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Metropolitan King County Council
Committee of the Whole



STAFF REPORT
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	6
	Name:
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	Date:
	June 20, 2018




SUBJECT

Proposed Motion 2018-0264 would acknowledge receipt of a Cedar Hills Tonnage and Capacity Report in response to a budget proviso requirement. 

SUMMARY

King County’s Solid Waste Division (SWD) operates a regional solid waste system for the unincorporated area and 37 partner cities. This system includes one remaining local landfill, the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, a 920-acre site located in unincorporated Maple Valley. To monitor tonnage and examine long-term disposal options, the Council included a proviso[footnoteRef:1] in the 2017-2018 biennial budget that required:  [1:  Ordinance 18409, Section 107, Proviso P2] 


· A report on 2017 system tonnage, which was due on December 1, 2017;[footnoteRef:2] and  [2:  The Council acknowledged receipt of this report via Motion 15052.] 

· A report on options for extending the life of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, which was due on June 1, 2018. 

Proposed Motion 2018-0264 includes the Cedar Hills Tonnage and Capacity Report, the second of the two reports. The report notes that actual tons of waste disposed at Cedar Hills in 2017 was 11 percent higher than estimates made in previous years.[footnoteRef:3] The report estimates that the landfill will reach capacity in 2028, that costs to increase landfill capacity through 2040 would be lower ($41/ton) than to export waste ($55/ton), and offers a recommendation to increase landfill capacity by 18 million cubic yards.  [3:  Please note that the proviso report transmitted in December 2017 (Motion 15052) conflated Cedar Hills tonnage (tonnage destined for the Cedar Hills landfill) with total system tonnage (tonnage destined for Cedar Hills plus yard/wood waste tonnage destined for the Cedar Grove composting facility). This staff report attempts to address this issue by distinguishing between Cedar Hills tonnage and total system tonnage. This distinction is important in the context of the landfill’s lifespan because yard/wood waste, which goes to Cedar Grove, does not affect the life of the landfill. ] 


The Council will have the opportunity to review long-term disposal options in more detail as part of its deliberations on the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, which is anticipated to be transmitted in late July.


BACKGROUND 

The King County Solid Waste Division (SWD) operates eight transfer stations, two drop boxes, the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, and waste prevention and recycling programs for the unincorporated area and 37 partner cities. As of 2018, there are approximately 1.4 million residents and 716,000 people employed in the service area.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:   Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, January 2018 ] 


Cities manage solid waste handling and disposal within their jurisdictions, and, in general, contract with solid waste haulers to provide service within the city.[footnoteRef:5] King County receives the solid waste at its transfer stations and drop boxes from solid waste haulers and self-haul customers. These waste loads are consolidated, transferred onto trailers, and transported by truck to the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill in Maple Valley.  [5:  R.C.W. 35.21.120] 


Cedar Hills Regional Landfill. 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 more than 900,000 tons of waste each year. Capacity at the landfill is based on acreage within the permitted boundaries of the facility, as well as associated airspace.

Policy decisions over the last decade have been based on analysis indicating that keeping the landfill open as long as possible is the most economical alternative for waste disposal. The County’s 2007 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan stated that, “extending the life of Cedar Hills is cost-effective for the region’s ratepayers as well as the county,” and recommended taking steps to extend the life of the landfill for as long as possible.[footnoteRef:6]   [6:  Ordinance 15979, Attachment A, Proposed Recommendations, Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System Plan, p. 4.] 


Landfill Expansion Plans. In 2010, the Council approved a Project Program Plan for the landfill,[footnoteRef:7] which advanced a plan to expand the landfill by 56.5 acres by adding several new refuse areas at an estimated cost of $70 million.  [7:  Motion 13382] 


As part of the 2015-2016 biennial budget,[footnoteRef:8] the Council approved funding to develop a revised plan for the landfill to study additional options to expand the landfill’s capacity beyond what had been approved in the 2010 plan. The new study identified a number of development scenarios for the landfill that could extend the closure date to 2050 or beyond, with costs ranging from $206 million to $504 million, depending on the selected scenario.[footnoteRef:9] The “Revised Site Development Plan for Cedar Hills Regional Landfill” was prepared for the Department of Natural Resources and Parks Solid Waste Division by an outside consulting team in June 2016, but has not been transmitted to the Council for review or adoption. It is anticipated that these findings will be incorporated into the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). It is anticipated as well that the SWMP will also consider waste export and waste-to-energy options. [8:  Ordinance 17941]  [9:  The “Revised Site Development Plan for Cedar Hills Regional Landfill” was prepared for the Department of Natural Resources and Parks Solid Waste Division by an outside consulting team in June 2016, but has not been transmitted to the Council for review or adoption. It is anticipated that these findings will be incorporated into the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP). It is anticipated as well that the SWMP will also consider waste export and waste-to-energy options.] 


As part of the 2017-2018 biennial budget,[footnoteRef:10] the Council approved $37 million in expenditures to continue the work to develop Area 8, a 7.8 million[footnoteRef:11] cubic yard waste disposal cell at the landfill.[footnoteRef:12]  [10:  Ordinance 18409]  [11:  SWD, Cedar Hills Regional Landfill Annual Report - 2016]  [12:  According to SWD, design of Area 8 was completed in 2017, construction is currently underway, and the new cell is anticipated to be able to receive refuse beginning in 2019. ] 


In addition, the Council approved $400,000 to develop a Revised Site Development Plan for Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, update the 2010 plan, prepare an updated Environmental Impact Statement, and identify potential expansion alternatives. As part of that work and the development of a Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan,[footnoteRef:13] SWD is analyzing an 18 million cubic yard addition to the landfill. According to the proviso report transmitted with Proposed Motion 2018-0264, “[t]he goal of this landfill development activity would be to provide disposal capacity to 2040.”  [13:  SWD, Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, January 2018. Note that the final Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan is anticipated to be transmitted to the Council in July 2018.] 


Solid Waste System Financing. The County’s solid waste system is supported by disposal fees approved by the Council. The current fees were approved in 2016 and went into effect on January 1, 2017, for a two-year period.[footnoteRef:14] The fees for 2017-2018 represent a 12 percent increase over the previous fee rates, which took effect in 2013. (The County deferred a fee increase in 2015-2016 to allow for additional time for economic recovery following the recession.) A schedule of key fees for 2017-2018 is shown in Table 1 below.  [14:  Ordinance 18377] 


Table 1. King County Solid Waste Disposal Fee Schedule for 2017-2018

	Fee Type
	2017-2018 Amount

	Basic Fee
A fee charged to commercial curbside collection companies and to residential and business self-haulers who bring solid waste to division transfer facilities. Per the last rate study submitted to Council, this fee makes up approximately 95 percent of revenues.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Ordinance 18377, Attachment A] 

	$134.59 per ton

	Minimum Fee
A fee charged to sedan passenger cars that include disposal of up to 320 lbs. of garbage.
	$21.60 per vehicle

	Regional Direct Fee
A discounted fee charged to commercial collection companies that haul solid waste to Cedar Hills from their own facilities, thus bypassing division transfer stations.
	$114.00 per ton

	Yard Waste and Clean Wood
Fee covers source-separated yard waste, clean wood, or a combination of the two materials.
	$75.00 per ton

	Special Waste Fee 
Special wastes are non-hazardous waste materials that require special handling and/or record-keeping. Special waste must be cleared through the division’s waste clearance program. 
	$162.00 per ton

	Special Waste Extra Handling Fee 
Some special wastes, such as asbestos, are more expensive to manage due to handling and record-keeping requirements beyond the waste clearance process.
	$188.00 per ton



In terms of future rate planning, the proviso report, which was transmitted with Proposed Motion 2018-0264, states that, “[b]ased on the most recent tonnage forecast, Cedar Hills, without further development, is estimated to reach capacity in 2028. The cost of disposal would be approximately $41[footnoteRef:16] per ton in 2029 if Cedar Hills is expanded, compared to $55[footnoteRef:17] per ton for waste export.” [16:  A footnote from the transmitted proviso report state: “Includes capital costs, operating costs, revenue, and post closure maintenance. Shown in 2029 dollars.”]  [17:  A footnote from the transmitted proviso report states: “Based on the City of Seattle waste export contract, inflated using 80 percent of the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers in Seattle, and capital cost to purchase 55 rail ready trailers in 2028. Shown in 2029 dollars.”] 


Tonnage forecasts. In 2016, as part of its analysis for the proposed 2017-2018 rate structure, SWD prepared tonnage estimates through 2036.[footnoteRef:18] Those estimates included Cedar Hills tonnage (tonnage destined for the Cedar Hills landfill), as well as yard/wood waste that would be delivered by SWD to the Cedar Grove composting facility. The combination of yard/wood waste and Cedar Hills tonnage produces total system tonnage, which was also estimated. [18:  Ordinance 18377, Attachment A, pp. 19-20, and summarized in this staff report in Table 2.] 


In developing these estimates, SWD estimated that total system tonnage for 2017 was anticipated to decline slightly due to the reopening of the City of Seattle’s North Transfer and Recycling Facility, which was expected to have the effect of diverting some waste from the County’s waste stream. 

Specifically, for 2017, total system tonnage was estimated to be 850,967 tons. As noted above, total system tonnage includes tonnage disposed at Cedar Hills plus yard/wood waste delivered by SWD to the Cedar Grove composting facility. 

SWD staff note that yard/wood waste tonnage does not affect the lifespan of the Cedar Hills landfill because it is delivered to Cedar Grove to be composted. 

Subtracting out the estimate for yard/wood waste that was to go to Cedar Grove, the 2016 tonnage forecast anticipated that for 2017, Cedar Hills tonnage was estimated to be 837,467 tons.

Table 2 shows the tonnage forecast for Cedar Hills tonnage, yard/wood waste destined for Cedar Grove, and total system tonnage that was presented by SWD during 2016.

Table 2. Tonnage Forecast through 2036 (presented 2016)

	Year
	Cedar Hills 
Tonnage
	Yard/Wood 
Waste
	Total System 
Tonnage

	 2015 
	869,802
	11,723
	881,525

	 2016 
	864,100
	12,000
	876,100

	 2017 
	837,467
	13,500
	[bookmark: RANGE!D6]850,967

	 2018 
	838,759
	16,500
	855,259

	 2019 
	861,700
	16,500
	878,200

	 2020 
	900,440
	16,500
	916,940

	 2021 
	931,737
	16,500
	948,237

	 2022 
	964,275
	16,500
	980,775

	 2023 
	993,079
	16,500
	1,009,579

	 2024 
	1,021,137
	16,500
	1,037,637

	 2025 
	1,046,527
	16,500
	1,063,027

	 2026 
	1,067,236
	16,500
	1,083,736

	 2027 
	1,088,391
	16,500
	1,104,891

	 2028 
	1,104,594
	16,500
	1,121,094

	 2029 
	1,093,134
	16,500
	1,109,634

	 2030 
	1,062,820
	16,500
	1,079,320

	 2031 
	1,098,621
	16,500
	1,115,121

	 2032 
	1,115,291
	16,500
	1,131,791

	 2033 
	1,132,104
	16,500
	1,148,604

	 2034 
	1,149,104
	16,500
	1,165,604

	 2035 
	1,149,103
	16,500
	1,165,603

	 2036 
	1,166,389
	16,500
	1,182,889


Information summarized from Ordinance 18377, Attachment A, pp. 19-20 (2016)

Proviso Requirement. In response to the importance of monitoring tonnage within the context of a time-limited landfill and to explore long-term disposal options, the Council included a proviso in the 2017-2018 biennial budget ordinance that required two reports: one on 2017 system tonnage, due on December 1, 2017;[footnoteRef:19] and one on options for the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, which was due on June 1, 2018. The proviso (Ordinance 18409, Section 107, Proviso P2) stated: [19:  The Council acknowledged receipt of this report through Motion 15052.] 


	


P2 PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:

	Of this appropriation, $2,462,500 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits two reports: the first on solid waste system tonnage and the second on expansion of the Cedar Hills regional landfill, and motions that should acknowledge receipt of the reports and reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motions and motions acknowledging receipt of the reports are passed by the council.
	A.  The first report shall include, but not be limited to:
	  1.  Projected tonnage of waste received for 2017, including a description of the factors influencing the 2017 tonnage projections;
	  2.  A discussion of any landfill capacity changes resulting from the 2017 projections; 
	  3.  Any tonnage-driven system operational impacts; and
	  4.  Any potential revenue increases or decreases associated with the 2017 tonnage projections.
	B.  The second report shall include, but not be limited to:
	  1.  The actual tonnage received for 2017;
	  2.  A comparison of the costs to expand the capacity of the Cedar Hills regional landfill, with the cost of waste export;
	  3.  A projected date of closure for the Cedar Hills regional landfill, in the absence of the expansion of the landfill; and
	  4.  Recommendations for extending the life of the Cedar Hills regional landfill.
	The executive should file the first report and motion required by this proviso by December 1, 2017, and the second report and a motion required by this proviso by June 1, 2018, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the transportation, economy and environment committee, or its successor.

ANALYSIS

Proviso Report 1: 2017 System Tonnage Report. On December 1, 2017, the Executive transmitted the first of the two required reports.[footnoteRef:20] This first proviso report used actual tonnage figures through August 2017, combined with estimates for the remainder of 2017, to provide an updated tonnage estimate for 2017. The report stated that, “[b]ased on the 2016 experience, the division projects 932,000 tons of garbage will be disposed in 2017, which is about 81,000 more tons than originally forecast in the 2017-2018 budget”.  [20:  The Council acknowledged receipt of this report by Motion 15052.] 


Using this statement from the first proviso report, subtracting 81,000 tons from the new 932,000-ton forecast to reach the original forecast that is referred to produces a figure of 851,000 tons, very close to the 2016 forecast for total system tonnage of 850,967 tons.

However, SWD has since indicated that the comparison between the 2016 and December 2017 tonnage estimates presented in this first report conflated two different measures:

· The 850,967 tons from the 2016 estimate was for total system tonnage (Cedar Hills plus yard/wood waste); but
· The 932,000 tons from the December 2017 estimate was for Cedar Hills tonnage only.

Making a comparison between the Cedar Hills tonnage estimated in 2016 and the Cedar Hills tonnage estimated in December 2017 would lead to a comparison between the 837,467 tons that had been estimated in 2016 (see Table 2 above) with the December 2017 report’s estimate of 932,000 tons, showing an increase of 94,533 tons or 11.3 percent over the Cedar Hills tonnage estimates that had been made in 2016.

Proviso report 2: Cedar Hills Landfill Tonnage and Capacity Report. The second report, transmitted with Proposed Motion 2018-0264, includes information on tonnage, the landfill’s estimated lifespan, long-term disposal options, and a recommendation for the future of the landfill.

1. Actual tonnage received for 2017.

The proviso report notes that that, “[i]n 2017, Cedar Hills received 931,000 tons of garbage which is 1,000 tons less than projected in the previous proviso report.”[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Following the transmittal of the proviso report, SWD staff provided more detailed figures (not included in the proviso report) showing total Cedar Hills tonnage for 2017 to be 931,177 tons.] 


Because of the conflation of the different types of estimates in the first proviso report (between Cedar Hills tonnage and total system tonnage) Table 3, below, shows Cedar Hills tonnage, yard/wood waste, and total system tonnage, as estimated in Fall 2016 and as actually collected during 2017.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  The 2017 actual figures shown in Table 3 were not included in the proviso report but were provided by SWD staff following transmittal.] 


As Table 3 shows, actual 2017 Cedar Hills tonnage was 11 percent higher than had been estimated in 2016. Yard/wood waste tonnage was 63 percent higher than had been estimated, but, as noted above, does not affect the landfill’s lifespan.



Table 3. Projected Tonnage Compared to Actual Tonnage for the Year 2017

	Tonnage Type
	2017 PROJECTED
Tonnage Forecast from 2016
	2017 ACTUAL
Reported in 
April 2018
	Difference

	Cedar Hills Tonnage
(Waste Disposed 
at Cedar Hills)
	837,467
	931,177
	11%

	Yard/Wood Waste 
(Delivered to Cedar Grove composting facility)
	13,500
	21,966
	63%

	Total System Tonnage
(Cedar Hills tonnage PLUS yard/wood waste)
	850,967
	953,143
	12%



2. A comparison of the costs to expand the capacity of the Cedar Hills regional landfill, with the cost of waste export. 

The report states that, “[i]n 2029, the year after current landfill capacity is exhausted, the cost of disposal would be approximately $41 per ton if Cedar Hills is further developed, compared to $55 per ton for waste export.” 

The report notes that the cost estimates to expand Cedar Hills were prepared internally based on estimates developed for the Revised Site Development Plan for Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and that the estimates for waste export were based on the current export contract held by the City of Seattle. For the waste export estimates, the report notes that, “[t]his waste export cost assumes utilization of existing local rail yard facilities and does not factor in any potential costs for additional capacity development at those rail yards or on the rail itself which is facing future constraints.” 

On the issue of potential future constraints to rail-based export, in 2017, SWD commissioned a study (Normandeau report) of waste export options (the study also examined a number of waste-to-energy options).[footnoteRef:23] The Normandeau report identified seven landfill sites potentially available for export by rail, and then narrowed that list to four viable options: in Klickitat County, WA; Gilliam County, OR; Morrow County, OR; and Elmore County, ID.  [23:  SWD, Waste-to-Energy (WTE) Options and Solid Waste Export Considerations, Prepared by Normandeau Associates, Inc., September 28, 2017] 


The Normandeau report then identified potential costs for each landfill, but noted that rail capacity could be an issue that could affect the viability and/or cost of exporting waste to these landfills.[footnoteRef:24] The Normandeau report stated: [24:  Normandeau report, pp. 86-93] 


“According to the Washington State Freight Rail Plan, as early as 2008 the segment, from Tacoma to Kalama/Longview (both with and without the Point Defiance Bypass) has been operating at 103% of capacity, and it is anticipated that by 2028 demand will continue to exceed capacity with the segment without the bypass surging to 137% of capacity. It is also expected that by 2028, the Kalama/Longview to Vancouver, Washington, segment, without future Passenger Improvements, will reach 143% of capacity. Likewise both the UP and BNSF segments from Vancouver, Washington, to Pasco will be at 100% of capacity in 2028 and the UP segments from Pasco to Spokane and Spokane to Sandpoint, Idaho, will reach 100% of capacity by 2028. The lack of available capacity is likely to cause an increase in unit shipping costs that will need to be accurately modeled in the future, but is beyond the scope of this report.”[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Normandeau report, p. 93] 


Additional study of waste export options, with a focus on rail capacity and potential future shipping costs, would be indicated should King County determine to export its waste in the future.

3. A projected date of closure for the Cedar Hills regional landfill, in the absence of the expansion of the landfill.

SWD’s December 2017 report had indicated that, “[w]ith more tons disposed in 2017, the capacity of the Cedar Hills landfill would be reached about one month sooner than under the original forecast”[footnoteRef:26] The June 2018 report transmitted with Proposed Motion 2018-0264 indicates that SWD maintains that estimate, noting that “without further development, Cedar Hills will reach capacity in 2028”. [26:  Motion 15052] 


Following transmittal of the June 2018 proviso report, SWD provided an updated estimate for Cedar Hills tonnage, yard/wood waste tonnage, and total system tonnage through 2040. Table 4 uses these new estimates (which were developed by SWD in April 2018) to provide a comparison between Cedar Hills tonnage as estimated in 2016 and as estimated in 2018 through the year 2036 (showing the 2018 estimates that continue through 2040).

Table 4. Cedar Hills Tonnage Forecasts, 
Fall 2016 Estimates Compared with Spring 2018 Estimates

	Year
	Cedar Hills 
Tonnage
(2016 Est)
	Cedar Hills 
Tonnage
(2018 Est)
	Difference

	 2015* 
	869,802
	869,802
	0.00%

	 2016* 
	864,100
	922,000
	6.70%

	 2017* 
	837,467
	931,177
	11.19%

	 2018 
	838,759
	953,421
	13.67%

	 2019 
	861,700
	963,089
	11.77%

	 2020 
	900,440
	1,007,056
	11.84%

	 2021 
	931,737
	1,030,711
	10.62%

	 2022 
	964,275
	1,070,056
	10.97%

	 2023 
	993,079
	1,088,907
	9.65%

	 2024 
	1,021,137
	1,129,620
	10.62%

	 2025 
	1,046,527
	1,161,198
	10.96%

	 2026 
	1,067,236
	1,201,570
	12.59%

	 2027 
	1,088,391
	1,231,316
	13.13%

	 2028 
	1,104,594
	1,273,235
	15.27%

	 2029 
	1,093,134
	1,295,246
	18.49%

	 2030 
	1,062,820
	1,317,638
	23.98%

	 2031 
	1,098,621
	1,340,417
	22.01%

	 2032 
	1,115,291
	1,363,589
	22.26%

	 2033 
	1,132,104
	1,387,162
	22.53%

	 2034 
	1,149,104
	1,411,143
	22.80%

	 2035 
	1,149,103
	1,435,538
	24.93%

	 2036 
	1,166,389
	1,460,355
	25.20%

	 2037
	--
	1,485,602
	--

	 2038
	--
	1,511,284
	--

	 2039
	--
	1,537,410
	--

	 2040
	--
	1,563,989
	--


Source: SWD staff, May 2018 | *=Actual tonnage is presented in 2018 estimates for 2015,2016, 2017

SWD staff have stated that a tonnage increase of approximately 80,000 to 100,000 tons from earlier projections reduced the life of the landfill approximately one month, but that this reduction has been counterbalanced by additional capacity from settlement. 

SWD staff have also stated that, in response to the uncertainty around recyclables due to the China Sword initiative – which could have the effect of further increasing tonnage disposed at Cedar Hills if customers recycle less – the Division has started a Responsible Recycling Task Force. Based on this work, SWD has developed short and long term scenarios for the impacts on tonnage. SWD staff note that they have estimated that in the long term scenario, approximately 671,000 extra tons would be delivered to Cedar Hills, thereby reducing the life of the landfill by approximately six months (from early 2028 to late 2027). In the short term scenario, the numbers are approximately 68,000 tons, which they estimate would reduce the life of the landfill by approximately one month. SWD staff further state that if additional settlement occurs during that 10-year time period the capacity gain from settlement could offset the increase in garbage.

Ongoing monitoring of tonnage, either in the context of expansion of the landfill or without further expansion, is indicated to allow adequate time to evaluate alternative waste disposal options.

4. Recommendations for extending the life of the Cedar Hills regional landfill.

As noted above, the proviso report states that SWD is analyzing an 18 million cubic yard addition to the landfill, which it estimates would extend the landfill’s capacity to 2040. 

The proviso report describes this recommended additional capacity as follows: “The development would include a new refuse area in the landfill’s southeast corner and an increase in landfill elevation from 800 feet to 830 feet. Project features would be refined as part of the design and environmental review process. The goal of this landfill development activity would be to provide disposal capacity to 2040.” 

The Draft Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan identifies an initial capital cost (in 2017 dollars) of $241 million for this expansion.  

With the transmittal of this second report required by the proviso, the funds encumbered by the proviso can be released, if Motion 2018-0264 is approved by the Council.

Actual and projected tonnage, the potential impact on the landfill, and implications for long-term disposal options will be reviewed in more detail during the Council’s review of the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan later this year.
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