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SUBJECT

A motion approving the selected alternative for the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill Site Development Plan.

BACKGROUND  

King County’s Cedar Hills Regional Landfill has served as the final disposal location for the region’s mixed municipal solid waste since its opening in 1965.  It currently receives and landfills over 800,000 tons of waste each year.  Capacity at the landfill is based on acreage within the permitted boundaries of the facility, and on airspace associated with the facility.  In recent years, the region has focused on the anticipated date that the landfill would reach capacity, requiring alternative means of final disposal of the region’s waste load.  Initial estimates identified a closure date of 2012.  As a result of the region’s economic downturn, the success of recycling efforts, and management practices at the landfill, that closure date has been extended to 2018.  

Recent system planning and analysis has confirmed that keeping the landfill open as long as possible is the most economical alternative for ultimate waste disposal among those
 reviewed.  The Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, approved by the Council in 2007, indicated as follows:  

Because in-county landfill disposal is less costly than full waste export, extending the life of Cedar Hills is cost-effective for the region’s ratepayers as well as the county. It also has the effect of extending some key decisions about waste export into the future when more is known about the market and prices for commodities and land. The actual date of closure will be based on additional engineering studies, cost analyses, and stakeholder input. (Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, P 4)

Additionally, a report comparing waste export with waste conversion technologies, prepared by RW Beck, also addressed the matter of extending the life of the landfill:

By keeping an in-county backup disposal facility, the County would be able to maintain stronger control of its waste management responsibilities as well as avoid the cost and energy required of long-hauling waste. (Comparative Evaluation of Waste Export and Conversion Technology Disposal Options, June 2007 P 8-2)

As a result, the Solid Waste Division undertook a revision of the Cedar Hills Site Development Plan, which guides the capital development at the landfill.  The revision was intended to review alternative strategies for extending the capacity of the landfill.  

The Division identified five alternative strategies for extending the capacity of the landfill, which were incorporated into a draft Environmental Impact Statement.  Each of those alternatives was subject to analysis of impacts such as dust, noise, habitat, earth, air, odor, surface water, ground water, upland vegetation, wetlands and wildlife, and others.

The alternatives identified include the following:  

	Alt.
	Acres
	Added years
	Area

	1
	31.2
	3-4
	New refuse area in SW part of landfill, including Contaminated Stormwater (“CSW”) lagoon, siltation pond, part of main soil stockpile

	2
	56.5
	5-6
	One to Two new refuse areas, including CSW lagoon, siltation pond, entire main soil stockpile

	3
	78.4
	8-9
	Three new refuse areas, including CSW lagoon, siltation pond, extending into Southwest Main Hill Refuse Area; includes construction of earthen wall to allow continued use of maintenance and administrative facilities

	4
	96.5
	9-10
	Three new refuse areas, including CSW lagoon, siltation pond, entire main soil stockpile extending into southern part of Southwest and East Main Hill Refuse Area up to eastern boundary of the buffer zone, including excavation of Southwest and East Main Hill Refuse Areas.  Withdrawn from consideration based on comments received regarding potential noise impacts

	5
	95.1
	12-13
	Three new refuse areas, including CSW lagoon, siltation pond, entire main soil stockpile, extending into southern part of Southwest Main Hill Refuse Area, overlaying the west side of the hill; no soil or refuse would be excavated near eastern boundary of buffer


In managing the Site Development Plan review, the Solid Waste Division provided for extensive public outreach to receive and consider input.  An initial scoping meeting resulted in comments from more than 45 individuals or agencies. Based on comments received, additional studies related to air quality, noise and vibration were included in the SEPA review process.  The draft EIS was published on the Division’s website, distributed at county libraries, and mailed to regulators, state agencies, cities, unincorporated area councils, tribes and school districts.  A public hearing was held on the draft EIS, generating additional public comments.  A responsiveness effort included agency responses to individual comments received, across a broad range of topics. The Division determined that no additional environmental studies were needed to proceed with preparation of the Final EIS. However, one of the alternatives under consideration—Alternative 4--which could impact noise and dust levels, was withdrawn from consideration as a result of public comment.  

Based on the environmental impacts, future flexibility, permitting considerations, public review, and cost considerations, the Division identified Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative.  Among the reasons were the following:

Environmental Impacts:  This Alternative maximizes the use of available landfill space with no significant potential adverse environmental impacts; no disposal is planned within the buffer area.  Facilities in southeast of the landfill would remain in place.

Future Flexibility:  This Alternative results in the least amount of disruption to existing landfill structures and the buffer, while preserving the flexibility to implement further development as proposed in Alternatives 3 and 5, if warranted in the future.  If extension of landfill life is desired beyond 2024, those alternatives could be considered.

Special Permit:  Under this Alternative, all landfill development proposed is allowed under the existing permit.  Other alternatives would require additional permitting.  

Public Input:  Many comments from the public addressed concerns about noise, dust, surface and groundwater impacts, and the buffer zone. This Alternative is one of the least disruptive options, and does not involve development within the buffer zone.

Cost:  Cost for new area development, facility improvement and area closure of Alternative 2 would be approximately $70 million.  Savings from implementing Alternative 2, assuming costs similar to those paid by other governments for waste export, would range from approximately $12 million to $50 million over the six-year period from 2019-2024.  Savings compared with waste conversion technologies would be greater as they are anticipated to have more expensive per-ton costs than waste export.

Anticipated Schedule

Assuming Council approval, preliminary engineering design, planning and permitting for Alternative 2 would begin in 2012 after completion of a detailed Site Development Plan.  Construction would begin in 2014, and would continue through 2017.  The new landfill area would open in 2018.

Analysis

The selection of Alternative 2 balances a number of important values:  (a) a significant extension of the life of the landfill resulting in major savings for the region in tipping fees; (b) preserving the ability to pursue the other alternatives for further landfill development; (c) limited environmental impacts by avoiding development of the undeveloped buffer area; and (d) less noise and dust impacts than the other alternatives since the buffer area under this Alternative is not disturbed.  The uncertainty of waste generation rates given the state of the regional economy supports the selection of a mid-range alternative, like Alternative 2, rather than one that maximizes landfill development immediately while incurring greater environmental and public impacts.  

Proceeding on this Site Development Plan selection process also address a recommendation by the State Auditor contained in the 2008 Audit of King County Utility operations.  Among the audit recommendations was rapid implementation of strategies for extending the life of the landfill, in light of potential rate savings.  The County responded to the Auditor that the process to study options was then underway.  Council action to confirm an alternative selection will allow the process to proceed, ultimately resulting in extending the life of the landfill to at least 2023.  

In light of these considerations, Alternative 2 appears to be a reasonable business decision.  

Proposed Motion 2010-0479

Proposed Motion 2010-0479 provides for the approval of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill 2010 Site Development Plan.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Proposed Motion 2010-0479, with attachment

a. Site Development Plan
2. Executive’s transmittal letter, dated September 28, 2010
� Including rail hauling to an out-of-state landfill or thermal recycling of the waste.
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