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SUBJECT

A motion acknowledging receipt of a biosolids thermal drying phase 2 report, prepared in accordance with the 2023-2024 Budget Ordinance, Ordinance 19546, Section 113, Expenditure Restriction ER2 and Proviso P1. 

SUMMARY

Through a proviso in the 2023-2024 Biennial Budget[footnoteRef:1], the Council directed the Executive to conduct a second independent study of the Biosolids Partnership’s revised thermal drying concept. The revised approach proposes to use renewable energy purchased from Puget Sound Energy to thermally dry the county’s Class B biosolids from wastewater to create a Class A pellet that would then be used as fuel for a cement plant.  [1:  Ordinance 19546, Section 113, Expenditure Restriction 2 and Proviso P1] 


The first evaluation of the initial thermal drying concept in 2022 by a consultant found significant concerns with the proposal, and Biosolids Partnership revised their proposal. According to the second proviso report, the consultant finds the revised Biosolids Partnership proposal has simplified the proposed biosolids drying and disposal process from the original proposal and addresses many of the challenges identified in the previous report. The consultant finds the revised proposal is technically feasible but remains much more expensive than the baseline alternative and is incapable of meeting state biosolids regulatory requirements or complying with current policies. Like the prior report, the revised proposal was compared to the county’s planned baseline approach. The Department of Natural Resources and Parks concurs with the findings of the consultant report. The Biosolids Partnership disagrees with most of the findings in the report.

The proviso report appears to meet the requirements of the proviso. 

BACKGROUND 

Biosolids. Biosolids are a product of the wastewater treatment process when the liquids are separated from the solids. Those solids are them treated physically and chemically to produce a semisolid, product know as biosolids. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, biosolids that are to be beneficially used must meet federal and state requirements. Biosolids are divided into “Class A” and “Class B” designations based on treatment methods. In order to meet the requirements for Class A biosolids, the biosolid must not contain pathogens. Class B biosolids may contain pathogens, but there are application restrictions which are intended to allow time for pathogen degradation. 

First Proviso on Biosolids Proposal Completed in 2022. In August 2022, the Executive transmitted a response to a proviso contained in Ordinance 19364[footnoteRef:2]. The study, King County Biosolids Class A Alternatives Analysis Final Report, reviewed a biosolids processing concept from the Biosolids Partnership providing for the processing of biosolids produced at King County’s three regional treatment plants at the South Treatment Plant, by thermally drying the biosolids into Class A pellets and selling the product for use as a fuel or fertilizer. The consultant compared the study concept with the existing biosolids program and reviewed past evaluations of biosolids options. A number of significant considerations regarding the study concept arose in the review, including: [2:  Section 83, Expenditure Restriction 2, Proviso 5. ] 

· Significantly higher estimated cost;
· Unknown market demand;
· Policy inconsistency;
· Land acquisition, siting/permitting/operations considerations;
· Single supplier risk.

Based on the above concerns, the consultant recommended continuation of the current program direction rather than the thermal drying proposal. 

Second Evaluation Required by Proviso. Following the publication of the King County Biosolids Class A Alternatives Analysis Final Report, the Biosolids Partnership prepared a revised proposal with a new approach to use a fluidized bed dryer fueled with renewable energy purchased from PSE and to use the dried Class A biosolids as fuel for cement plant operation. The Council requested an additional evaluation of the revised proposal in Ordinance 19546, Section 113, Expenditure Restriction ER2 and Proviso P1. 

	Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall be expended or encumbered solely to complete the biosolids thermal drying Phase II evaluation required by Proviso P1 of this section. 
	P1 PROVIDED THAT:
	Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a biosolids thermal drying phase 2 report ("phase 2 report") and a motion that should acknowledge receipt of the phase 2 report, and a motion acknowledging the receipt of the phase 2 report is passed by the council.  The motion should reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance number, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion.
	In September 2022, the executive transmitted the August 2022 Biosolids Thermal Drying Report ("the report").  The report sets forth the "significant considerations" identified by Murraysmith, the consultant retained by the wastewater division to evaluate a biosolids thermal drying concept put forth by a private vendor and technology consortium called the King County Biosolids Partnership ("the Biosolids Partnership").  In response to the report, the Biosolids Partnership has revised its initial proposal, including substituting green electricity for woody material as the energy source to dry the biosolids mass and  seeking to address contaminants of emerging concern ("CECs") in biosolids ("the revised proposal"), which the analysis of the report's Baseline Alternative does not. CECs, including per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances ("PFAS") continue to gain national attention for their harmful impacts to public health.  According to the report, the Environmental Protection Agency is set to finalize its risk assessment for these chemicals through its PFAS Strategic Roadmap 2021-2024 and determine their appropriateness in biosolids moving forward.  To sufficiently evaluate the revised proposal, a follow-on, phase 2 report on biosolids thermal drying, built upon the report and in consultation with Murraysmith, shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
	A.  A description of the outreach to Biosolids Partnership to obtain from Biosolids Partnership the revisions to its initial proposal, including cost estimates to implement this revised proposal; and
	B.  Using the same report requirements as set forth in the report, evaluation of the Biosolid Partnership's revised proposal;
	C.  Comparison of the actual or projected levels of CECs in the end product of the Baseline Alternative to the revised proposal; and
	D.  If not otherwise addressed in the phase 2 report, an assessment as to whether each of the significant considerations raised by Murraysmith in the report also apply to the revised proposal and, if so, why.
	The executive should electronically file the evaluation and motion required by this proviso no later than June 30, 2023, with the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy 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.

The name of the consultant company has changed from Murraysmith to Consor. 

ANALYSIS

Proposed Motion 2023-0261 acknowledges receipt of the “Phase 2 Report,” Biosolids Thermal Drying Phase 2 Report. Like the prior consultant report, the revised proposal was compared to the County’s baseline alternative of continuing with Class B biosolids production and land application as well as producing Class A biosolids through off-site composting.

The proviso response addresses requirements A through D in the proviso and meets the overall requirements of the proviso. The response is 484 pages, summarizes the consultant's analysis, and includes the following appendices:

· Appendix A: Consor’s Biosolids Class A Analysis of the Revised Biosolids Partnership Proposal, April 2023, King County WA
· Appendices 
A. King County Biosolids Class A Alternatives Analysis
B. Biosolids Partnership Presentation of Revised Proposal
C. Biosolids Partnership Revised Proposal
D. Relevant Correspondence with Biosolids Partnership
E. Basis of Cost Estimation TM
F. Detailed Construction, O&M and Lifecycle Cost Estimation for the Revised Proposal
G. Trucking Impact TM
H. Energy and Carbon Analysis TM
I. Detailed GHG Emissions Calculations for the Revised Proposal
· Appendix B: Andritz’s [Biosolids Partnership member] rebuttal to Consor’s Biosolids Class A Analysis of the Revised Biosolids Partnership Proposal, May 17, 2023
· Appendix C: Consor’s response to Andritz’s rebuttal, May 23, 2023

Consor identified the following unresolved significant concerns:

· Public agency experience with the process is limited as there are currently only two fluidized bed driers treating biosolids in North America and both are operated by private contractors. 
· The scalability of drying systems is poor and major investments would be required to increase capacity.
· Significantly higher capital costs than the baseline alternative.
· Significantly higher lifecycle costs than the baseline alternative, with a potentially short total lifespan.
· Only one end-user, a local cement manufacturing plant, was identified. Other agencies producing dried pellet biosolids have had difficulty identifying end-users, so the market may be limited.
· No end-users of the excess hot water capacity have been identified, which would result in a large amount of heat being wasted after use in the dryer.
· The biosolids would not be available for community use as the final product would be used as fuel for private cement plant operations.
· Energy use would increase compared to the baseline alternative. This would require additional energy capacity to be obtained through the Green Direct program, which likely does not have sufficient excess capacity available for immediate purchase.
· The process would increase carbon dioxide emissions compared to the baseline alterative.
· There would be additional costs for treatment of nitrogen load from the dryer condensate.
· The process does not conform to Washington Administrative Code (WAC) requirements for biosolids in Chapter 173-308.
· The process does not meet King County biosolids policies found in King County Code (KCC) 28.86.090.
· The process does not align with the County’s 2020 Strategic Climate Action Plan goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve carbon neutral operation.
All but one of these concerns are rebutted by the Biosolids Partnerships in Appendix B of the report. Consor does not agree with the rebuttals provided by the Biosolids Partnership, and the response to each of the rebuttals is included in Appendix C.
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· Erika Kinno, Resource Recovery Research and Policy Project Manager, Wastewater Treatment Division, DNRP
· Sharman Herrin, Government Relations Administrator, Wastewater Treatment Division, DNRP
· Kamuron Gurol, Director, Wastewater Treatment Division, DNRP
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