10

11

12

13

14

15

KI N G Co U NTY 1200 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue
Seattle, WA 98104

Signature Report

March 28, 2006

Motion 12267

Proposed No. 2005-0483.1 Sponsors Edmonds and von Reichbauer

A MOTION approving the Addendum to Milestone Report
#2, Application of Criterion 17 to Five Utban Transfer

Stations.

- WHEREAS, King County has adopted Ordinances 14971 and 15218 relating to
the timing for planning fér waste export and annually reporting the solid waste division's
progress toward meeting objectives identified in the Compreheﬁsive Solid Waste
Management Plan, and

WHEREAS, Ordinances 14971 and 15218 require the development of four
milestone repofts leading up to the transmittal of the Waste Export System Plan, and

"WHEREAS, the first milestone report on the Transfer System Level of Service
Evaluation Criteria and Standards, approved by the King County council By Motion
12134, identified nine‘;een criteria for evaluating five of six existing urban King County

transfer stations, and
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Motion 12267

WHEREAS, the second milestone report on the Analysis of Systems Needs and
Capacity, épproved by the King County council by Motion 12055, applied criteria 1
through 16 to the five existing urban transfer stations, and

WHEREAS, criteria 18 and 19 will be addressed in the fourth milestone report —
Preliminary Transfer and Transport Facility Options, and Estimated System Costs, Rate
Impacts and Financial Policy Assﬁmptions, and

WHEREAS, the metropolitan solid waste management advisory committee
("MSWMAC") reviewed and made recommendations on the second milestone report,
and

WHEREAS, MSWMAC decided that additional ﬁrrie would be needed for
MSWMAC to adequately consider and provide recommendations on the application of
Criterion 17 - Local and Regional Considerations, to the five urban transfer stations, and

WHEREAS, MSWMAC requested that the solid waste division transmit the
second milestone report to the county council for approval without applying Criterion 17,
and

WHEREAS, MSWMAC has developed a set of objective subcriteria to address
Criterion 17 — Local and Regional Considerations as an addendum to the second
milestone report, and

WHEREAS, MSWMAC has reviewed and approved the addendum to the second
milestone report;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:
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37 The Addendum to Milestone Report #2, Application of Criterion 17 to Five Urban
38 Transfer Stations, in the form of Attachment A to this motion, is hereby approved.
39

Motion 12267 was introduced on 12/5/2005 and passed by the Metropolitan King County
Council on 3/27/2006, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Mr. Phillips, Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Lambert, Mr. Dunn, Mr.
Ferguson, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague, Ms. Patterson and Mr. Constantine

No: 0
Excused: 0

ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

Attachments  A. Addendum to Mileston Report #2--Application of Criterion 17 to Five Urban
Transfer Stations--September 14, 2005
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Attachment A

ADDENDUM TO MILESTONE REPORT #2
APPLICATION OF CRITERION 17 TO FIVE URBAN TRANSFER STATIONS
September 14, 2005
Background -

King County Ordinance 14971 requires development of a waste export system
plan for the transfer and disposal of waste after the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill
closes. The plan will be submitted to the council April 30, 2006. Four milestone
reports are required in preparation for submitting the final plan. Milestone Report
#1 developed 19 level of service evaluation criteria to assess transfer system
needs and capacity. Report #1 was submitted to the King County Council
October 15, 2004 and adopted December 6, 2004. _

Milestone Report #2 applied Criteria 1 through 16 to five of the six urban King
County transfer stations: Algona, Bow Lake, Factoria, Houghton, and Renton.'
See map on page 3. These 186 criteria contain objective standards for measuring
transfer station needs and capacity. Criteria 18 and 19 address cost and rate
considerations and will be part of the development of system alternatives in
Milestone Report #4.

Criterion 17 — called Local and Regional Considerations — was intended to
address two issues that are more subjective than those addressed by the other
criteria: (a) the compatibility of transfer stations with surrounding land uses; and
(2) whether each is getting its “fair share” of tonnage and customers, which
addressed concerns about “regional equity.” :

The Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) _
recognized that more time would be needed to adequately evaluate these issues.
Rather than delay Milestone Report #2, MSWMAC decided to issue it without
Criterion 17, and follow up with an addendum that focuses on Criterion 17 only.
Report #2 was submitted to the King County Council on Apnl 15, 2005 and
adopted on May 31, 2005.

Development and Application of Criterion 17
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

To determine whether the five urban transfer stations are compatible with
surrounding land use, MSWMAC developed a set of objective subcriteria that
address consistency with land use plans and zoning regulations, aesthetics,
noise, odor, traffic, distance of active area from nearest residence, and
compliance with state and local regulations. These are all factors that contribute
to land use compatibility.

' The first NE Transfer Station is not included because it is scheduled to be rebuilt in 2006.
Vashon and Enumclaw are also not included, because they are relatively new stations.
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After applying the subcriteria to the five transfer stations under study, MSWMAC
analyzed whether each transfer station, in its current condition, is compatible with
surrounding land use. Table 1 shows the results of that analysis.

The Houghton Transfer Station was determined to be incompatible with
surrounding residential and recreational land use due to aesthetic considerations,
one verifiable odor complaint within the last two years, and the location of
transfer trailer parking within 100 feet of a residence. Factoria was determined to
be incompatible with surrounding land use due to aesthetic and traffic
considerations, although this is a close call because of the commercial/industrial
nature of the surrounding uses. The other transfer stations were determined to
be compatible with surrounding land use.

Distribution of Tonnage and Customers

To determine whether the five transfer stations are getting a “fair share” of
tonnage and customers, MSWMAC asked Solid Waste Division (SWD) staff to
develop tables showing the distribution of tonnage and transactions among King
County transfer stations in the first quarter of 2005. Initially, SWD staff included
only the five urban transfer stations under study in the table because Vashon
and,to a lesser extent, Enumclaw and First NE, serve geographically discrete
areas. Upon further discussion, the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group
(ITSG), which includes staff from the division, central King County Council staff
and suburban cities staff, recommended, and MSWMAC agreed, that it would be
more useful if the tables showed population and the distribution of tonnage and
transactions at all transfer stations but Vashon. This distribution is shown in
Tables 2a and 2b.

MSWMAC considered applying a criterion to the data in Tables 2aand 2b so
that conclusions could be reached about whether a particular transfer station is
getting a “fair share” of total tonnage and transactions. As noted previously, this
was intended to be a measure of "regional equity.” However, MSWMAC
recognized that the terms “fair share” and “regional equity” constitute value
judgments that are difficult to objectively define and quantify. The committee
therefore decided that only the raw distribution data in Tables 2a and 2b would
be presented in this addendum.

Further discussion of distribution of tonnage and transactions by geographic area
as well as the potential need to redefine those areas or add new service will
occur as part of Milestone Report #4. In addition, as part of Report #4, MSWMAC
will develop terminology and definitions to allow a better understanding of what
“regional equity” is and how it can be measured. -
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King County Transfer Stations

Wiy, King Cotinty Regional Landfill
= King County Transfer Station

8 King County Drop Box
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 Criterion 17 Table 2a

Tonnage*

Site  |Customer| Tons |Total % of System**] CH % SH % Population
Factoria CH 11,055 13.5%| 17.8% 14.0%
Factoria SH 2,946 3.6% 14.7%

Houghton | __ CH 11,948 14.6%| __19.3% 19.6%
Houghton | SH 3,308 4.0% 16.5%
Renton CH 4,911 ’ 6.0% 7.9% 17.3%
Renton SH 1,559 1.9% 7.8%
Algona “CH 9,946 121%] 16.0% 15.3%
Algona SH 3,455 4.2% 17.2%
BowLake | CH 20,806 25.3%| . 33.5% 19.1%
Bow Lake SH 4,415 5.4% 22.0%
First NE CH 2,534 ' 31%]  4.1% 10.9%
First NE SH 3,021 3.7% 15.1%
Enumclaw]  CH 842 1.0% 1.4%] 3.8%
Enumclaw| SH 1,366 - 1.7% 6.8%
Total 82,113 100.0% 1,208,500

*based on May 2005 tonnage data
**% of Urban Stations and Enumclaw
CH=commercial haulers

SH=self haulers



Criterion 17 Table 2b
Transactions *

12267

Site Customer| Transactions |Total % of System |CH % SH % Population
Factoria CH 1,742 2.1% 15.4% 14.0%
Factoria SH 11,868 14.0% 16.1%

Houghton CH 1,978 2.3% 17.5% 19.6%
Houghton SH 11,291 13.3% 15.4%

Renton CH 904 1.1% 8.0% 17.3%
Renton SH 6,555 7.7% 8.9%

Algona CH 1,868 2.2% 16.5% 15.3%
Algona SH 12,773 15.1% 17.4%

Bow Lake CH 4,245 5.0% 37.5% 19.1%
Bow Lake SH 14,606 17.2% 19.9%

First NE CH 436 0.5% 3.9%] 10.9%
First NE SH 11,292 13.3% 15.4%

Enumclaw CH 137 0.2% 1.2% 3.8%
Enumclaw SH 5,162 6.1% 7.0%

Total 84,857 100.0% 1,208,500

*based on May 2005 transaction data
**% of Urban Stations and Enumclaw
CH=commercial haulers
SH=self haulers



