governance
Report identifies some of the issues that need further development. Kiernan said that he
expects cities will want to meet separately from the division until they have developed
the issues more fully, and then the two parties will meet to have discussions or
negotiations.

Fife-Ferris said that it is worth putting out an early notice now that a governance group is

forming so that cities can plan their staff time.

MSWMAC member Erin Leonhart said that having a separate governance committee is a
good idea, but said she is reluctant to divide ITSG into subcommittees because the extra
meetings would be burdensome to staff from cities that have only one person assigned to
solid waste. Garber said that she doesn’t want to fracture ITSG. She said that as topics
come up people with different interests might be more likely to participate in addition to

those who attend regularly.

Knight said that she has not participated in ITSG for some time, but she likes the
approach of giving ITSG specific questions to address. Knight said that ITSG can get off
topic because they are interested in the details. Knight suggested that MSWMAC should
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plan to check in with ITSG to make sure the system is working. Knight concluded that
she was not sure that ITSG’s participation would increase since city staff are typically
overscheduled. Knight said that every city operates differently and that lack of

participation indicates a level of trust with King County.

Hlavka suggested that a letter to mayors of cities would help increase participation.
MSWMAC discussed several key points to include in a letter to go to the chief city

executives. These points include:

identify specific needs for input,

request assignment of staff to participate,

e indentify benefits of participation and drawbacks of inaction,

e communicate a sense of urgency,

o clarify that the draft Comp Plan is a package that must be approved or rejected
wholesale, so now is the time to have input on specific issues,

e the outcome of this process will have a financial impact on city residents, and

e acknowledge cities that do participate.

Fife-Ferris asked that the draft ITSG work plan be sent to members electronically.
Garber said that it would be emailed, and asked for members to reply with their input

prior to the next ITSG meeting.

Greenway said that it sounds like there are two ILA concerns; the possibility of extending
the term of the ILAs so that the county can get longer term financing, and the
development of governance issues to be resolved by opening the existing ILAs for

renegotiation. Fife-Ferris said that this is a reflection of the cities’ position.

Kiernan said that the Governance Report raises some potential issues, for example
dispute resolution, which could be resolved through a formal ILA process. The ILAs
expire in 2028, which could affect financing. Kiernan said that council staff Mike
Huddleston had suggested 30 year bonds to reduce the cost of financing. This would

require longer ILA agreements.
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Knight said that the issues are intertwined. The term of the contract and dispute
resolution are both just items that need to be negotiated.

McGilton said that she is unclear about the recommendation in the Governance Report to
designate MSWMAC as the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum (SWIF). Garber said the RPC
has not responded to the governance report yet. She said that MSWMAC member Nina
Rivkin is planning to broach the topic at the next RPC meeting. Yates said that once
RPC takes a position, the governance report will still have to go to council for review.
Garber said that if there are any changes to the SWIF, legislation would have to be
drafted and developed, which MSWMAC would presumably review.

In response to a question, Fife-Ferris said that the text of all of the ILAs is the same,
although each city signs individually. Garber said she expects that any changes to the
ILAs would be signed by all the cities. Garber said that the first step to making any ILA
changes would be for the governance committee to develop suggested changes for
presentation to MSWMAC.

Severn said that she would put the committee formation on the SWD Timeline under
Governance/ILAs.

McGilton said that she has some logistical concerns. Solid waste staff and the policy
people understand the issues, but they are not a complete representation of cities that will
be reviewing the Comp Plan. She doesn’t want to see the Comp Plan process stalled.
Garber said that even if cities do not participate on MSWMAC or ITSG, they are all sent
agendas and minutes, and part of the Comp Plan process includes public involvement.
Severn said the public involvement process of the Comp Plan starts in May. All cities
will be offered a general overview, and presentations can be tailored to their interests.

Kiernan said that the division and cities have relations on many levels, in which the ILAs

and the Comp Plan are two fixed points. The draft Comp Plan is a complete package that
must be approved or rejected in its entirety. The division is trying to solicit input and
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share information early in the development of the Comp Plan so that cities have an

opportunity to comment on specific issues.

Garber said that the Public Issues Committee (PIC) of the Suburban Cities Association
(SCA) receives regular updates about SWAC and MSWMAC. Garber said when she
gives updates to the SCA, she always encourages cities to participate directly in
MSWMAC. She added that now, as important decisions are being made in the Comp

Plan process, more cities may appoint representatives.

Illegal Dumping and Special Wastes (Sharps) Handouts: Review

Severn directed members’ attention to the handouts on illegal dumping and sharps
disposal. She said these handouts give background information on the issues together
with the current policies and actions taken, and the division’s preliminary

recommendations for the Comp Plan. Severn asked for comments.

In response to a question about having meeting materials provided in advance, Garber
said that it is important that everyone read the materials and be prepared to discuss topics
at the meetings.

Severn said that there was substantial work done for the last Comp Plan dealing with
illegal dumping. The current recommendation is to continue with those efforts, with the
priority placed on enforcement. The data on illegal dumping are not centrally located so
it is difficult to assess the entire scope of the issue. A tracking system needs to be

implemented to determine the effectiveness of efforts.

Greenway asked how enforcement would be implemented. Severn said that a working
group has made specific recommendations for enforcement that would be drafted into
new code. Special Waste Supervisor Pam Badger added that a work group consisting of
city, county, state and federal staff found that illegal dumping enforcement programs
faced similar issues across the board. They recommended strengthening codes in some
cases and expanding enforcement authority in others to help streamline bureaucracy.

Those recommendations were transmitted to the Executive, who approved them. The

11
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next step will be to write legislation enacting the recommendations. Greenway said that
she would be interested in seeing more details about the changes. Badger replied that she

will send the report from the workgroup to MSWMAC.

McGilton asked if cities will be expected to change their codes as well. Kiernan said it
depends on who is doing the enforcement, for example, the Health Department has
jurisdiction across the county and in the cities, while changes to land use code would
apply only to the county. Kiernan added that if illegal dumping becomes a felony, police
will still be busy responding to other emergencies. However, if the changes are made to
land use codes, rather than criminal code, a code inspector can write a ticket for illegal

dumping.

MSWMAC member Chris Eggen asked if the division had an idea of the effectiveness of
the illegal dumping efforts. Severn said that complaint tracking has only recently been
centralized. Many agencies and individual property owners are involved in responding to
illegal dumping, and there currently is not a way to capture all of their costs. Illegal
dumping sites are still being found, and there is no way to know how old newly
discovered sites are.

Kiernan said that the hotline allows the division to direct people to the responsible agency
while still collecting data in one place. The growth in the number of calls received might
be a reflection of greater awareness of the hotline rather than an increase in illegal
dumping.

Severn said that the division recommends a change in the acceptance policy for sharps.
Severn said that the recommendation is to no longer accept sharps in the MSW
(municipal solid waste) stream, either at the curbside or transfer stations. This is
consistent with the practice of the City of Seattle, Snohomish County and Waste
Management, and with the recommendations of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the Center for Disease Control.

12
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Fife-Ferris asked about alternative disposal options and enforcement to uphold this ban.
Severn said that a brochure is being developed that includes a growing list of disposal
sites. Severn said Group Health and most pharmacies take back sharps for free from their
patients and customers. She added that there are several mail back programs as well,
although they are more expensive. In most cases, people can return their sharps to the
same places where they got them.

Fife-Ferris said that Waste Management has an affiliate partner that accepts sharps; they
have a financial interest in a ban. She said that it unless disposal is very convenient a ban

will be useless.

Fife-Ferris asked about customers who are getting their sharps from the internet. She
said she’d like to see this issue explored more before implementing a ban on sharps
disposal. MSWMAC member Mark Relph said he had similar concerns to Fife-Ferris,
and would like to see the results of the sharps collection pilot program at the new

Shoreline transfer station.

Knight said that she does not share those concerns, if King County can indicate a range of
take back programs. She said the ban on household hazardous waste (HHW) has been
successful despite limited disposal options. Knight said that as individuals we have the
responsibility to take care of waste we produce, and sharps are not different from any

other material in that sense.

Eggen said that in the Washington State Uniform Medical Program all sharps are sent by
mail order. He said he’d prefer a safe container that can be put into the garbage, or some
other option to dispose of sharps safely. Eggen said he agrees that individuals have a

responsibility to dispose of the materials properly, but unless it is convenient to do so, the

problem will continue.

Badger said that there is not a container that can withstand the level of compaction that

solid waste receives.

13
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WPR: Goals Development I1: Presentation and Discussion

Gaisford gave a presentation on Waste Prevention and Recycling Goals Development. It
can be viewed at:
http://www.metrokc.gov/extranet/dnrp/swd/Goals2MSWMAC02082008.ppt

Greenway asked if the potential for increase in recycling and waste reduction lies in
improving participation in existing programs or in increasing the number of recyclable

materials. Gaisford answered that both have the potential to improve.

Fife-Ferris asked what impact Ecology’s definitions of beneficial use would have on local
jurisdictions. Kiernan said that it is not clear; Ecology and the Washington State Utilities
and Transportation Commission (WUTC) are both state level agencies, but are looking at
the question of beneficial use separately.

In response to a question, Gaisford said that the 2015 C&D goal of 50 percent includes
50 percent of all C&D waste except asphalt and concrete. He said it is not known
precisely how much of the C&D that is currently disposed is recyclable, but the C&D
goal is an aggressive one.

Garber asked members to direct any further questions or comments to Yates, along with

any ideas or thoughts for the ITSG workplan before their February meeting.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:15 p.m.

Submitted by:
Jennifer Broadus, SWD Staff

14


http://www.metrokc.gov/extranet/dnrp/swd/Goals2MSWMAC02082008.ppt

	KING COUNTY METROPOLITAN SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
	KING COUNTY METROPOLITAN SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
	Approved Meeting Minutes 
	 
	Others in Attendance
	 
	Call to Order 




