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Metropolitan King County Council

Natural Resources and Utilities Committee

STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
	5
	Name:
	Peggy Dorothy

	Proposed No.:
	Motion 2004-0494
	Date:
	December 2, 2004

	Invited:
	Theresa Jennings, Division Manager, Solid Waste Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Kevin Kiernan, Solid Waste Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks


SUBJECT:  
A motion approving the Transfer System Level of Service Evaluation Criteria and Standards Report and setting the deadline for the report on the analysis of the transfer system needs and capacity.
SUMMARY:
 Proposed Motion 2004-0494 (Attachment 1) approves the Solid Waste Division’s report containing recommendations on evaluation criteria and standards for determining when an existing county transfer station should be upgraded in place, relocated to another area, or when a new transfer station needs to be constructed to adequately service the region’s growing population.  The motion also sets April 15, 2005 as the deadline for the second milestone report required under the solid waste framework legislation, Ordinance 14971.
BACKGROUND:  
On July 26, 2004, the council approved Ordinance 14971, which sets in place a framework for developing and approving the solid waste export system plan and setting a deadline for the plan of December 15, 2005.  The ordinance recognizes the interjurisdictional staff group and creates the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) to work with the Solid Waste Division to develop a waste export system plan.  The waste export plan is to include a business plan addressing issues such as emergency capacity, system reliability, impact of future system choices on employees, and strategies to encourage competition and preserve service levels.  
Ordinance 14971 includes a section that identifies important milestone reports that the division is required to make to the council.  These reports include (1) transfer system level of service standards and criteria; (2) review of system capacity and needs; (3) analysis of options for public and private ownership and operation of solid waste facilities; and (4) preliminary transfer and waste export facility recommendations and a review of estimated system costs, rate impacts and financial policy assumptions.  These milestone reports are to be submitted for council approval by motion. 
Beginning in August, a technical subcommittee of the interjurisdictional staff group met weekly to work collaboratively on standards and criteria that the group would recommend to the division, the executive, the council and the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum.  The interjurisdictional staff group reviewed and approved the transfer system level of service evaluation criteria and standards that were developed by the subcommittee.  The group reached consensus on 19 evaluation criteria and standards to measure consistency with the criteria.  
The Solid Waste Division also provided copies of the evaluation criteria and standards to Waste Management and Rabanco/Allied for review and comment.  The report incorporating the evaluation criteria and standards was sent to all cities participating in the county solid waste system, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and the Solid Waste Interlocal Forum.
The Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) discussed the Transfer System Level of Service Evaluation Criteria and Standards Report and sent a letter to the county executive on November 29, 2004 commenting on the report.  A copy of the SWAC letter is attached (Attachment 3).
Proposed Motion 2004-0494 was introduced on November 8, 2004 and dually referred, first to the Regional Policy Committee and then to the Natural Resources and Utilities Committee.  The RPC will consider the motion at its meeting on December 1, 2004.  If the RPC approves the motion, the Natural Resources and Utilities Committee will consider the motion at today’s meeting.

ANALYSIS

Proposed Motion 2004-0494 would approve the first milestone report required under Ordinance 14971.  The milestone report provides evaluation criteria and standards to be used in determining when an existing county transfer station should be upgraded in place, relocated to another area, or replaced with a new transfer station to adequately service the region’s growing population.  The focus of the evaluation criteria and standards is on those characteristics of transfer stations that would justify the capital investment in rebuilding or relocating a particular transfer station.  
Also, it was acknowledged that the evaluation criteria and standards should be taken as a whole.  If a transfer station fails to meet one or two evaluation criteria, it may not result in a recommendation to relocate, rebuild or significantly upgrade the transfer station.  All of the evaluation criteria and standards should be considered before determining if the capital investment should be made to an existing station.
Most of the evaluation criteria and standards were designed to make a yes/no determination on the question of whether or not a particular transfer station meets a policy or service goal.  This approach was intended to allow for evaluation of the standards in light of the particular conditions at a specific transfer station and to allow for the idea that not every transfer station has to provide every service, as long as the system as a whole provides the desired level of services.   

For example, perhaps a particular transfer station provides a lower level of recycling services than another due to physical limitations or due to the type of traffic experienced at the transfer station.  If recycling demand in the area is addressed at a different transfer station, the staff group felt that there should be some flexibility to determine that recycling policies and goals are being met, even if the particular transfer station at issue does not provide recycling services.  This approach would also allow that given services, such as household hazardous waste collection, can be provided at some, but not all transfer stations, based on level of local demand.
In addition, this process is designed to be iterative.  There may be some evaluation criteria that are more important than others with regard to a particular transfer station.  There may be some of the criteria and standards that may need to be refined or modified in the process applying the criteria and standards to existing stations.  Any changes or refinements will be discussed in the next report to the council.

The evaluation criteria and standards recommended in the report fall within four categories:  (1) levels of service to users of the facilities; (2) station capacity and characteristics for solid waste handling and recycling; (3) local and regional effects of the facility; and (4) cost and rate impacts involved in making major capital improvements.  

Levels of Service to Users
This category of standards and criteria look at individual transfer stations from the point of view of the people using the facility.  The standards include maximum travel times to reach transfer stations and maximum wait times spent at transfer stations.  The standards evaluate facility hours and indicate the ability to adjust hours to meet the station’s customer demand.  This category also includes standards to judge a transfer station’s ability to provide recycling services to meet the county’s waste reduction and recycling goals.  
Unlike the other standards and criteria in the report, the standards with regard to travel time and wait time have specific measurements included.  Again, these standards should be reviewed in light of the overall goal of the report.  The standards might not reflect the highest levels of service that the county would want to achieve.  They are measures for deciding that major capital improvements should be made in order to correct or change the standards.  The travel time and wait time standards were reviewed by the private hauling companies.

Station Capacity and Characteristics for Solid Waste and Recycling

In this category, the report includes standards for determining whether a transfer station can meet its functional purpose.  These standards evaluate a transfer station’s vehicle capacity, tonnage capacity (both current and future), storage capacity for emergencies, physical barriers to expansion, minimum roof clearance, safety requirements, ability to accommodate waste export and requirements for structural integrity.  
Many of the specific requirements to meet these standards are contained in federal, state, local and county code.  The recommended standards do not attempt to duplicate or complement existing legal requirements, but provide the mechanism for evaluating the physical needs of a particular transfer station.
Local and Regional Effects of Facility
In this category of standards and criteria, the impact of the facility on the host community is addressed.  The standards and criteria in this category were the most difficult to define, because many of them depended upon where the transfer station is located.  
Some of the criteria were specific and objective.  These included whether or not the transfer station meets applicable local noise ordinances, Puget Sound Clear Air Agency standards for odors, acceptable traffic impacts on local streets, and whether a 100-foot buffer exists between the active area of the facility and the nearest residence.

Other criteria were subjective, including whether the facility is compatible with surrounding land use, whether it was aesthetically consistent with its surroundings, if it had unacceptable impacts on sensitive areas, and whether or not there is regional equity with regard to siting essential public facilities and percentage of solid waste handled for the region in a particular station.  The interjurisdictional staff group noted that these are important considerations that cannot be objectively measured, and determined that they should be the subject of discussions by the MSWMAC when it begins meeting early next year.
Cost and Rate Impacts 
Because the recommended standards and criteria for transfer stations would be used to determine whether to invest in large-scale capital improvements, the staff group recognized that cost and rate impacts are a required part of the evaluation.  This category of criteria included whether the operational or capital costs for addressing service levels at transfer stations could be supported by the cities and adopted by the county council and whether the rate impacts of capital investments would be consistent with current county policy.  
NEXT STEPS:
If the council approves Proposed Motion 2004-0494, the Interjurisdictional Staff Group and the MSWMAC will take on the task of applying the evaluation criteria and standards to all county transfer stations other than the First Northeast, Enumclaw and Vashon Transfer Stations.  In cooperation with the MSWMAC and the Interjurisdictional Staff Group, the Solid Waste Division will write the second milestone report required under Ordinance 14971, providing a review of system capacity and needs.  This second report will be due by April 15, 2005.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2004-0494

2. Transmittal Letter dated October 14, 2004

3. Letter from the Solid Waste Advisory Committee dated November 29, 2004.
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