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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

This Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan (the Plan) - prepared by
the Solid Waste Division of the King County Department of Natural Resources
and Parks - provides a blueprint for the future of the county's solid waste
management system. It presents recommendations that will guide King County
as it prepares the solid waste system for waste export, during which time the
transfer system will be upgraded, a public or private intermodal facility or facilities
will be added to the system, and the county's Cedar Hills Regional Landfil wil be
closed.

King County Ordinance 14236 stipulated that the county prepare this waste
export implementation and coordination plan. In 2004, the County Council
adopted Ordinance 14971, which amended the timing for waste export planning
and prioritized evaluation of the transfer station network as an integral part of the
waste export system plan. It also established a process for collaborative
participation by the cities in solid waste transfer and waste management
planning. This led to the formation of a cities advisory group - the Metropolitan
Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) - and formalized city
staff group meetings by creating the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group
(ITSG) to advise and assist MSWMAC in its operation.

Ordinance 14971 outlined an iterative process of analysis and reporting that
would culminate in a package of recommendations for the solid waste transfer
and waste export system. The ordinance directed the division in collaboration
with the stakeholders to, among other things:

· Evaluate the division's current transfer stations
· Plan a future transfer station system
· Investigate disposal options outside of King County
· Evaluate rail, barge, and truck hauling options for waste export
· Review public/private ownership options
· Analyze financing, staffing, and rate impacts
· Define the facility siting processes
· Establish a means of involving interested parties in the planning process
· Develop a waste export system plan to document the planning process

and explain recommendations for a future system

These comprehensive analyses resulted in four milestone reports developed in
collaboration with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SW AC), MSWMAC,
ITSG, commercial solid waste haulers, King County Council staff, the division's
labor union representatives, and division employees. These reports (discussed
under Background) provide the foundation for the recommendations in this Plan
and are contained in Appendix F.
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Table 1 presents a brief overview of all the proposed recommendations and cites
where more detailed discussion can be found in this Plan. The
recommendations in this Plan wil inform the next update of the Final 2001
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (the 2001 Solid Waste Plan) to
be submitted to County Council and the cities for review and adoption by end of
year 2008. Figure 1 shows the locations of existing facilities, indicating which
facilities are recommended for closure, and the general areas of the county
where new transfer facilities are being considered.

While the final system configuration could include more than one intermodal or
disposal facility, for simplicity, this Plan refers to the siting of an intermodal and a
disposal facility (singular).

Three fundamental objectives underlie all of the recommendations that follow:

· Keeping disposal fees low and stable
· Making existing facilties as efficient as possible
· Ensuring that facilities keep pace with the growth in customer base and

changing technologies in the solid waste industry

11



Table 1. Recommendations for the solid waste transfer and waste export system

Plan Element Recommendation Discussion

Solid Waste Modernize the transfer system, including the addition of waste Page 15
Transfer compactors, to accommodate a growing population and industry
System changes and to provide effcient and cost-effective services to

customers

Construct four new transfer stations:
Bow Lake - built on the existin9site and adjacent property
the division is negotiating to purchase from the Washington
State Department of Transportation

Factoria/Eastgate or alternative site in Bellevue - built on the
existing Factoria station site and an adjacent site owned by
the division on Eastgate Way, or an alternative site located in
and identified by the City of Bellevue and acceptable to King

County

Northeast Lake Washington - built on a new site; location to
be determined

South County - built on a new site; location to be determined
Retain five existing transfer facilities:

Enumclaw
First Northeast (Shoreline)
Vashon
Cedar Falls (drop box facility)
Skykomish (drop box facility)

Close three existing transfer stations (when replacement capacity is
available):

Algona
Houghton (Kirkland)
Renton

Public vs. Maintain the current mix of public and private ownership whereby: Page 23
Private The private sector is the primary provider of the collection
Ownership and processing of solid waste, recyctables, and construction,
and Operation demolition, and landclearing debris
of Facilities

The public sector is the primary provider of transfer services

The private sector will be responsible for ownership and
operation of the disposal facility once Cedar Hils closes

The decision on the intermodal facility ownership and
operation will be made when the need for and type of facility
are determined

12



Plan Element Recommendation Discussion
Page 27Capacity of

Explore opportunities for taking advantage of available landfillthe Cedar Hils
Regional capacity to extend the life of this cost-effective disposal option;

Landfil1 revise the Cedar Hils Site Development Plan and seek to maximize
he capacity (lifespan) of the landfill, subject to environmental

Ironstraints, relative costs to operate, and stakeholder interests

Page 33

Options for Because transportation costs fluctuate with fuel prices, the decision
Long-Haul on long-haul transport of solid waste to a disposal facility will be
Transport made no more than five years before implementation of waste
(via rail, barge, export; based on current economics and local experience, rail
or truck)1 ransport appears the most feasible option

Page 35Intermodal
It is anticipated that the decision on the need for and type ofFacility1

intermodal facility will be made no more than five years before waste
export is implemented; the division will continue to monitor local
intermodal capacity and retain the Harbor Island property as a
potential option, while continuing to lease the property for other
industrial uses

Page 39Early Waste
Issue a Request for Proposals for partial export of approximatelyExport - Full

or Partial
20 percent of the waste stream beginning in 2010 while keeping the
Cedar Hills landfill operating; use the actual bid price to determine if
his option is more cost effective than disposal at the Cedar Hills

landfil

Note:
1. Recent engineering studies and projections indicate that it is possible to extend the life of the
landfill for three or four years beyond the currently projected closure date of 2016. Because in-
county landfil 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.
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Figure 1. Locations offacilities and recommended changes
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Consistency of Recommendations with Current Policies

The recommendations in this Plan are consistent with policies set forth in the
2001 Solid Waste Plan, as adopted by King County Ordinance 14236, with the
following exceptions.

First, the 2001 Solid Waste Plan and ordinance broadly authorize the county to
determine where new transfer facilities may be needed to efficiently serve
customer needs (county policy RTS-7). While the need for a new station in
South King County is identified in this Plan, the siting process and timeline for
building a new facility will be more explicitly developed in the update to the 2001
Solid Waste Plan, which will be submitted to King County Council and the cities
for adoption by 2008.

Second, the 2001 Solid Waste Plan incorporates the 1996 Cedar Hils Site
Development Plan by reference. The site development plan guides the
construction and operation of the landfil to comply with the permitted capacity
and other regulatory requirements. The recommendation in this Plan isto revise
the site development plan to extend the life of the landfil as long as possible arid
amend permits to allow continued operation. Increasing the capacity can be
accomplished without significant environmental or community impacts, while
keeping disposal fees as low as possible.

In addition, the 2001 Solid Waste Plan considered partial early waste export and
concluded that it was not cost effective at the time. Because of the cost savings
of extending the life of the landfil and the increased competition in the out-ofcounty
disposal market, this Plan recommends issuing a Request for Proposals to solicit
a cost commitment for early export of approximately 20 percent of the county's
waste beginning in 2010. The bid prices will be evaluated to determine if partial
early waste export should be implemented. Partial early export would add
approximately one year to the lifespan of the Cedar Hils landfill and allow the
division to test the disposal market before full waste export is implemented.

15



REPORT ORGANIZATION

The next few sections of the Plan provide the background and summary of
analyses that led to the proposed recommendations. A timeline for implementing
the Plan is also presented.

The remaining sections discuss in more detail each recommendation presented
for the solid waste transfer and waste export system. Analyses conducted in the
four milestone reports are summarized in each section to provide the framework
for decisions and the policies or data used to support them.

The final section describes the next steps in the planning and reporting process,
including the update of the 2001 Solid Waste Plan.

In addition, supporting appendices are provided with the Plan for easy reference.
Appendix F, containing the four milestone reports, is provided on CD attached to
the back cover of this Plan. Each appendix is listed below with a summary of
additional information it provides.

· Appendix A: Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - presents
an environmental analysis of the alternatives developed in Milestone
Report 4, including a responsiveness summary from the public review
process

· Appendix B: Response to Ordinance 14971, Section 5B - addresses
additional issues as required by King County Ordinance 14971 (referred to
as a Business Plan in the ordinance)

· Appendix C: Solid Waste Facility Siting Plan - outlines the process and
criteria for siting solid waste management faciliies

· Appendix D : Potential Effects of Waste Reduction and Recycling on the
Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Export System - discusses the effects of
a more aggressive recycling goal in extending the life of the Cedar Hills
landfill

· Appendix E: Agreement Between the King County Solid Waste Division
and the City of Bellevue on Replacement of the Factoria Transfer Station -
contains the agreement on a process for determining whether to build a new
Factoria transfer station on the existing site and adjacent property owned by
the division, or an alternative site located in and identified by the City of
Bellevue

· Appendix F: Milestone Reports 1 through 4 (provided on CD attached
to back cover) - contains the four analytical reports used to develop this
Plan

The rate forecast and proposal accompanies this Plan as a separate document,
along with legislation for Council adoption.

16
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The division manages solid waste transfer and disposal services for
approximately 1 million tons of garbage per year, which represents the waste
generated by more than 1.2 million residents and 637,000 employees in King
County, excluding the cities of Seattle and Milton. The division and participating
cities also manage programs and services for recycling and waste reduction in
the region. Solid waste management is guided by the policies in the most current
adopted solid waste plan.

Currently, the county owns and operates the only remaining landfil in King
County - the Cedar Hills Regional Landfil in the Maple Valley area. The 2001
Solid Waste Plan directs the division to transition the county to waste export once
the Cedar Hils landfill reaches its permitted capacity and closes.

Current county policy rejects alternatives to waste export, including development
of a new landfill in King County or incinerating the county's waste, and Council
has directed the division to begin planning for waste export. This Plan fulfills that
policy direction by considering waste export to an out-of-county landfill for future
disposal of the county's solid waste; however, other disposal technologies, such
as waste-to-energy (e.g., incineration, gasification, pyrolysis), wil be explored in
the update of the 2001 Solid Waste Plan.

In addition to the landfil, the division currently operates eight transfer stations
and two rural drop boxes that accept solid waste, recyclable materials, and, in
one case, househóld hazardous waste. Six of the division's eight solid waste
transfer stations have been operating since the 1960s and have only been
updated to meet regulatory requirements and to ensure the safety of employees
and customers. With increases in solid waste tonnage from the region's growing
population base, some of the stations are currently operating at or over capacity.
At the same time, the stations are not able to keep pace with advances in solid
waste technology. Space and building constraints have also limited the division's
ability to provide expanded recycling services at some stations.

In summary, the division's transfer facilities are no longer able to efficiently meet
the needs of the commercial haulers and the business and residential self-
haulers who use them. As the facilities continue to age and the need for solid
waste and recycling services grows and changes, it has become imperative to
make improvements to some stations, close stations that cannot be adequately
improved, and construct new transfer stations to replace the closed stations.

The analysis of the transfer system is integral to the development of the waste
export system plan because an improved transfer station network will be required
under any future scenario for an effective regional solid waste management
system. Transfer facilities are vital to communities for the safe and efficient

18



BACKGROUND

handling of solid waste through nearly one million customer transactions each
year.

The most important function of the stations is to consolidate many smaller
garbage loads into fewer, larger loads for more effcient transport and disposaL.
This function will become even more critical when waste export begins. Before
the Cedar Hills landfil is closed, transfer stations will need to be equipped with
waste compactors to compress solid waste loads and carry more tons per trip,
which wil minimize traffc on the road network. Because the various components
of the regional solid waste system form an integrated network, decisions about
how and when to close the landfill are examined in the context of the system as a
whole, from transfer stations, to a possible intermodal facility, to long-haul
transport to a disposal facility.

19



PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING THE PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

The overarching goal in upgrading the solid waste transfer and waste export
system is to maximize the efficiency of facilties and services to ensure reliable,
safe, high-quality, and cost-effective service to customers. To develop
alternatives and the final recommendations, four analytical milestone reports
were prepared, focusing in detail on the following issues:

· Alternatives for the configuration of the solid waste transfer station system
· Public versus private options for ownership and operation of transfer,

intermodal, and disposal facilities
· Future capacity of the Cedar Hils landfill and potential for extending its life
· Potential out-of-county disposal facilities
· Options for long-haul transport of waste once the landfill closes
· The need for, number of, and type of intermodal facility or facilities
· Scenarios for early (partial or full) waste export

More specifically, the four milestone reports included as Appendix F, present the
following information:

· Milestone Reports 1 and 2 identify the need to renovate the county's
aging transfer facilities by developing and applying criteria and standards
to evaluate the level of service to users, station capacity to handle solid
waste and recyclable materials, local and regional effects of the facility,
and cost. In these studies, three of the county's transfer stations were not
evaluated because they are relatively new or are being rebuilt. The
Enumclaw and Vashon transfer stations were constructed in 1993 and
1999, respectively. The First Northeast station in Shoreline is currently
being rebuilt and is scheduled to reopen in fourth quarter 2007. These
three stations meet, or will meet, all of the transfer station criteria
evaluated in Milestone Report 2.

The five remaining transfer stations - Algona, Bow Lake, Factoria, Houghton,
and Renton - were evaluated in this planning process. All five stations failed to
meet the level-of-service standards that were established in Milestone Report 1
and need to be reconstructed or relocated. This finding is not surprising
considering these facilities were constructed more than 40 years ago (see section
on Solid Waste Transfer System).

· Milestone Report 3 discusses options for public and private ownership
and operation of solid waste and recycling facilities in King County.
Recommendations based on the options presented in Milestone Report 3
were reported in Milestone Report 4. In summary, Report 4 recommends
that the system retain the current mix of public-private operations. Under
this scenario, the private sector would continue to be the primary provider of
curbside collection of solid waste, recyclable materials, and

20



construction, demolition and landclearing (CDL) debris; the division would
remain the primary provider of transfer system facilities; the private sector
would continue to process recyclable materials and CDL; and, once waste
export begins, the selected disposal facility (or multiple facilities) would be
contracted out. It is anticipated that the decision on the need for, number
of, and type of intermodal facilities will be deferred until no more than five
years before the implementation of waste export (see section on Public
versus Private Ownership and Operation of Facilties).

. Milestone Report 4 identifies packaged alternatives for the configuration
of the transfer station network, and decisions required to determine the
capacity (or lifespan) of the Cedar Hills landfil; potential disposal locations
once the landfill closes; the most feasible type of long-haul transport; the
need for, number of, and type of intermodal facility or facilities; and the
timing of waste export.

This Plan presents two types of proposed recommendations: 1) decisions that
can be made now using existing data on the solid waste system and 2) a
framework for decisions that will be made in the future, once the closure date for
the Cedar Hills landfill is determined. Because of the changing marketplace and
commodity prices, the final decision on when to close the landfill wil be a pivotal
factor in the final analysis and detailed recommendations for various components
of the system.

The recommended actions set forth in this Plan will be implemented in a
sequential manner to minimize disruptions to the vital solid waste management
services provided to customers throughout the region. For example, some
transfer stations designated as "capable of being expanded on site" by county
policy RTS-12 (Ordinance 14236) are in the planning or implementation phases
of reconstruction. A Facility Master Plan is being developed for replacing the
Bow Lake station, while the First Northeast station in Shoreline is currently being
rebuilt and is scheduled to reopen in fourth quarter 2007.

The complete package of recommendations in this Plan, as adopted, will inform
the update of the 2001 Solid Waste Plan, expected to be completed by 2008. A
study of the effects of the proposed recommendation on the solid waste disposal
fee is provided in a rate forecast and proposal submitted with this Plan.

The transfer station alternatives and other options presented in Milestone
Report 4 were evaluated in a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), prepared in accordance with the State Environmental Protection Act
(RCW 43.21 C). The EIS evaluated possible actions in terms of transportation,
noise, air quality and odor, energy, land and shoreline use, and public services
and utilities. The EIS did not identify any significant unavoidable adverse
impacts associated with the recommendations in this Plan. The Final
Supplemental EIS is included as Appendix A.

21



TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE TRANSFER AND WASTE EXPORT SYSTEM
RECOMMENDATIONS

The timeline for completing the siting, design, and construction of transfer
stations is provided below.

Schedule for Transfer Station Completion
New First Northeast station November 2007
New Bow Lake station 2010
New station at Factoria/Eastgate or alternative location in 2011
Bellevue
New Northeast Lake Washington station 2015
New South County station 2015

Implementing the system upgrade as a whole, as recommended in this Plan,
would require the following projected timeline:

Action Items
Adoption of this Plan by the King County Fourth quarter 2006
Council
Adoption of the new Cedar Hils Site First quarter 2008
Development Plan by the King County
Council
Reach agreement on an estimated closure By end of year 2008
date for the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill
based on further studies by the division
and stakeholder input
Update the Final 2001 Comprehensive By end of year 2008
Solid Waste Management Plan and.
complete the city and county plan adoption
process
Issue a Request for Proposals for early By second quarter 2009

waste export of approximately 20% of the
solid waste stream

Pending Actions
Decisions about the intermodal facility, IAnticipated no more than five years before
long-haul transport, and disposal facility - he agreed-upon date for closure of the
most likely made dunng the procurement Cedar Hils landfill (making a decision any
process based on the market an'd earlier could preclude new developments
commodity prices in the market or fail to account for changes

in commodity or land prices)
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SOLID WASTE TRANSFER SYSTEM

Recommendation: Modernize the transfer system, including the addition of waste
compactors,'to accommodate a growing population and industry changes and to
provide efficient and cost-effective services to customers

Construct four new transfer stations:
Bow Lake - built on the existing site and adjacent property the division is
negotiating to purchase from the Washington State Department of
Transportation

Factoria/Eastgate or alternative site in Bellevue - built on the existing Factoria
station site and an adjacent site owned by the division on Eastgate Way, or an
alternative site located in and identified by the City of Bellevue and acceptable
to King County

Northeast Lake Washington - built on a new site; location to be determined

South County -' built on a new site; location to be determined

Retain five existing transfer facilities:
Enumclaw
First Northeast (Shoreline)
Vashon
Cedar Falls (drop box facility)
Skykomish (drop box facility)

Close three existing transfer stations (when replacement capacity is available):
Algona
Houghton (Kirkland)
Renton

As discussed under Background, regardless of how the county disposes of its
solid waste, an improved transfer station network will be required. There are two
primary drivers in designing an efficient and effective network of facilities. One is
to upgrade the transfer facilities to meet current industry standards, including the
use of solid waste compactors. Compacting solid waste at the stations will
minimize both short- and long-haul trips, thereby reducing travel costs and traffic
on the road network.

The other is to ensure that stations are dispersed strategically throughout the
county to serve both self-haul and commercial customers. Each facility generally
serves the urban or rural areas that surround it, but these areas are not rigidly
defined. In general, solid waste systems are most cost effective when transfer
stations are distributed to minimize the time commercial collection trucks spend
traveling from their garbage collection routes to the transfer sites, which helps

24



keep the cost of curbside collection as low as possible. When transfer stations
are well located, costs for labor, fuel, and vehicle maintenance are reduced.
Well-sited facilities also mitigate environmental, infrastructure, and traffic issues.

The proposed recommendation for the transfer station system assumes the most
current recycling rate of 43 percent. As discussed in the recycling and waste
export study in Appendix D, even if a recycling rate of 60 percent were achieved
between 2009 and 2015, the transfer system would stil be needed to process a
minimum of one million tons of solid waste per year (the approximate amount of
tonnage currently handled by the system). At the same time, the improved
transfer system recommended in this Plan wil help increase the recycling rate by
providing more space for recyclables collection at the stations. The future
recycling goals will be developed during the update of the 2001 Solid Waste
Plan.

Assessment of the Transfer Stations

Milestone Reports 1 and 2 (Appendix F) provide an evaluation of the existing
transfer system. The stations were assessed using 16 criteria that fall into the
following categories:

· Level of service to users
· Station capacity to handle solid waste and recyclables
· Local and regional effects of the facility

The ultimate goal of assessing the existing stations was to allow the county to
determine when a transfer station needs to be upgraded in place, when a station
needs to be relocated to a more appropriate location, or when additional transfer
stations need to be built to adequately serve the region's growing population.

Three of the division's eight transfer stations were not evaluated because they
are either relatively new or are in the process of being rebuilt. These three
stations meet, or will meet, all the standards established for evaluation of the
older transfer stations. The Enumclaw and Vashon stations are newer stations
that already meet the criteria. The First Northeast station in Shoreline is currently
being rebuilt and is scheduled to reopen in fourth quarter 2007.

As shown in Table 2, assessment of the remaining transfer stations yielded a
yes/no finding for the evaluation criteria (i.e., the station does or does not meet
the standard set for the criterion). Although the evaluation concluded that the
existing stations fail to meet many of the standards, through mitigation measures
at the operational level, the facilities do meet all local and state health and safety
requirements.
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Table 2. Level-of-service criteria applied to existing transfer stations

1. Estimated time to a transfer facilty
within the service area for 90% of
users

2. Time on site meets standard for 90%
of trips

a. commercial vehicles
b. business self haulers

c. residential self haulers

3. Facilty hours meet user demand

4. Recycling services ...meet policies in
2Ò01 Solid Waste Plan

a. business self haulers
b. residential self haulers

5. Vehicle capacity

a. meets current needs

b. meets 20-year forecast needs

6. Average daily handling capacity (tons)

a. meets current needs

b. meets 20-year forecast needs

7. Space for 3 days' storage
a. meets current needs

b. meets 20-year forecast needs

8. Space exists for station expansion

a. inside the property line

b. on available adjacent lands
through expansion

9. Minimum roof clearance of 25 feet

10. Meets facilty safety goals

11. Abilty to compact waste

12. a. Meets goals for structural
integrity

b. Meets Federal Emergency
Management Act immediate
occupancy standards

AIQona Bow Lake Factoria HouQhton Renton

'" 30
min=yes YES YES YES YES YES

'" 16
min=yes

'" 30
min=yes

'" 30
min=yes

NO YES NO NO NO

YES NO' NO' NO' YES

YES NO' YES YES YES
-

. Meets criterion on weekdays, but not weekend days

YES/NO I YES YES YES YES YES

YES/NO NO NO NO NO NO
YES/NO NO NO NO NO NO

YES/NO NO YES NO NO YES
YES/NO NO NO NO NO NO

YES/NO NO NO YES NO YES
YES/NO NO NO NO NO YES

YES/NO

YES/NO NO NO NO NO NO
NO NO NO NO NO

YES/NO NO YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES NO NOYES/NO

YES/NO YES YES NO NO YES

YES/NO NO' NO' NO' NO' NO'
. The presence of these physical challenges does not mean that
the stations operate in an unsafe manner. /t does mean that it
takes exta effort by staff and management, which reduces
system effciency, to ensure the facilities are operated safely.

YES/NO I NO NO NO NO NO

YES/NO YES YES YES YES YES

YES NO NO NO YESYES/NO

26



13. Meets applicable local noise
ordinance levels YES/NO

Renton

YES

14. Meets Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency standards for odors YES/NO

15. Meets goals for traffc on local
streets
a. meets Level of Se,vice standard
b. traffic does not extend onto local

streets 95% of time

YES/NO YES NO YES YES YES

NO. NO. NO. YES YES

. Meets criterion weekdays, but not weekend days. Yes or no
rating based on evaluating all days within study period.

YES/NO

16. 1 DO-foot buffer between active area
& nearest residence YESINO I YES I YES I YES. I NO I YES

. Meets 100 ft flOm residence criterion, but businesses are within
100 ft.

I YES

17. Transfer station is compatible with
surrounding land use. YESINO NO.. , I NO...

. See Milestone RepOf 4, Chaptr 2 (Appendix F), for more
details.
.. Factoria station is a 30+ year old facilty in need of
maintenance that has been deferred over the years. It is visible
on the approach to adjacent businesses. This is a close call as
the neighborhoo is primarily commercial/industrial. Meets
criterion weekdays, but not weekend days. Yes or no rating
based on evaluating all days within study periods.
.. Houghton staton is a 30+ year old facility in need of
maintenance that has been defe/rd over the years. It is in a
residential/recreational area and clearly visible from the lOad.
One veriable odor complaint was reeived in the last two years.
Transfer station parking is located within 100 feet of nearest
residence.

YES YES

The results shown in Table 2 indicate that the current network of stations is
efficiently distributed throughout King County with adequate service hours that
meet the needs of our customers. However, most stations require improvements
to address current capacity, service, and operational needs. In addition,
structural changes are necessary to improve emergency response and
operational efficiency, as well as meet desired safety goals.
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Development of Transfer System Alternatives

From the results in Table 2, action alternatives were developed for the transfer
system in Milestone Report 4 (Appendix F). The alternatives were developed
based on the following assumptions:

· They can be financed while still meeting the Executive's rate
commitment that per ton disposal fees at the Cedar Hils landfill wil not be
increased by more than the rate of inflation (base year 1999 - the last time rates
were changed). Note: Once waste export begins, it is anticipated that
rates may increase beyond the rate of inflation.

· Construction can be accomplished by 2015 assuming that work begins no

later than 2007.
· They are technically feasible.
· Two new sites are required, one in the Northeast Lake Washington

area and one in South King County.
· No stations will be closed until replacement capacity is available.
· The impact of the transfer station alternatives on both collection costs

(garbage collection by private haulers) and short-haul costs (cost of
transporting waste between transfer stations and disposal or intermodal
facility), as well as the potential impact on disposal fees, will vary
depending on the location of the selected new sites.

· They directly address the five urban transfer stations that are covered in
Milestone Reports 1 and 2. The First Northeast facility and the four rural
facilities (two transfer stations and two drop boxes) are excluded from this
analysis. Proposed operations will remain the same at the First Northeast
facility currently being rebuilt, and current operations at the four rural
facilities will not change.

· All new facilities proposed will include the installation of one or more waste
compactors so that solid waste can be transported efficiently.

· Additional studies will be necessary to ensure that level-of-service
criteria will be met at all new, rebuilt, and retained facilities. The
division recognizes that traffic is a particular concern at all sites in King
County, and will perform studies and work with stakeholders to mitigate for
traffic as necessary.

A summary of the action alternatives is presented in Table 3. After Milestone
Report 4 was submitted, Alternative 1, the recommended alternative, was
amended through an agreement between the City of Bellevue and the division.
Under the agreement, the city is seeking an alternative site for the Factoria
station in the City of Bellevue that would be readily developable for a full-service
transfer and recycling facility. If a suitable site cannot be found, the division
intends to rebuild on the developable portions of the Factoria property with the
Eastgate Way expansion, as originally proposed (see agreement between the
division and the City of Bellevue in Appendix E).

28



Table 3. Action alternatives for the transfer station system

Total # of
Facilties

(including
Self-Haul Closed drop

Alternative Full-Service Facilities Only Commercial Only Facilties boxes)
1 New South County None None Algona 9

Recommended New Bow Lake Houghton
Alternative New Factoria/Eastgate Renton

(or alternative site
located in and identified
by the City of Bellevue
and accepted by the

county)
New NE Lake WA

2 New South County Houghton New NE Lake W A Algona 10
New Bow Lake Renton

New Factoria/Eastoate
2A New South County Houghton New NE Lake W A Algona 11

New Factoria/Eastgate Renton New Bow Lake

3 New South County Factoria None Algona 11
New Bow Lake (no

New NE Lake WA Eastgate)
Houghton

Renton

4 New Factoria/Eastgate Algona New South None 12
Houghton County

Renton New Bow Lake
New NE Lake W A

Benefits of Alternative 1

Alternative 1 would provide for the construction of four new full-service transfer
facilities and the closure of three existing facilities. The total number of transfer
facilities in the King County system would be reduced by one - from a total of 10
to 9. It would provide a new transfer station in the Northeast Lake Washington
area to accommodate the projected population growth in the north, replacing the
Houghton station in Kirkland, as well as a new transfer station in South King
County, replacing the Algona station. The Renton station was recommended for
closure, with no replacement, because it receives only seven percent of the
overall solid waste tonnage in the region and because of its proximity to the Bow
Lake and Factoria stations.

Alternative 1 is the only alternative that meets all of the level-of-service criteria
detailed in Milestone Reports 1 and 2 (Table 2). The result is a proposed
network that would consist of full-service stations strategically dispersed
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throughout the region to minimize traffc on the road network. Alternative 1 is the
only alternative that does not recommend either self-haul-only or commercial-
only facilties. Under Alternative 1, all stations serve both types of customers.
Division analyses used in preparing the milestone reports show that commercial
hauling trucks use transfer stations most heavily on weekdays. Self haulers can
be divided into two distinct groups: business self haulers, such as school districts
and landscaping businesses, and residential self haulers. Business self haulers
use the stations primarily on the weekdays, and residential self haulers use the
stations mostly on weekend days (Appendix F, Milestone Report 4, Chapter 2).

Because station use by the various types of customers differs between weekdays
and weekends, building stations that serve only one customer type would lead to
overall system inefficiencies, particularly with regard to staffing. A self-haul-only
station would be underutilized during the week when residential use is
significantly lower, while a commercial-only facility would see little use on
weekends. Because the new full-service facilities are larger and more flexible,
the division can address concerns such as traffic issues associated with
combined commercial and residential use through station design (e.g.,
separating commercial and self-haul traffic, to the extent possible, using different
queuing lanes and other measures).

Alternative 1 has the highest initial capital costs, but the lowest long-term
operating costs of all the alternatives. Although Alternative 1 has the fewest
facilities, the initial capital costs are higher because all stations are new, full-
service faciliies. However, while the upfront capital costs are higher, long-term
operating costs are the lowest among the options because there are fewer
facilities and therefore lower staffing and other operating costs. In addition, it
provides a system where all waste is compacted, resulting in the most cost-
effective short- and long-haul disposal costs (Appendix F, Milestone Report 4,
Chapter 2).

Facility construction and closures will be phased to minimize disruption to
customers. The Algona and Houghton stations will remain open as full-service
facilities unti the new South County and Northeast Lake Washington facilities,
respectively, are open. The Renton station will not close until all station
construction and upgrades are completed. The Bow Lake station will be rebuilt
at its current location. If the Factoria/Eastgate facility is rebuilt on site, there
would be minimal disruption to self-haul or commercial customers. If constructed
at an alternative site, the current site will remain open until the new facility is
completed.

The two new faciliies, South County and Northeast Lake Washington, will
require siting at an as yet undetermined location within each geographic area.
This process will require siting studies that consider environmental impacts,
community interests, and cost. It is possible that a site could be identified that
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would serve the dual purpose of a transfer station and intermodal facility. A dual-
purpose site would have to meet the following re'quirements:

· A parcel large enough to allow for both transfer and intermodal operations
· A site that would be accessible by the selected long-haul transport

mode, such as rail

South County is the only area where a newly planned station could have access
to rail lines. There is no requirement, however, that the new South County
station serve as both a transfer station and intermodal facility.

In summary, the primary benefits of this recommended alternative over the
others studied include:

· A transfer system that is well dispersed throughout the county, maximizing
station capacity for both self-haul and commercial users

· Stations built or improved to meet the level-of-service requirements
evaluated in the milestone reports, including the flexibility to provide a
range of solid waste and recycling services at the stations; improved traffic
queuing; cost-effective, state-of-the-art technologies; ability to
accommodate population growth and industry changes in the region; and
waste compactors as needed to compress solid waste loads and reduce
truck traffic on the road network

· A fiscally responsible package that has a greater initial capital
investment but lower operating costs over the long term

· Disposal fees that continue to be low and stable
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PUBLIC VERSUS PRIVATE OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION OF FACILITIES

Recommendation: Maintain the current mix of public and private ownership
¡Whereby:

The private sector is the primary provider of the collection and processing of
solid waste, recyclables, and construction, demolition, and landclearing debris

The public sector is the primary provider of transfer services

The private sector wil be responsible for ownership and operation of the
disposal facility once Cedar Hills closes

The decision on the intermodal facility ownership and operation wil be made
when the need for and type of faciliy are determined

The current solid waste system is a mixture of publicly and privately owned
facilities and services. Three options were evaluated for public versus private
ownership and operation of transfer, intermodal, and disposal facilities: public
only, public-private partnership, and private only. Figure 2 shows the current and
recommended future mix of public- and private-sector services for each
component of the solid waste management system.

Collection of Solid Waste and Recyclable Materials

State law (RCW 81.77 and 36.58) prohibits counties from collecting solid waste
or regulating collection companies. Commercial hauling companies provide
collection services through contracts with the cities and franchises granted by the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission. Two cities, Enumclaw and
Skykomish, operate their own collection systems. For recyclable materials and
CDL debris, the collection, processing, and final disposal are also provided by
the private sector.

Transfer of Solid Waste

Through Interlocal Agreements between King County and each of the 37 cities
participating in the county's regional solid waste management system, the
division is responsible for operation of the public transfer facilities. The division is
also responsible for the state-mandated comprehensive solid waste management
plan that establishes policies for transfer, disposal, and waste reduction and
recycling.
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Figure 2. Ownership of current and future components of the system

Current
SOLID WASTE

.--1-

REGYClAßLES GDl WASTES

Curbside Pick.up
¡md Self Hilul --J---- Ii

st-1
,- :

~ g i
:!: :

i ~ ¡. i- ¡

~ !
:~ ¡

King Count Solid Wast
Transfer Stations

.....~.
Collector K CS'W .

_~_~~~"__"_~~_mm~__~_~_m_"_m~_m_~.m:~il Trdlsport

¡ "ar.ts J Columbia
Ridge i1nil

ROC Landfil

Recommended future
SOLIO WASTE RECYClABLES CDL WASTES

Curbside Pickup

and Self Hilul l

Markets
J

Columbia
Ridge and

ROC Landfil

KCS1A/D

.-J

~.¡

.1-

PrivÒite - ¡

PUblic
Or .!

P rivale
Legend: PUblic - r

33



State law RCW 70.95.020 mandates public oversight and authority for the
planning for and handling of solid waste. For the private sector to provide
transfer services, companies would need to operate under contract to the county.
Pursuant to state law and county policy, those contracts would require that the
private sector meet the same standards and requirements as the public sector for
the handling and transfer of solid waste. Examples include requirements for
public involvement during facilty siting and design and the provision of service to
self haulers. Given the requirements and the fact that the division already has an
infrastructure in place, representatives of the major private solid waste
management companies in the region (Waste Management, Alled/Rabanco, and
Waste Connections) agreed with the division's assessment that there would be
no cost advantage to private-sector ownership and operation of the transfer
system. (More detailed discussion is provided in Appendix F, Milestone
Report 4, Chapter 3.) Based on analysis and consensus with area haulers, the
recommendation is to maintain a primarily public-sector transfer system.

Disposal of Solid Waste

The Cedar Hills landfill is the only active landfill remaining in King County.
County policy DSW-2 (Ordinance 14236) states that "the county should not seek
to site a replacement landfil for the Cedar Hils regional landfill in King County."
The disposal policies direct the county to contract for long-term disposal at an
out-of-county landfiL. In keeping with this policy direction, once the Cedar Hills
landfill closes and the county transitions to waste export, disposal services will be
procured by contract. This option will present opportunities for the county to
contract for the provision of long-haul transport and a disposal facility.

Table 4 provides a list of the landfill sites owned by different companies
potentially available and close enough to compete for King County's waste after
Cedar Hills closes (recognizing that additional landfils or other disposal options
may be available by the time Cedar Hills closes). This list does not imply a
preference for any landfill or company - the information is included to indicate the
robust market for the county's waste. As the table shows, substantial capacity
for landfill disposal is available for consideration well into the future.
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Table 4. Potential locations for out-of-county landfil disposal

Total
Miles Permitted RemainingLandfil Location Owner from Capacity Capacity

Opening Estimated
Name Seattle (tons) (2006) .

Year Closure

Active Landfils

1 Columbia
Ridge Landfill Giliam
and Recycling County, Waste 325 221,875,000 205,000,000 1990 2060+

Center OR Management

Allied Waste
2 Roosevelt Klickitat Industries dba

Regional County, Regional 330 244,600,000 214,200,000 1998 2073+
Landfil WA Disposal Co.

3 Finley Buttes Morrow
Regional County, Waste 352 101,250,000 98,750,000 1990 2060+

Landfill OR Connections (See Note 1)
4 Simco Road Elmore

Regional County, Idaho Waste 628 210,000,000 200,000,000+ 2000 -2040
Landfill 10 Svstems (See Note 2)

5 Herzog Mora Herzog
Environmental, County, Environmental, 1,616 "unlimited" (See Note 3) 2000 2100+
Inc. NM Inc. (See Note 3)

Landfills Permitted, Not Operating
6 Eagle Riverside

Mountain County, L.A. County 1,325 560,000,000 560,000,000 -2010 2125
Landfill CA Sanitation Dist.

7 Mesquite Imperial
Regional County, L.A. County 1,420 970,000,000 970,000,000 -2010 2110
Landfill CA Sanitation Dist.

Notes:
1. Finley Buttes has the potential to expand to a permitted capacity of 400 million tons.
2. Simco Road Regional Landfill is currently expanding to a permitted capacity of 420 million tons.
3. Herzog Environmental Inc.'s company representative describes its annual capacity as "virtually
unlimited."

Intermodal Transfer

It is anticipated that a decision on public versus private ownership and operation
of an intermodal faciliy will be made no more than five years before the
implementation of waste export (discussed under Intermodal Facility).
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Capacity of the Cedar Hils Regional Landfil

Recommendation: Explore opportunities for taking advantage of available landfill
capacity to extend the life of this cost-effective disposal option; revise the Cedar Hils
Site Development Plan and seek to maximize the capacity (lifespan) of the landfill,
subject to environmental constraints, relative costs to operate, and stakeholder
interests

Operation of the Cedar Hills landfill is significantly less expensive than the
projected cost of closing the landfill and transitioning to full waste export. There
are methods for extending the life of the landfill that could delay closure, keeping
costs lower for the ratepayer as long as possible. A number of development
scenarios were identified on the basis of preliminary engineering studies and
costs in Milestone Report 4 (Appendix F, Chapter 4). It is important to note,
however, that while it may be technically feasible to further develop certain
portions of the landfill, regulatory permitting processes and community input
could affect how practical some options would be to implement.

The calculated capacity of the landfil is defined as the volume of space available
based on height, footprint, and slopes of the refuse cells, as defined in the Cedar
Hils Site Development Plan. The capacity, or life, of the landfill is based on the
amount of incoming solid waste and the density and consolidation of materials in
the landfill over time. Both internal and external influences can affect overall
landfill capacity. For example, successfully implementing more aggressive
recycling programs and policies could add another year to the life of the landfill.

The 2001 Solid Waste Plan estimated that the Cedar Hils landfill would reach its
permitted capacity in 2012. Based on incoming tonnage projections and the
landfil density achieved to date (and expected in the future), it is currently
estimated that the landfill will reach its permitted capacity in late 2016, four years
beyond the earlier forecast. This extension is possible while staying within
currently permitted constraints on the height and footprint of the site, and without
encroaching upon the 1 ,ODD-foot buffer zone, which is the area between the
active solid waste handling area and the boundary of the site. Figure 3 shows
the current layout of the landfiL. As the figure shows, Area 6 is the only currently
active area at the landfilL.
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Figure 3. Layout of the Cedar Hils Regional Landfil
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Scenarios for Extending the Life of the Landfil

The capacity or life of a landfill can be affected by a number of factors, including
natural settling, operational procedures, and successful waste reduction and
recycling programs and services.

Consistent with the recent reporting of nationwide trends, the natural settling of
refl,se, along with new operating practices, is increasing the capacity of landfills
more than previously anticipated (see more details in Appendix F, Milestone
Report 4, Chapter 4). Refuse in landfills is simply setting more over time,
resulting in more space available in each refuse area.

In addition, new landfillng methods continue to increase the life of the Cedar Hills
landfilL. Late in 2005, the division began using tarps over portions of the active fil
area as alternative daily cover, rather than the previous daily application of six
inches of compacted soiL. The tarps are placed over a small portion of the active
fil area at the close of daily operations and taken up at the next day's start of
operations. Use of this alternative daily cover saves space and thereby extends
the life of the landfill. Because the use of tarps is a pilot project that has only
recently begun, the division is not yet able to calculate how much extra capacity
this practice will add to the landfilL.

Efforts to increase waste reduction and recycling would affect the tonnage
reaching the landfill. Tonnage projections are based on forecasts using the
current recycling rate of approximately 43 percent. A higher recycling rate is
possible through more aggressive recycling programs, disposal bans on certain
materials, and increased curbside recycling services. All of these options are
under consideration by the division and will be explored in the update of the 2001
Solid Waste Plan. If the region could achieve a 60 percent recycling rate
between 2009 and 2015, an additional 1.1 millon tons of material would be
diverted from the landfill, adding one year to the landfill's life.

The division has identified several scenarios (below) for extending the life of the
Cedar Hills landfill. Each would entail a different level of additional engineering
and environmental studies, permittng, and public involvement process to
complete. The following scenarios could be implemented singly or in
combination, depending on the results of more extensive study:

1. Regrade Areas 5, 6, and 7 to the permitted elevation when Area 7 is
close to capacity - This scenario would use the projected airspace

gained from the settlement of these refuse areas. It includes only refuse
areas that have the type of bottom liners required by current regulations.
Final cover on these areas would not be placed until they reach their
permitted height. Changes in existing design criteria are not anticipated.
This scenario is projected to add one year to the life of the landfill at no
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additional cost to the ratepayer and would likely require minor
modifications to the existing operating permits.

2. Regrade Areas 2, 3, 4, and the Central Pit to the permitted elevation -
This scenario would fully utilze existing airspace gained from past
settlement of these refuse areas. It considers only refuse areas that have
bottom liners, but the bottom liners in these areas were installed under an
earlier, less stringent set of regulations. This scenario may require
addition of liners between the old cover and new garbage that are
compliant with current regulations. Changes in existing design criteria are
not anticipated. This alternative is projected to add up to two and one-half
years to the life of the landfil and would require new construction and
operating permits.

3. Develop Area 8 - Area 8 is currently used for stockpilng soiL. This
scenario would fully utilze the existing soil stockpile area for landfil
development, which could include:

· Maximizing the use of alternative daily cover
· Some importing of soil
· Acquiring and operating an offsite source for soil
· Stockpiling soil over closed refuse areas
· A combination of all four actions

This scenario is projected to add up to two and one-half years to the life of
the landfill. It would require new operating permits and environmental
review.

Each scenario described above involves costs to implement and assumes that
landfill development and operating plan modifications will be approved by
regulatory authorities. Offsetting the costs, however, are the savings realized by
extending the life of Cedar Hills and delaying the move to waste export.

The resulting lifespan of the landfil under one or a combination of the scenarios
above, and their associated savings when compared with the cost of waste
export, are shown in Table 5.
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Table ,S",l'~! savings associated with scenarios for extending the life of the
Cedar Hils landfil compared with full waste export

Savings Per Ton Total Savings
from Delaying Full through Landfil

Extension of Waste Export Closure
Scenario Landfill Life (present value)1 Date (present

.

Reqrade Areas 5, 6, & 7 Throuqh 2016 $0.48 $ 14,000,000
Regrade Areas 5, 6, & 7 plus Areas 2, 

3, 4, & Central Pit Through 2019 $1.03 $ 30,000,000
Regrade Areas 5, 6, & 7 and develop
Area 8 Throuqh 2019 $1.75 $ 51,000,000
Regrade Areas 5, 6, & 7 plus Areas 2,
3, 4, & Central Pit and develop Area 8 Throuqh 2022 $3.85 $113,000,000
Note:
1. Present value is the dollar amount of savings in each year of additional landfill life adjusted to its
equivalent value as of 2006 (at five percent interest).

Additional studies and an assessment of stakeholder interests will determine
which of these or other scenarios would be most feasible.

Backup Landfil Capacity

Another issue associated with landfil capacity is backup storage in the event of a
long-term emergency in the region, such as extended transportation interruption
or catastrophic natural disaster. In general, there is limited backup capacity in
western Washington. Neither Seattle nor Snohomish County has maintained
backup capacity of their own, and both rely on their waste export contractors to
provide backup to their primary hauling and disposal systems.

When interviewing local jurisdictions about their experiences exporting waste, a
number of them spoke about the need for backup disposal capacity in this region.
Exporting jurisdictions described the operational impacts of occasional rail
service disruptions they have experienced and shared their concerns about what
would happen if there were an extended problem. Everyone identified the Cedar
Hills landfill as the best available option for long-term emergency backup for the
Puget Sound region. Within each jurisdiction, short-term disruptions can be
handled with the use of additional sealed containers.

The division plans to convene a working group of interested jurisdictions in 2007
to explore the feasibility of a cost-sharing arrangement to secure the needed
backup capacity for the region's solid waste. A work program will be jointly
developed to cover all of the aspects of a potential agreement.
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OPTIONS FOR LONG-HAUL TRANSPORT

Recommendation: Because transportation costs fluctuate with fuel prices, the
decision on long-haul transport of solid waste to a disposal facility by rail, barge, or
truck will be made approximately five years before implementation of waste export;
studies indicate that rail wil likely be the most feasible method of transport

The division looked at rail, barge, and truck as possible modes of transport for
the long-haul of solid waste once export begins (see Appendix F, Milestone
Report 4, Chapter 5). Each option was examined for differences in travel time,
reliabiliy, and capital and operating costs.

There are currently at least five landfills in the western United States that could
accept the county's solid waste (Table 6). All are accessible by railway and
truck. Only one of the five, Finley Buttes, is currently accessible by barge. Two
additional landfills, Eagle Mountain and Mesquite, are expected to open around
2010 and will be accessible by rail and truck.

Table 6. Landfil access in the western United States
Landfill Name/Location Rail Truck Barge

.Access Access Access
Columbia Ridge Landfil Union Pacific 1-84 No
Giliam County, Oregon

Roosevelt Regional Landfill BNSF WA No
Klickitat County, Washington SR 14

Finley Buttes Regional Landfill Union Pacific 1-84 Yes
Morrow County, Oregon

Simco Road Regional Landfill Union Pacific 1-84 No
Elmore County, Idaho

Herzog Environmental Inc. BNSF 1-25 No
Mora County, New Mexico Union Pacific

Eagle Mountain Landfill Union Pacific 1-10 No
Riverside County, California

Mesquite Regional Landfil Union Pacific CA No

Imperial County, California SR 78

Each mode of transport has distinguishing characteristics that help determine the
most feasible and cost-effective transport option for exporting the county's solid
waste. Table 7 illustrates the relative costs and merits of rail, truck, and barge
transport options.
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Table 7. Comparison of transport options

Rail Truck Barge

Travel distance (one way)1 350 miles 260 miles 800 miles

Travel time (round-trip) 3 days 2 days 11 days

Minimum containers needed 480 320 1,760

(not including spares or
emergency backup capacity)

Number and frequency of 4 trains per week 160 trucks per day 2 to 3 barges per day
transports

Minimum other equipment 3 to 5 locomotives 320 trucks 30 custom barges
(not including spares) per train plus short-haul

Rail cars (120 wells trucks at
pertrain) destination

Facility needs Intermodal facility NA Intermodal faciliy with

(would leave from dock
transfer stations)

Factors affecting system Rail service Weather, Lock closures,
reliability and dependabilty interruptions road conditions storm delays
Impact on competition Limited to 2 rail Multiple transport Limited to one landfil,

providers, providers more than one
access to multiple maritime provider

landfills
Impact on infrastructure Negligible increase in Traffc and roadway NA

overall rail traffc congestion

Relative capital costs Medium Medium High

Relative operating costs Low High Medium
Note:
1. The three closest landfills to King County are within 30 miles of each other on the Columbia River.
Travel distance is estimated using the average distance to those landfills, but does not imply that is
where the county's waste would be disposed.

At this time, it appears that rail transport is the most feasible option. Once the
timeframe for waste export is'decided, these study results will be reevaluated in
light of market conditions at that time.
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INTERMODAL FACILITY

Recommendation: It is anticipated that the decision on the need for and type of
intermodal facilty wil be made no more than five years before waste export is
implemented; the division will continue to monitor local intermodal capacity and retain
the Harbor Island property as a potential option, while continuing to lease the property
for other industrial uses

An intermodal facility is a location where cargo, in this case solid waste, is
transferred from one mode of transportation to another. Sealed waste containers
are trucked to an intermodal facility and lifted onto railcars or barges. The
containers are transported to a landfil, emptied, and then hauled back to the
intermodal site. If rail or barge is chosen, the county will need to use an
intermodal faciliy as part of its solid waste management system after the Cedar
Hills landfil closes.

Approximately 850,000 tons of waste is currently exported annually from King
County, consisting of the City of Seatte's solid waste stream and Seattle and
King County's construction, demolition, and landclearing debris. When King
County begins exporting its solid waste, approximately 2.3 million tons of waste
will be exported from the county each year, an increase of 170 percent over
current levels.

Reliable waste export depends on consistent, long-term intermodal handling
capacity to move these volumes of waste. The Business Case for a County-
Owned Intermodal Facility, published by the division in 2003, concluded that
there is limited intermodal truck-to-rail capacity in the region and the prospects
are for greater competition for this limited resource in the years ahead. However,
Waste Connections has purchased Northwest Containers in South Seattle and
expressed an interest in handling solid waste. In addition, the City of Seattle has
plans to build an intermodal facility in south Seattle. Given recent and potential
future changes in the market, the amount of intermodal capacity available when
the county begins waste export will be determined as part of the procurement
process for waste export services.

Because full export of King County's waste is at least nine years away, it is
premature to decide whether the county is going to develop or contract for an
intermodal facility and where it would be located. The Harbor Island property,
purchased by the division in 2003 as a possible site for an intermodal facilty, will
be retained as a potential option. Until the time for a decision is closer, the
division will continue leasing parts of the property for other industrial uses. If a
decision is made to contract with the private sector for intermodal services, the
Harbor Island property will be sold.
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If the siting process for the new South County station results in the identification
of a parcel capable of serving as both a full-service transfer station and
intermodal facilty, such an option will be considered. South County is the only
area where a newly planned station might have access to rail lines. If such a site
is found, it would have the advantage of eliminating short-haul transport costs for
that facility. As discussed earlier, however, siting a dual-purpose facility would
require a siting process that considers environmental impacts, community
interests, and cost. There is no requirement that the new South County station
serve as both a transfer station and intermodal facility.

Milestone Report 4 (Appendix F) discussed three ownership/operation options for
the intermodal facilty:

· Public ownership and operation

· Public ownership and private (contracted) operation
· Private ownership and operation (contracted services)

The benefits and drawbacks of these options are described below.

Public Ownership and Operation

Benefits:
· A publicly owned and operated intermodal facility would provide the

county with maximum flexibilty to coordinate all elements of the county's
solid waste system.

· The county would have guaranteed intermodal capacity under its
exclusive control.

· The county would be in a better position to change its disposal
arrangement if it is not tied to a long-term contract for intermodal facilty
operation.

· Future cOlTpetition in the region could be encouraged by maintaining a

public presence in all aspects of waste export and disposaL.

Drawbacks:
· The county does not have any experience operating a truck-to-rail

intermodal facility.
· The county would have the responsibility for siting the intermodal facility.
· The county would be responsible for the capital cost of the facility.
· The county would be responsible for the maintenance cost of the facility.
· . The county would work directly with the serving railroads to negotiate

long-term service contracts and to deal with day-to-day issues, such as
delay in return of trains and containers.

· The county would have to arrange for backup service through other
contracts if the primary train-haul system is disrupted.
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· The county's union work rules would likely restrict the county's flexibilty to
work around unexpected fluctuations in workload at the faciliy compared
to a private operator. For example, a private contractor might be more
able to shift its labor force and/or use contract labor to cope with changing
work demands at the facility.

· Public-sector labor restrictions in Washington State could be an obstacle
to privatizing the system in the future.

Public Ownership and Private Operation

Benefis:
· The county would have considerable flexibility to coordinate all

elements of the solid waste system.
· The county would have guaranteed intermodal capacity under its

exclusive control.
· The county would have the benefit of competitively bidding operating

services and could expect this to keep costs down.
· The county could contract with an entity experienced in operating an

intermodal facility.
· The county would benefit from a contractor's experiences in

negotiations with the railroads.
· If operation of an intermodal facility is bundled with long-haul

responsibility, the county could require the operating contractor to provide
backup transportation and reserve containers in the event of a rail system
disruption.

Drawbacks:
· If the Harbor Island site is not used, the county would have the

responsibility for siting the intermodal facility unless it procured the facility
under a design-build-operate (DBO) alternative delivery method that
tasked the DBO contractor with siting responsibility.

· The county would have the responsibility for the capital costs of the facility
unless it procured the facility under a design-build-own-operate-transfer
(DBOOT) alternative delivery method that made the DBOOT contractor
responsible for the capital cost. Under a DBOOT approach those costs
would, however, be reflected in the cost of service.

· The county would be more likely to rely on a single, vertically integrated
company to handle all aspects of waste export and disposal, which could
discourage future competition in the region.
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Private Ownership and Operation

Benefits:
· The county would avoid up-front capital costs of developing the intermodal

facility. Those costs, however, would still be reflected in the cost of
service to ratepayers.

· The county would not be responsible for siting of the intermodal facilty.
· The county would expect the cost-competitive bundling of services

between the intermodal facility operation and long-haul and disposal to
drive down costs to the lowest possible leveL.

· If operation of the intermodal facility is bundled with long-haul
responsibilty, the county could require the operating contractor to provide
backup transportation and reserve containers in the event of a rail system
disruption.

· The contractor would have the responsibility for facility maintenance.
· The contractor would work directly with the serving railroad.

Drawbacks:
· The county would lack the guaranteed intermodal capacity under its

exclusive control and could find itself without such service or access to the
rail system in the future.

· The county would have much less flexibility to coordinate all elements
of the solid waste system and would need to rely on contract terms to
ensure that its interests and waste export needs are addressed.

· The county could very likely enable a single, vertically integrated
company to handle all aspects of waste export and disposal, which
could discourage future competition in the region.

As discussed above, the decision on the need for and type of interrrodal facility
will depend on several key decisions affecting waste export. An early decision
could preclude other options that may become available in the future.
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EARLY WASTE EXPORT - FULL OR PARTIAL (SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS)

Recommendation: Issue a Request for Proposals for parpal export of approximately
20 percent of the waste stream beginning in 2010 while keeping the Cedar Hills
landfill operating; use the actual bid price to determine if this option is more cost
effective than disposal at the Cedar Hils landfill

At the currently projected disposal rate, the Cedar Hils landfill is expected to
reach its permitted capacity and close in approximately 2016, at which time
waste export could begin. There are, however, landfil practices and changes in
disposal behaviors (such as increased waste reduction and recycling) that could
extend the life of the landfill substantially.

At the request of MSWMAC, th.e division conducted a sensitivity analysis of three
options for the timing of waste export:

1. . Full early export: Cedar Hills is closed before reaching capacity and
100 percent of the county's solid waste is exported beginning in 2010

2. Partial early export: Cedar Hills remains open and 20 percent of the

county's solid waste is exported starting in 2010
3. Partial withdrawal: 20 percent of the county's solid waste becomes part of

another solid waste system in 2010

Option 1 would increase the cost of disposal by approximately $5.06 per ton.
Option 2 would slightly increase the cost of disposal by approximately $0.71 per
ton. And Option 3 would increase costs by $6.15 per ton, primarily due to the
loss in revenue from a 20 percent decrease in disposal fees. The cost of a
jurisdiction(s) leaving the county system before their Interlocal Agreement for
disposal with the county expires in 2028 would be borne by that jurisdiction.

From the results of this analysis, Option 2 for partial waste export appeared to be
only slightly more. costly than current practices. In addition, partial waste export
would extend the life of the landfill for approximately one year and defer the
eventual increase in disposal fees that would occur with full waste export. Partial
early export would also allow the division to test the disposal market before full
waste export is implemented.

The division recommends issuing a Request for Proposals to implement partial
export of approximately 20 percent of the county's solid waste stream beginning
in 2010. A comparison of the bid prices with the cost of disposal at Cedar Hils
will determine whether partial early export is the more cost-effective option.
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NEXT STEPS

The division recognizes that the original intent of this Plan was to present
recommendations for implementing waste export. However, in the course of the
analyses it became evident that it was possible to extend the life of the Cedar
Hills landfill well beyond previous projections. Because market conditions are
continually changing, it seemed premature to make critical decisions involving
procurement of waste export facilties and services until approximately five years
before landfil closure. Decisions on waste export will be based on additional
engineering studies, cost analyses, and stakeholder input.

When the planning process began, the cities requested that the transfer system
network be analyzed as an integral part of the waste export system plan. As a
result, the Plan focuses on upgrades to the transfer system and a timeline for
decisions required to implement waste export. The planning process that has
been used to date, with input from SW AC, MSWMAC, ITSG, commercial solid
waste haulers, King County Council staff, the division's labor union
representatives, and division employees, will continue. The final
recommendations for implementing waste export will build upon the
recommendations made in this Plan.

In the interim, the division will continue to collaborate with current stakeholders
on the update of the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan,
which is scheduled for completion by 2008. It is also anticipated that additional
interim reports on policy-related issues wil be required during the development of
the next solid waste plan and before out-of-county disposal is implemented. The
timing for future reports wil be recommended to the King County Council for
analysis of issues such as:

· Waste Reduction and Recycling
· Lifespan of the Cedar Hills Landfill
· Disposal Options
· Long-Haul Transportation/I ntermodallssues
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8
King County
Solid Waste Division
Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Kin9 Street Center
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle. WA 98104-3855
206-296-6542
711 TTY Relay

August 25, 2006

Dear Environmental Impact Statement ~ecipient:

The King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Solid Waste Division has
completed the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
recommendations presented in the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan. This
System Plan was prepared to implement policies adopted in the Final 2001 Comprehensive

Solid Waste Management Plan. This Final EIS supplements the EIS prepared for the 2001

Solid Waste Management Plan.

As required by Ordinance 14971, the Solid Waste Division worked with its stakeholders to
complete an iterative process of analysis and reporting that culminated in a package of
recommendations contained in the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan. The
ordinance directed the Division, in collaboration with the stakeholders to examine:

· Alternatives (including the no-action alternative) for the configuration of the solid waste
transfer station system

· Public-private options for ownership and operation of transfer and intennodal facilities
· Future capacity of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and potential for extending the life

of the landfill
· Potential out-of-county disposal facilities
· Options for long-haul transport of waste once the landfill closes, as well as the need for

an intermodal facility
· Scenarios for early (partial) waste export
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The System Plan includes recommendations for the future of the County's transfer and disposal
system. Briefly, the recommendations are as follows:

Plan Element

Solid Waste
Transfer System

Public vs.
Private
Ownership and
Operation of
Facilities

Recommendation

Modernize the transfer system to accommodate a growing population and
industry changes and provide efficient and cost-effective services to
customers

Construct four new transfer stations:
Bow Lake - built on the existing site and adjacent property the
division is negotiating to purchase from the Washington State

Department of Transportation

Factoria/Eastgate or alternative site in Bellevue - built on the
existing Factoria station site and an adjacent site owned by the
division on Eastgate Way, or an alternative site located in and
identified by the City of Bellevue and acceptable to King County

Northeast Lake Washington - built on a new site; location to be
determined

South County - built on a new site; location to be determined

Retain five existing transfer facilities:
Enumclaw
First Northeast (Shoreline)
Vashon

Cedar Falls (drop box facility)

Skykomish (drop box facility)

Close three existing transfer stations (when replacement capacity is
available):

;\Igona
Houghton (Kirkland)
Renton

J\laintain the current mix of public and private ownership whereb\":

The private sector is the primary provider of the collection and
processing of solid waste, recyclables, and construction,

demolition, and land clearing debris

The public sector is the primary provider of transfer services

Once waste export begins, the disposal facility ownership and
operation is contracted out

The decision on the intermodal facility ownership and operation
will be made when the need for and type of facility are determined
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Plan Element Recommendation

Capacity of the
Cedar Hills Explore opportunities for taking advantage of available landfill capacity to
Regional extend the life of this cost-effective disposal option; revise the Cedar Hills

Landfill Site Development Plaii and seek to maximize the capacity (lifespan) of the
landfill, subject to environmental constraints, relative costs to operate, and
stakeholder interests

Options for Because transportation costs fluctuate with fuel prices, the decision on
Long-H aul long-haul transport of solid waste to a disposal facility will be made no
Transport more than five years before implementation of waste export; based on
(via rail, barge, current economics and local experience, rail transport appears the most
or truek) feasible option

intermodal The decision on the need for and type of intermodal facility will be made
Facility no more than five years before waste export is implemented; the division

will continue to monitor local intermodal capacity and retain the Harbor
Island property as a potential option, while continuing to lease the property
for other industrial uses

Early Waste
Issue a Request for Proposals for partial export of approximately 20 pefcent.

Export - Full or
of the waste stream beginning in 2010 while keeping the Cedar II illsPartial
landfill operating; use the actual bid price to determine if this option is
more cost effective than disposal at the Cedar I-Jills landfill

While the Final EIS discusses the potential for extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill,
more detailed technical and cost studies will need to be conducted before decisions can be
made. The Solid \\1aste Division is requesting that the King County Council authorize a study
of options for extending the life of the landfilL The benefit of fully utilizing landfil capacity is
that it would delay the higher costs associated with waste export after landfill closure.

The Solid Waste Division has identified existing and permitted landfills in the western United
States that could serve as disposal sites for the county's exported wastes. The decision to use
one of these facilities, or a new facilty that might be available when waste export begins, will
be researched in more detail when the decision to implement export is made.

Rail, barge, and truck are all possible modes of transport for exporting solid waste; however,
rail and truck are currently the most feasible modes. The choice of transport mode would affect
the need for and type of intermodal facilty considered for the county's solid waste transfer and
disposal system.
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Copies of the Final EIS are available for review at King County branch libraries, the Renton
Public Library, and the Seattle Public Library. An Adobe Acrobat (PDF) version is also
available on the county's Web site at:
http:li~,mt;tl:kçgQY/dll./s:wd/ab.Qlltlpla.nnig/dQç1Jmt;ntsl:was.tt; export EIS. pdf

Hard-copy versions of the Final EIS can also be purchased from the Solid Waste Division for
$15.00 each by contacting:

Sandra Matteson
King County Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
Seattle, Washington 98104-3855
206-296-4348

s,a-i:1a .IIaltesoii(ßm.etrQ,Kç"gQ.Y

~~
Theresa J ennlhgs
Division Director
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Fact Sheet

Fact Sheet

Project Title
Transfer and Waste Management Plan for King County, Washington.

(To more accurately reflect the focus of the plan analyzed by this Supplemental EIS, the project
title has changed from the Waste Export System Planfor King County, Washington, under which
the Draft Supplemental EIS was published, to the Transfer and Waste Management Plan for King
County, Washington.)

Nature and Location of Proposed Action
The transfer and waste management plan is being prepared for King County's regional solid waste
management system. King County's regional solid waste management system serves the citizens
of all the unincorporated areas of the county as well as 37 of the 39 cities, excluding only the
municipalities of Seattle and Milton. The system's service area has a population of about 1.23
million, or approximately 68 percent of King County's total population of approximately 1.8
million.

The transfer and waste management plan is being developed to implement policies adopted in the
Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan relating to the transfer and export of
solid waste. This environmental impact statement (EIS) supplements the EIS that was prepared for
the 2001 plan.

Closure of the county's only active landfill, the Cedar Hils Regional Landfill (Cedar Hills
landfill), is expected when the landfill reaches capacity in approximately 2016. While the Draft
Supplemental EIS stated that the Cedar Hills landfill was expected to reach capacity in
approximately 2015, continued refinement of waste tonnage estimates by King County has
produced the revised estimate of approximately 2016 used in the Final EIS). King County does
not intend to construct another landfill to replace the Cedar Hills landfilL. Therefore, the county
is preparing its solid waste system to begin waste export by 2016. Actions to prepare the system
include construction of new facilities and improvements to existing facilities. The first steps in
that process are included in the transfer and waste management plan. The objectives for the transfer
and waste export system plan are as follows:

Respond to County Council policy directives to conduct the necessary
planning in preparation for waste export.

=- Respond to issues raised by the public, advisory committees (the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee, the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group,
and the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee), and

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan xv
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the solid waste industry as part of the public involvement process for the
transfer and waste management plan.

· Design, operate, and maintain a transfer and waste export system in a
maner that protects the environment and conserves energy and natural
resources.

· Comply with federal, state, and local regulations governing solid waste
management.

Alternatives for the Transfer Station System
This supplemental EIS evaluates six action alternatives and a no-action alternative for the
improvement, closure, and/or construction of transfer facilities throughout King County. There
are currently 10 transfer facilities in the county system: 8 transfer stations and 2 drop box
facilities. The two drop box facilities, two recently constructed rural transfer stations (Vashon
and Enumclaw), and one transfer station currently under construction (First Northeast) are not
affected by the alternatives. Therefore, the transfer and waste management plan and this EIS
consider the five older urban county transfer stations (Bow Lake, Factoria, Houghton, Renton,
and Algona). Up to three of the transfer stations could be permanently closed, new transfer
stations could be constructed, and existing transfer stations could be improved. Up to three
existing transfer stations could be converted to self-haul-only services and up to three new or
existing facilities could provide commercial-haul-only services.

Alternatives for the Timing of Waste Export
· No-action alternative: Begin waste export when the Cedar Hills landfill

reaches capacity (as recommended in the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan)

· Alternative Xl (full early export): Close the Cedar Hills landfill before
it reaches capacity and export 100 percent of the county's solid waste
beginning in 2010

· Alternative Xl (partial early export): Keep the Cedar Hills landfill
open longer and export approximately 20 percent of the county's solid
waste starting in 20 i O.

Proponent
King County Solid Waste Division, Washington

Final
Supplemental EIS Vii
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Lead Agency and Responsible Official
Theresa Jennings, Director, Solid Waste Division
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Contact Person

Mark Buscher
Solid Waste Division
201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701
KSC-NR-070 1
Seattle, Washington 98104-3855

Phone: 206-296-4360
Fax: 206-296-0197
-Eini1iLi:arkJ21J_sçl:.§I(fintJrQkç,gQY

.Required Permits and Approvals
The transfer and waste management plan can be approved by King County without any other
approvals from outside agencies. However, construction and operation of the facilities proposed
in the plan are regulated by federal, state, and local regulations, and each facility would require
permits for air quality, land use, health, construction, grading and drainage, street use, and
utilities.

EIS Authors

· Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.: primary author

· R.W. Beck: engineering support

· Heffron Transportation: transportation support
· MainLine Management: rail transport support.

Draft Supplemental EIS Issue Date

June 16, 2006.

Comment Period

The comment period for the draft supplemental EIS extended from June 16, 2006, through July
17,2006.

Final Supplemental EIS Issue Date

September 1, 2006.

Final
Supplemental EIS vii
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Subsequent Environmental Review

The policies under consideration in this supplemental EIS will not be subject to future
environmental review after the completion of the EIS. The facilities proposed in the plan would
be subject to additional environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act as
required under King County Code and applicable state and local laws.

Date of Implementation

A decision from the King County Council regarding the proposed action is expected in late 2006.
Implementation of the plan will begin in 2007.

Availability of the Supplemental EIS

The draft supplemental EIS and the final supplemental EIS are available for public review at the
King County Solid Waste Division, 201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701, Seattle, Washington.

Copies of the draft supplemental EIS or the final supplemental EIS may be purchased from the
King County Solid Waste Division. The cost for a printed copy is $15. The cost for a copy on a
compact disc (CD) is $7.50. An Adobe Acrobat (PDF) version may be downloaded from the
county's website at
~bttp.:!!www,m.~trQkç,gQy!çl:ri-!SWcl!anQllt!pl.a:r:ri:rg!aQç1lm~:rts!wast~~~;iPQi:_,EIS,pa.f: .

Location of Materials Incorporated by Reference

Background materials incorporated by reference in this supplemental EIS are available for
review at the King County Solid Waste Division, 201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701, Seattle,
Washington.

Final
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

BNSF
CDL
dBA
EIS
KCC
LOS
PMio
ppm
SEPA
WAC

Abbreviations and Acronyms

BNSF Railway Company (formerly Burlington Norther Santa Fe Railway)
construction, demolition, and land-clearing (waste)
A-weighted decibels
environmental impact statement
King County Code
level of service
particulate matter with diameter less than 10 micrometers
parts per million
State Environmental Policy Act
Washington Administrative Code
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Glossary

airspace. Space in a landfill that is available for solid waste disposaL.

business self-haulers. Self-haulers who generally bring more than a ton of waste to the transfer
station and may use vehicles that are unloaded manually or mechanically. Examples of business
self-haulers include a small landscaping business with a pickup truck or a school district that
uses a mechanized truck to dump its load. Business self-haulers use transfer stations primarily
on weekdays.

commercial customers. Customers of transfer stations who use packer and drop box vehicles
with mechanized unloading capability and deliver an average of 5 tons per vehicle. Commercial
customers use transfer stations most heavily on weekdays.

commercial hauler. Any person who is collecting or transporting solid waste for hire or
consideration.

construction, demolition, and land-clearing waste. Recyclable or nonrecyclable waste that

results from construction, remodeling, repair or demolition of buildings, roads, or other
structures, or from the clearing ofland for development that requires removal from the site
undergoing construction, demolition, or land-clearing. Construction, demolition, and land-
clearing (CDL) waste does not include clean mud and dirt, contaminated soil, asbestos-
containing waste material containing more than i percent asbestos by weight, unacceptable
waste, or any other solid waste does not meet the definition of CDL waste.

drop box facilty. A facility used for the placement of a detachable solid waste container, such

as a drop box, including the associated exit and entrance roadways, unloading areas, and
turnaround areas. A drop box facility typically serves the general public with loose loads and
receives waste from offsite, A drop box facility may also include containers for separated
recyclable materials.

full-service facilty. A facility that serves self-haul and commercial customers.

household hazardous waste. Leftover household products that contain corrosive, toxic,
ignitable, or reactive ingredients. The disposal of products (such as paints, cleaners, oils,
batteries, and pesticides) that contain potentially hazardous ingredients requires special care.

intermodal container. A reusable cargo container of a rigid construction and rectangular
configuration that is fitted with devices to allow its ready handling, particularly its transfer from
one mode of transport to another without its contents being rehandled. It is designed to be
readily filled and emptied and transported by truck, rail, or barge.
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intermodal transfer facilty. A facility at which solid waste intennodal containers are

trnsferred from one mode of transportation to another, such as truck to rail or truck to barge,
without their contents being rehandled.

landfill. A disposal facility at which solid waste is permanently placed in or on land, including
facilities that use solid waste as a component of fill.

long-haul transport (long-hauling). Transport to a destination out of the county of origin.

mixed municipal solid waste. Solid waste generated by residences, stores, offices, and other
generators of wastes that are not industrial, agrcultural, or constrction, demolition, and land-
clearing wastes. (see also construction, demoliton, and land-clearing waste)

putrescible waste. Solid waste that contains material capable of being decomposed by. .
microorganisms.

residential self-haulers. Self-haulers who use vehicles that generally require manual unloading
and generally bring less than a ton of waste to the transfer station in each load. Most self-haul
traffic comes to transfer stations on weekends.

self-haul customers (self-haulers). Customers of the transfer system who do not use packer and
drop box vehicles. Self-haul customers fall into two categories: business and residentiaL. (see
also business selfhaulers and residential selfhaulers)

solid waste or wastes; All putrescible and nonputrescible solid and semisolid wastes, except

wastes identified in Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-3 50, Section 020, including,
but not limited to, garbage, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, commercial waste, swill, sewage
sludge, demolition and construction wastes, abandoned vehicles or parts thereof, contaminated
solid material, contaminated dredged material, discarded commodities, and recyclable materials.

special wastes. Nonhazardous wastes with special handling needs or specific waste properties
that require waste clearance by either the King County Solid Waste Division or Public Health-
Seattle and King County, or both. Examples of special wastes include èontaminated soil,
asbestos-containing materials, treatment plant grt and wastes from vactor trucks, industrial
wastes, and tires.

transfer station. A permanent, fixed supplemental collection and transport facility used by
individuals and route collection vehicles to deposit solid waste collected from offsite into a larger
transfer vehicle for transport to a solid waste handling facility. Transfer stations may also
include recycling facilities and compaction/baling systems.

visually sensitive resources. Views that have unique or highly aesthetic elements that are
widely valued by the individuals who experience them.

waste to energy. The conversion of solid waste to energy, typically by incineration.
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woodwaste. Solid waste consisting of wood pieces or particles generated as a byproduct or
waste from the manufacture of wood products, handling, and storage of raw materials, trees, and
stumps. It includes but is not limited to sawdust, wood chips, wood shavings, discarded pallets,
clean dimensional lumber, bark, pulp, hog fuel, and log-sort yard waste. It does not include
wood pieces or particles containing chemical preservatives, such as paint, creosote,
pentachlorophenol, or copper-chrome arsenate.
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Part 1-Summary

1.1 Objectives of the Proposed Waste Export System Plan

The King County Solid Waste Division is proposing that the King County Council approve a
waste export system plan that will guide the county's actions as it implements waste export. The
Solid Waste Division is also proposing that the County Council, as part of approving the waste
export system plan, accomplish the following:

· Clarify roles of the public and private sectors.

· IdentifY which existing transfer stations to close, modifY, or improve, and
which new transfer stations to build.

· Decide when to begin waste export.

· Authorize the Solid Waste Division to study capacity at the Cedar Hills
landfilL.

Background

In March 2001, the King County Solid Waste Division published the Final 2001 Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001). The 2001 plan presents the county's 20-
year strategy for managing its solid waste and recycling services.

The 2001 plan states that the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill (Cedar Hills landfill), which is the
disposal location for the county's mixed municipal solid waste, is expected to reach its permitted
capacity and be closed in 2012 (the current estimate is that capacity will be reached in 2015).
One of the recommendations of the 2001 plan is that King County begin to export its mixed
municipal solid waste to a landfill outside of the county once the Cedar Hills landfill closes.

In 2001, the King County Council adopted the 2001 plan through Ordinance 14236. By its
approval of the 2001 plan, the County Council rejected alternatives to waste export, including the
development of a new landfill in King County and incineration of the county's waste. Ordinance
14236 also mandated the Solid Waste Division to begin the necessary planning for waste export
by developing a waste export coordination and implementation plan (or waste export system
plan).

In 2004, the County Council adopted Ordinance 14971, which mandated the establishment of the
Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee and mandated that King County
Solid Waste Division staff provide reports of its findings regarding the development of the waste
export system plan.
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This environmental impact statement (EIS), which evaluates the proposed waste export system
plan developed in accordance with the County Council's direction, supplements the EIS prepared
for the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001,
Appendix H). In general, as recommended in Section 197-11-620 of the Washington
Administrative Code (WAC 197-11-620), this supplemental EIS does not repeat the analyses
presented in the 2001 EIS, although it does summarize pertinent conclusions of the 2001 EIS.

Objectives

The King County Solid Waste Division has developed the proposed waste export system plan to
guide the county as it prepares the solid waste system for waste export. Specific objectives of
the proposed waste export system plan are as follows:

· Respond to County Council policy directives to conduct the necessar
planning in preparation for waste export.

· Respond to issues raised by the public, advisory committees (the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee, the Inteijurisdictional Technical Staff Group,
and the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee), and
the solid waste industry as part of the public involvement process for the
waste export system plan.

· ' Design, operate, and maintain a waste export system in a manner that
protects the environment and conserves energy and natural resources.

· Comply with federal, state, and local regulations governing solid waste
management.

Overall, the solid waste system, which is proposed to include waste export in the future, serves to
mitigate potential significant impacts on the environment and public health that would otherwise
result from improper disposal of waste. Nonetheless, certain aspects of waste export, and some
of the alternatives under consideration, have the potential to result in significant impacts. The
purpose of this supplemental EIS is to identify potential impacts, describe measures to mitigate
the identified impacts, and draw conclusions about whether there may be any significant impacts
that cannot or will not be mitigated.

This EIS is a programmatic (non-project-re1ated) EIS that supplements the EIS prepared for the
Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001, Appendix H).
The level of detail of the analyses provided in this supplemental EIS is consistent with the broad
programmatic issues to be resolved. Based on the analyses provided herein, the previous
analyses in the EIS for the 2001 plan, as well as other relevant infonnation and analy~es in the
proposed waste export system plan itself, King County will select an approach that will guide the
county as it prepares the solid waste system for waste export. As actions are proposed to

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan i -79

Final
Supplemental EIS



Part 1-Summary

implement waste export, this supplemental EIS will be used to the maximum extent possible to
satisfy the environmental requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A).
However, it is expected that additional environmental review will be needed for project-specific
actions, particularly those involving major capital improvements.
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1.2 Description of the Proposed Waste Export System Plan

The proposed waste export system plan addresses the following features of a potential waste
export system:

· The county's transfer station system

· Public-private options for ownership and operation of transfer facilities

· Future capacity of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and the potential for
extending its life

· Potential out-of-county disposal facilities

· Transport options for exporting waste

· Intermodal transfer facilities

· Timing of waste export.

Probable impacts associated with these aspects of waste export are addressed in this EIS. The
EIS addresses alternatives only for features for which the County Council will be asked to
consider two or more options. For example, in its consideration of the waste export system plan,
the County Council will specifically consider and may potentially select among the six
configurations of the transfer station system addressed in the waste export system plan. These
six configurations are the six action alternatives addressed in this EIS. The EIS also evaluates a
no-action alternative. In addition to the alternatives for the transfer station system, this EIS
evaluates two action alternatives and a no-action alternative for the timing of waste export.

Although the waste export system plan considers extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill,
complex technical engineering issues need to be evaluated before formal options can be
developed. This technical evaluation was not part of the development of the waste export system
plan. Therefore, in its consideration of the waste export system plan, the County Council is not
expected to select a specific approach for extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill. This EIS
includes a general discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related to extending the life of
the landfill because actions designed to do so may be implemented as part of the county's waste
export program. However, this EIS does not evaluate alternatives related to the landfilL.

In developing the waste export system plan, the Solid Waste Division evaluated three general
options for ownership and operation of the improved transfer stations and intermodal trarsfer
facilities:

· Public only
· Public-private partnership
· Private only.
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The outcome of the evaluation was that the public only or public-private partnership options are
feasible. From a programmatic perspective, these two options would not differ in terms of their
environmental impacts because policy decisions would provide for contracts that hold private
parties to the same standards as public agencies. For this reason, this EIS does not address these
options in the evaluation of impacts.

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan 1-83

Final
Supplemental EIS



Part 1-Summary

1.3 Description of Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS

This EIS evaluates alternatives for those features of the waste export system for which the
County Council will be asked to select among various options. The County Council will be
asked to select a preferred alternative among six action alternatives and a no-action alternative
for the transfer station system and among two action alternatives and a no-action alternative for
the timing of initiating waste export.

Alternatives for the County's Transfer Station System
No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the County Council would not approve the waste export system
plan, and the Solid Waste Division would continue to implement improvements to the county's
existing transfer stations as approved in the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan (King County 2001). The recommendations in the 2001 plan focus on improving the level
of service to customers and preparing the transfer station system for waste export. Specific
improvements in the 2001 plan related to waste export that would be implemented under the no-
action alternative include the following:

· Factoria transfer station. Replace the station on the current site and the
Eastgate property, and install a compactor in 2004.

· First Northeast transfer station. Rebuild or replace the station and
install a compactor (no specific date).

· Bow Lake transfer station. Retrofit the transfer building and install a
compactor in 2006.

· Algona transfer station. Install a compactor in 2008.

· Houghton transfer station. Install a compactor (no specific date).
Consider possible closure.

· Renton transfer station. Install a compactor (no specific date).

· NE King County transfer station. Possibly build a new station with a
compactor (no specific date).

Subsequent work prepared for the milestone reports in support of the waste export system plan
indicates that some aspects of the no-action alternative are infeasible because the completion
dates for specific projects have passed or the resulting facilities would have unacceptable
capacity and level of service.

. (".f'" ~~. ,,!I, I".;, d,.,
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Action Alternatives

The action alternatives for the county's transfer stations involve vanous combinations of station
improvements, closures, and new construction. The existing county transfer system consists of
eight transfer stations and two drop box facilities. All full-service and commercial-only stations
would have compactors. Self-haul-only facilities would not have compactors. The alternatives
are summarzed in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1. Alternatives for the transfer station system.

Self-Haul-
Only Commercial- Closed Total No. of

Alternative Full-Service Facilities Facilities Only Facilities Facilities Facilities a

No action New FactoriaJEastgate None None None II
Reconstructed Bow Lake (possibly (10 if
Reconstructed Algona Houghton) Houghton is
Reconstructed Houghton closed)
Reconstructed Renton

New NE Lake Washington
1 New South County None None Algona 9

New Bow Lake Houghton
New Factoria/Eastgate Renton
New NE Lake Washington

IA New South County None None Algona 9
New Bow Lake Houghton
New Factoria (no Eastgate) Renton
New NE Lake Washington

2 New South County Houghton /New NE Lake Algona 10

/New Bow Lake Washington Renton
New FactoriaJEastgate

2A lNew South County ¡Houghton New NE Lake Algona 11

New Factoria/Eastgate Renton Washington
/New Bow Lake

3 New South County !ioughton None Algona 11
New Bow Lake lRenton
New NE Lake Washington J:actoria (no

Eastgate)
4 New FactoriaJEastgate Algona New South None 12

Houghton County
Renton New Bow Lake

New NE Lake
Washington

a Total includes transfer stations and two drop box làcilities.

All of the alternatives for the transfer system share the following features, except where noted:

. Operations at the soon-to-be improved First Northeast transfer station

(improvements began in May 2006) and the four rural facilities (Vashon
transfer station, Enumclaw transfer station, Skykomish drop box, and
Cedar Falls drop box) would not change. .
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· Two new sites are required: one in south King County and one in the NE
Lake Washington area, both of which would have compactors.

· No station closure or conversion (e.g., full-service to self-haul only) would
occur until the replacement facilities are open, except for Alternative lA
in which Factoria would be closed to allow constrction of a new transfer

station.

· Project-specific documentation would be prepared to comply with SEP A

for all siting of new facilities, new construction, and other major
improvements.

Alternatives for the Timing of Waste Export

No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the County Council would not approve the waste export system
plan. Waste export would be implemented as directed in the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan (King County 2001), that is, when the Cedar Hills landfill reaches
capacity and closes, currently estimated to occur in 2015.

Action Alternatives

Alternative XL: Full Early Export

Under Alternative XL, King County would close the Cedar Hills landfill before it reaches
capacity. As evaluated in this EIS, Alternative XL involves the closure of the landfill in 2010.

Alternative Xl: Partial Early Export

Under Alternative X2, a portion of King County's waste would be exported beginning in 2010.
The exact percentage has not been detennined but for this EIS is assumed to be approximately 20
percent. The Cedar Hils landfill would remain open after 2010 and continue to receive the
remaining 80 percent of the county's waste until it reaches capacity, which would occur in
approximately 2016 if20 percent of the county's waste is exported early.

. ù_, _1' ":~ ,_ 11"1 ".
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1.4 Threshold Determination and EIS Scoping

Public involvement in detennining the scope of this project is optional because it consists of the
preparation of a supplemental EIS (WAC 197-1 1-620(1)). However, the Solid Waste Division
chose to go through the scoping process and issued a determination of significance and scoping
notice on April 7, 2006. The scoping notice is included as Appendix A.

The Solid Waste Division has previously involved the public extensively in preliminary planning
for waste export and continues to involve the public. Therefore, no public meeting was held to
receive oral comments on the scope of the supplemental EIS. Such a public meeting is optional
under WAC 197-11-408(4). The public was encouraged to provide comments on the scope of
the supplemental EIS by means of comments submitted in writing.

The scoping period ended on April 28, 2006. During the scoping period, the Solid Waste
Division received one formal comment letter. This letter, from the Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT), requested that the supplemental EIS address the
following issues:

· Routes to be used for both delivery and export of the waste

· Total trip volumes for both waste delivery and export

· Days and hours for waste delivery and export trips

· Estimated weight of each vehicle that will be used for waste delivery and
export

· Effects of waste delivery and export trips on the operational performance
of WSDOT' s transportation system

· The year each alternative would begin operations

· Possible mitigation for impacts on the state transportation system.

This supplemental EIS addresses these issues in the section "Transportation" in Part 3 to the
extent possible, given the programmatic nature of the analysis.
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1.5 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures and
Comparison of Alternatives

Alternatives for the County's Transfer Station System
At a programmatic level, the alternatives for the county's transfer station system are not
dramatically different in the nature and intensity of their environmental impacts, and the impacts,
in any event, are not expected to be significant at a programmatic leveL. However, the following
differences allow for some discrimination among the alternatives:

· The existing Houghton transfer station is one of two transfer stations (the
existing Factoria station being the other) that has been identified by the
Solid Waste Division (King County 2005b) as being potentially
incompatible with surrounding land uses (which in the case of the
Houghton station are residential). Alternatives i and lA, under which the
Houghton station would be closed, are likely to result in lower impacts in
terms of land use compatibility than the other alternatives. Under all the
alternatives, the existing Factoria transfer station would be rebuilt so that
the impacts associated with the Factoria station in terms of land use
compatibility would be substantially similar among the alternatives.

· Under Alternative 3, both the Houghton and Factoria transfer stations
would be converted to self-haul only, and commercially hauled waste that
would have been handled at these stations would then be hauled primarily
to the new NE Lake Washington transfer station. As a result, the
relatively high volume of waste handled by the new NE Lake Washington
station could lead to a concentration of traffic and other impacts in the
vicinity of this station that are greater than those that would occur at
individual transfer stations under any of the other alternatives.

· The expected annualized capital cost and operating costs are similar for all six
of the action alternatives through 2028. However, operating costs for
Alternatives land 1 A are considerably lower than the operating costs for

the other action alternatives. Over the long term, after capital costs are
paid, the comparative costs of the action alternatives are determined by
their operating costs. From this long-term perspective, Alternatives land 1
A are the least cost alternatives, and Alternatives 3 and 4 are the highest cost
alternatives (King County 2006, p. 2-27).
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Alternatives for Timing of Waste Export

The differences among the alternatives for the timing of waste export reflect the basic trade-off
between the higher system costs (reflected in comparatively higher user rates) and other potential
environmental impacts associated with waste export versus the lower system costs (reflected in
comparatively lower user rates) and impacts due to continued operation of the Cedar Hills
landfill on the surrounding community. Under current operations, there are no significant
impacts on the surrounding community resulting from the operations at the Cedar Hills landfilL.
As a result of the need to export waste, it is anticipated that an increase in rates may be
necessary.

Under the no-action alternative, the Cedar Hils landfill would close in approximately 2015, and
waste export would begin. Under Alternative Xl, waste export would be initiated in 2010, and
the county would no longer send solid waste to the Cedar Hills landfill, a change that would
affect the current traffic and operational conditions associated .with the landfilL. At the same
time, system costs and user rates would probably be higher than they would be under the no-
action alternative for the 5-year period. Under Alternative X2, export of approximately 20
percent of the county's waste would begin in 2010, with full export of the county's mixed
municipal solid waste beginning in approximately 2016. Impacts from both the operation of the
Cedar Hills landfill and the waste export system would occur simultaneously during the period
2010 to 2016. The costs and user rate implications of Alternative X2 are not fully known but
appear to be somewhat higher than those of the no-action alternative (King County 2006).
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1.6 Documents Incorporated by Reference

This EIS incorporates by reference various sections of the documents listed below. The specific
sections incorporated are discussed in the text of this EIS where relevant. A copy of each of
these documents is available forreview at the office of the King County Solid Waste Division at
King Street Center, 201 South Jackson Street, Suite 701, Seattle, Washington.

· Factoria Transfer/Recycling Station Final Environmental Impact

Statement (City of Bellevue, May 1993)

· Final Environmental Impact Statement for Cedar Hils Regional Landfill Site
Development Plan (King County Solid Waste Division, March 1998)

· Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, City of Seattle Solid Waste

Intermodal Transfer Facility (Seattle Public Utilities, August 2005).

Final
Supplemental E1S 1-92

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan



SUlli 1I:l Y
Part 1-

This page intentionally left blank

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan 1-93

Final
Supplemental E/S



Part 1-Summary

1.7 Major Conclusions, Areas of Controversy,
and Issues to Be Resolved

This supplemental EIS reaches the following major conclusions:

· At a programmatic level, overall approval of the waste export system plan
is unlikely to result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts, except
possibly for impacts on solid waste rates.

· Selection of the no-action alternative for the transfer station system (i.e.
implementation of the program set forth in the Final 2001 Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan) would result in an unacceptable level of
service at several transfer stations, which could constitute a significant
adverse impact on the county's solid waste system.

· Implementation of full early export beginning in 2010 could result in
significant impacts in terms of user rates.

· While new facilities (transfer stations and intermodal transfer facilities)
have the potential to generate significant adverse impacts, careful site
selection'should avoid or minimize most potential impacts. Facility siting
criteria developed by King County are provided in Appendix C. For those
potential impacts that cannot be avoided or adequately minimized through
site selection, adequate and feasible mitigation measures appear to be
available.

· Long-haul transport and out-of-county disposal is not expected to result in
significant adverse impacts. Long-haul transport by rail appears to be less
costly than transport by barge or truck (King County 2006), and rail
transport would require substantially less energy and result in lower air
emissions than either barge or truck transport.

There has been little public controversy associated with the waste export system plan. One area
of remaining uncertainty is the viability and cost of implementing partial waste export. Based on
currently available information, it appears that partial waste export would be slightly more costly
than full waste export when the Cedar Hills landfill reaches capacity and closes, but the cost of
partial waste export deserves further study.

There is one issue to be resolved:

· In 2001, the King County Council adopted the 2001 plan through
Ordinance 14236. By its approval of the 2001 plan, the County Council
approved waste export, rejecting alternatives including the development of
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a new landfill in King County and incineration of the county's waste.
Recently, it has been suggested that the County Council should reconsider
its 200 i decision approving waste export and consider a waste-to-energy
incineration option for handling the county's mixed municipal solid waste.
Approval of this waste export system plan, approval of any of the
alternatives for the transfer station system, and approval of any of the
alternatives for the timing of transitioning from in-county disposal in
landfills to waste export would not preclude a subsequent decision by the
County Council to implement a waste-to-energy option. In any case, a
transfer station system is required.
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

2.1 Objectives of the Proposed Waste Export System Plan

In March 2001, the King County Solid Waste Division published the Final 2001 Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001). The 2001 plan presents the county's 20-
year strategy for managing its solid waste and recycling services. Elements of the county's solid
waste system addressed in the 2001 plan include the following:

· Waste reduction, recycling, and market development

· Collection of recyclables and mixed municipal solid waste

· The regional transfer system

· Disposal of mixed municipal solid waste

· Disposal of construction, demolition, and land-clearing debris and special
wastes

· Enforcement of solid waste regulations

· Solid waste system financing and rates.

The 2001 plan states that the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill, which is the disposal location for the
county's mixed municipal solid waste, is expected to reach its permitted capacity and be closed

in 2012 (the current estimate is that capacity will be reached in 2015). One of the
recommendations of the 200 I plan is that King County begin to export wastes to a landfill
outside of the county once the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill closes. The 2001 plan notes that the
adoption of its recommendations would be only the first step in the county's preparation for
waste export and that subsequent planning to define needed capital improvements would be
necessary.

In 2001, the King County Council adopted the 2001 plan through Ordinance 14236. By its
approval of the 2001 plan, the County Council rejected alternatives to waste export, including the
development of a new landfill in King County and incineration of the county's waste. Ordinance
14236 also mandated the Solid Waste Division to begin the necessary planning for waste export
by developing a waste export coordination and implementation plan (or waste export system
plan). Ordinance 14971 mandated the establishment of the Metropolitan Solid Waste
Management Advisory Committee and mandated that King County Solid Waste Division staff
provide reports of its findings regarding the development of the waste export system plan.

This environmental impact statement (EIS), which evaluates the proposed waste export system
plan developed in accordance with the County Council's direction, supplements the EIS prepared for
the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001, Appendix H),
which evaluated various aspects of waste export.
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

Proponent

The King County Solid Waste Division is the proponent of the waste export system plan.

Location

The location of the proposal is the area in western Washington served by King County's regional
solid waste management system, which includes all the unincorporated areas of King County, as
well as 37 of the 39 cities in the county, excluding only the municipalities of Seattle and Milton.

Objectives

The King County Solid Waste Division has developed the proposed waste export system plan to
guide the county as it prepares the county's solid waste system for waste export. Specific
objectives of the proposed waste export system plan are as follows:

J Respond to County Council policy directives to conduct the necessary
planning in preparation for waste export.

J Respond to issues raised by the public, advisory committees (the Solid
Waste Advisory Committee, the Interjurisdictional Technical Staff Group,
and the Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee), and
the solid waste industry as part of the public involvement process for the
waste export system plan.

!.I Design, operate, and maintain a waste export system in a manner that

protects the environment and conserves energy and natural resources.

J Comply with federal, state, and local regulations governing solid waste
management.

Effective management of the region's solid waste is an essential public service. The solid waste
system, which is proposed to include waste export in the future, serves to mitigate potential
significant impacts on the environment and public health that would otherwise result from
improper disposal of waste. Nonetheless, certain aspects of waste export, and some of the
alternatives under consideration, have the potential to result in significant impacts. This EIS was
prepared (1) to identify potential impacts, (2) to describe mitigation measures that can be used
(and in many cases, are currently used) to avoid such impacts or reduce them to levels that are
not significant, and (3) where possible, to draw conclusions about whether there may be any
significant unavoidable adverse impacts (that is, significant impacts that cannot or will not be
mitigated).
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This EIS is a programmatic (non-project-related) EIS that supplements the EIS prepared for the
Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001, Appendix H).
The level of detail of the analyses provided in this supplemental EIS is consistent with the broad
programmatic issues to be resolved. Based on the analyses presented herein, the previous
analyses in the EIS for the 2001 plan, as well as other relevant information and analyses in the
proposed waste export system plan itself, King County will select an approach that wil guide the
county as it prepares the solid waste system for waste export. As actions are proposed to
implement waste export, this supplemental EIS will be used to the maximum extent possible to
satisfy the environmental requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A).
However, it is expected that additional environmental review will be needed for project-specific
actions, particularly those involving major capital improvements.
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

2.2 Description of the Proposed Waste Export System Plan

As described earlier, King County will need to begin disposing of the county's mixed municipal
solid waste at a new facility when the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill (Cedar Hills landfill)
reaches capacity, currently estimated to occur in 2015. To meet this need, the King County Solid
Waste Division has developed a waste export system plan for consideration and approval by the
King County CounciL.

General Description of the Waste Export System

To implement waste export, the county will need to change certain components of its solid waste
system. Other components of the solid waste system will not need to change and can continue to
function much as they did before the implementation of waste export. For example, commercial
and self-haul customers will continue to collect and haul waste to the county's transfer stations
and/or privately operated transfer stations (a small percentage of collected waste is currently
hauled directly to the Cedar Hills landfill). Regardless ofhow the county disposes of its waste, a
solid waste transfer system will be required.

The county's proposed installation of compactors in its transfer stations will result in a reduction
of impacts systemwide. Compaction of solid waste will reduce the total volume, requiring fewer
truck trips to transport a given tonnage of solid waste.

Currently, nonrecyclable waste received at the transfer stations is loaded onto trucks and hauled
to the Cedar Hills landfill for disposaL. Once waste export is implemented, nonrecyclable waste
to be transported to an out-of-county disposal location would be compacted at the transfer
stations and loaded onto trucks. The waste would then be trucked either directly to the out-ofcounty
disposal location or to one or more intermodal transfer facilities in the county for loading onto trains
or barges that would transport the waste to the out-of-county disposal location. An intermodal
transfer facility could be developed in conjunction with transfer station facilities so that
commercially collected waste could be hauled directly to the intennodal transfer facility for
compaction and transfer to trains or barges. Figure 2- I illustrates the current waste disposal
handling system with in-county disposal and a future system with waste export.

To cope with potential disruptions to the transportation infrastructure used to transport waste to
the out-of-county disposal location or with an abrupt and dramatic increase in the volume of
solid waste (e.g., as a result of a local catastrophe), the county would prepare an emergency
response plan. The emergency response plan could include the provision of back-up disposal
capacity in or near the county. However, potential emergency situations are expected to be
short-lived and can be handled by short-tenn storage and alternative modes of transportation
without the need to use back-up capacity (King County 200 i).
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

Proposed Waste Export System Plan

The proposed waste export system plan was developed by the Solid Waste Division to guide the
county as it prepares the solid waste system to handle waste export. The County Council made
the decision to proceed with waste export in 2001, when it approved Ordinance 14236 and
adopted the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2001).
Therefore, regardless of whether the County Council approves the waste export system plan
prepared by the Solid Waste Division, waste export will be implemented.

Recently, it has been suggested that the County Council should reconsider its 2001 decision
approving waste export and consider a waste-to-energy option for handling the county's mixed
municipal solid waste. Approval of this waste export system plan, approval of any of the
alternatives for the transfer station system, and approval of any of the alternatives for the timing
of the transition from in-county landfill disposal to waste export would not preclude a subsequent
decision by the County Council to implement a waste-to-energy option. Specifically, the
configuration of the transfer station system and its operation for waste export would be similar to
that for waste-to-energy. With either approach, mixed municipal solid waste would be hauled to
the county's transfer stations by commercial and self-haul customers. At the transfer stations,
the waste would be loaded into containers that could be trucked to an intermodal facility for
transfer to a train or barge, trucked directly to an out-of-county landfill, or trucked to a waste-to-
energy incineration facility. With a waste-to-energy facility, residual ash from the incineration
process would be hauled to a disposal facility, which would likely be an out-of-county landfill or
another permitted end use.

The proposed waste export system plan addresses the following features of a potential waste
export system:

· The county's transfer station system

· Public-private options for ownership and operation of transfer facilities

· Future capacity of the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill and the potential for
extending its life

· Potential out-of-county disposal facilities

· Transport options for exporting waste

· Intennodal transfer facilities

· Timing of waste export.
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Probable impacts associated with these aspects of waste export are addressed in this EIS..
However, the EIS addresses alternatives only for features for which the County Council will be
asked to consider two or more options. For example, in its consideration of the waste export
system plan, the County Council, wil specifically consider and may potentially select among the
six configurations of the transfer station system addressed in the waste export system plan.
These six configurations are the six action alternatives addressed in this EIS. The EIS also
evaluates a no-action alternative.

The Solid Waste Division recommends that the County Council, in conjunction with its approval
of the waste export system plan, authorize the Solid Waste Division to conduct a study of options
for extending the life of the landfiL. Although the waste export system plan addresses extending
the life of the Cedar Hils landfill, complex technical engineering issues need to be evaluated
before formal options can be developed. This technical evaluation was not part of the
development of the waste export system plan. Therefore, in its consideration of the waste export
system plan, the County Council is not expected to select a specific approach for extending the
life of the Cedar Hils landfill. This EIS includes a general discussion of impacts and mitigation
measures related to extending the life of the landfill because actions designed to do so may be
implemented as part of the county's waste export program. However, the EIS does not evaluate
alternatives related to the landfilL. If the County Council authorizes the Solid Waste Division to
carr out such a study, a separate SEP A environmental review would be conducted for that study.

Features of the Waste Export System Included in the Proposed Plan
The features of the waste export system that are included in the proposed waste export system plan

are described in the following subsections.

Transfer Station System

The county's transfer station system includes eight county-operated transfer stations and two
county-operated drop boxes (Figure 2-2). All the transfer stations accept self-haul as well as
commercial customers. The two transfer stations constructed in the 1990s (Vashon and
Enumclaw) have operating compactors. The other six transfer stations, which were constructed
in the 1 960s, have no compactors, although the First Northeast station will be improved in
2006/2007 and wil have a compactor installed.

To provide an adequate level of service, King County will need to make improvements to some
of the transfer stations, close other transfer stations that cannot be adequately improved, and
construct new transfer stations to replace the closed stations. In the milestone reports prepared to
support the waste export system plan, three of the county's eight transfer stations were not
evaluated because they are relatively new or are being rebuilt. The Enumclaw and Vashon
transfer stations were constrcted in 1999 and 1993, respectively. The First Northeast station in
Shoreline is currently being rebuilt and is scheduled to reopen in the fourth quarter of 2007.
These three stations meet, or will meet, all of the standards evaluated for the older transfer
stations.
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

All transfer stations, except self-haul only-stations, would be equipped with compactors to
increase the density of waste transported from the stations by up to 50 percent, thereby decreasing
the number of containers necessary for a given tonnage of waste, decreasing transportation trips,
and increasing the efficiency of ultimate disposaL. In preparing the waste export system plan,
King County analyzed five existing transfer stations (Bow Lake, Renton, Algona, Factoria, and
Houghton) and determined that three of them (Algona, Factoria, and Houghton) have insufficient
space to accommodate compactors. In addition, without other improvements, vehicle and tonnage
capacity at all of the existing transfer stations would be substantially reduced after the installation of
compactors.

The design of improved or newly constructed transfer station facilities would vary depending on
the tonnage of waste handled and the services provided and, in the absence of project-specific
detail, can be described only in general terms for this programmatic EIS. The size of a typical
transfer station site is approximately 10 to 20 acres. A typical modem King County transfer
station could include the following:

· Interior roadways

· A small scalehouse or scalehouses, typically one story in height, or an
unattended scale facility

· A main transfer building with a height up to approximately 70 to 85 feet
and a footprint area of up to approximately 70,000 square feet that would
encompass the following:

'J A tipping floor onto which vehicles would drive

'J An area into which waste loads would be deposited

'J A compactor or compactors to compress and transfer waste into containers

:J Odor and air quality systems

· Administration offices and employee and public facilities such as restrooms

· A recycling area or areas, covered or uncovered

· A transfer trailer/container yard to store empty transfer trailers and containers

· Utilities and stormwater management systems.

The waste export system plan includes optional configurations for the county's transfer station
system that would allow for waste export. These optional configurations are described in the
section "Description of Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS."

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan 2-11

Final
Supplemental EIS



Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

Public-Private Options for Ownership and Operation of the Transfer Stations and
Intermodal Transfer Facilties

In developing the waste export system plan, the Solid Waste Division evaluated three general
options for ownership and operation of the improved transfer stations and intermodal transfer
facilities:

· Public only
· Public-private partnership
· Private only.

The outcome of the evaluation was that the public only or public-private partnership options are
feasible, but the private only option, in which the public sector is not involved in service
delivery, rate setting, or long-term planing, is infeasible because it is not allowed under current
state law or county policy.

Although a public-private partnership could take various forms, private participation would be
procured by the public sector through contracts with the private sector, and overall system
planning would remain in the hands of the public sector. Procurement contracts with the private
sector would contain performance standards, and state and local regulatory requirements would
apply equally to private and public facilities. Therefore, from a programmatic perspective, a
public-private partnership for ownership and operation is likely to result in similar environmental
impacts as that of a public-only system. For this reason, the EIS does not distinguish between
public only and public-private options in the evaluation of impacts.

Future Capacity of the Cedar Hils Regional Landfill and Potential for Extending Its Life

The 2001 Final Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 200 I) included the
estimate that the Cedar Hills landfill would reach its permitted capacity and close operations in
20 I 2. Based on current projections of future waste volumes and current landfilling plans and
practices, the Cedar Hills landfill is currently estimated to reach its permitted capacity in
approximately 2015. The current layout of the Cedar Hills landfill is shown in Figure 2-3.

Extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill beyond 2015 would further delay the higher costs
that the Solid Waste Division has determined would be associated with waste export and
incurred by the county and solid waste ratepayers. Therefore, the Solid Waste Division can be
expected to investigate ways to achieve further effciencies within the constraints of existing
permits and perhaps also to investigate options for expanding the capacity of the landfill that
would require new construction and operating pennits. Possible approaches to further extending
the life of the Cedar Hills landfill include the following:

· Expanding waste reduction and recycling

· Regrading of areas recently filled, currently being filled, or to be filled at
the landfill (Areas 5, 6, and 7) to use the additional airspace gained from
the settling of refuse. That airspace would be used for additional
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

landfilling up to the permitted maximum elevation. These areas meet
solid waste disposal regulations, and no new construction or operating
permits would be required. However, the landfill plan of operations
would require a modification, which would need to be approved by Public
Health-Seattle and King County.

· Regrading of older filled areas at the landfill (Areas 2/3, 4, and Central
Pit) to use the additional airspace gained from the settling of refuse. That
airspace would be used for additional landfilling up to the permitted
maximum elevation. This approach would require new construction and
operating permits.

· Landfilling of waste in areas at the landfill not currently permitted for
disposaL. This approach would require new construction and operating
permits.

The Solid Waste Division has yet to formally develop approaches for extending the life of the
Cedar Hills landfill, and further study could reveal additional approaches.

Potential impacts associated with extending the life of the Cedar Hils landfill would occur
regardless of which alternatives (including the no-action alternative) are selected for
implementation by the County CounciL. As noted earlier, the County Council decided in 2001 to
export the county's waste, and the County Council's decision on the waste export system plan
will have no effect on that earlier decision. Because the Solid Waste Division will not be
recommending specific options for extending the life of the Cedar Hills landfill to the County
Council for its consideration, this EIS does not evaluate specific alternatives for the landfiL.
Although this EIS addresses extending the life of Cedar Hills as a consequence of the county's
decision to export waste, it is likely that the Solid Waste Division would consider extending the
life of the landfill even without the prospect of waste export. Because the Cedar Hills landfill is
a facility fully under the control of the county, and alternative means of disposal would result in
new construction and/or operating costs for the county, the Solid Waste Division could be
expected to maximize the value of the Cedar Hills landfill in any event.

Potential Out-of-County Disposal Facilties

The Solid Waste Division has identified existing and permitted landfills in the western United
States that could serve as the ultimate disposal site for the county's exported waste. All the
identified facilities, which are shown in Figure 2-4, are located in arid areas. The identified
facilities can be divided into three geographic groups:

· South-central Washington/north-central Oregon

L Roosevelt Regional Landfill
.1 Columbia Ridge Landfill and Recycling Center

=i Finley Buttes Regional LandfilL.
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

· Idaho

o Simco Road Regional Landfill.

· Southwestern states

o Northeastern New Mexico Regional Landfill (referred to as the Herzog
landfill)

o Eagle Mountain Landfill

o Mesquite Regional LandfilL.

Information related to these disposal facilities is provided in Table 2-1. The County Council will
not select an out-of-county disposal location as part of its consideration of the waste export
system plan. Therefore, the identified out-of-county disposal locations are not addressed as
proposed alternatives in this EIS. Rather, they are used as example disposallocatíons to provide a
reasonable range of the impacts expected as a result of export and disposal of the county's
waste. Additional facilities may be available for disposal when the county seeks to negotiate
contracts for disposaL.

Transport Options for Exporting Waste

Three modes of transport could be used to export the county's waste: rail, barge, and truck.
However, for most of the identified out-of-county disposal sites, truck and rail are the primary
feasible modes of transport. Finley Buttes Regional Landfill in north-central Oregon is the only
location for which barge transport is currently available. Both Roosevelt Regional Landfill and
Columbia Ridge Landfill and Recycling Center could be upgraded to accept waste transport by
barge. Modes of transport for each of the out-of-county disposal locations are indicated in Table
2-1.

Both rail and barge would require intermodal transfer facilities where waste trcked from the
county's transfer stations would be loaded onto trains or barges. If trucks are used to export
waste, they could depart directly from the county's transfer stations, and no intermodal transfer
facility would be necessary.

As part of its consideration of the waste export system plan, the County Council is not expected
to select a mode of transport. Therefore, this EIS uses the three potential modes of transport to
evaluate the range of potential impacts but does not evaluate them as proposed alternatives.

Intermodal Transfer Facilties

An intermodal facility for the transfer of waste from trucks to trains or barges would include the
following general features:
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

· Interior roadways and off-loading areas for trucks bringing containerized
waste to the facility

· Container storage and sorting areas

· Train or barge loading areas.

A truck-to-rail intermodal facility with the capacity to handle all of the county's mixed municipal
solid waste would need to be at least 10 acres in size and would need to be within approximately
200 feet of one or more existing rail lines. A truck-to-barge facility could have a land area
smaller than 10 acres because space for trains would not be necessary, but the site would also
need to include adjoining water area sufficient for barge loading and maneuvering. An
intermodal transfer facility would probably be located in an industral area and would need good
access to the regional road system.

Waste export could be handled at one or several intermodal transfer facilities, and the intermodal
facilities could be stand-alone facilities or associated with transfer station facilities.

Timing of Waste Export

The waste export system plan evaluates two timing scenarios for waste export: full early export
and partial early export. These two scenarios, as well as the no-action scenario of implementing
waste export when the Cedar Hills landfill reaches capacity, are described in the following
section, "Description of Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS."
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Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

2.3 Description of Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS

This EIS evaluates alternatives for those features of the waste export system for which the
County Council will be asked to select among various options. The County Council will be
asked to select a preferred alternative among six action alternatives and a no-action alternative
for the transfer station system and among two action alternatives and a no-action alternative for
the timing of initiating waste export. The County Council will also be asked to determine
whether to extend the life of the Cedar Hills landfilL.

Alternatives for the County's Transfer Station System
No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the County Council would not approve the waste export system
plan, and the Solid Waste Division would continue to implement improvements to transfer
stations as approved in the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King
County 200 I). The recommendations in the 2001 plan focus on improving the level of service to
customers and preparing the transfer station system for waste export. Specific improvements in
the 2001 plan related to waste export that would be implemented under the no-action alternative
include the following:

· Factoria transfer station. Replace the station on the current site and the
Eastgate property, and install a compactor in 2004.

· First Northeast transfer station. Rebuild or replace the station and
install a compactor (no specific date).

· Bow Lake transfer station. Retrofit the transfer building and install a
compactor in 2006.

· Algona transfer station. Install a compactor in 2008.

· Houghton transfer station. Install a compactor (no specific date).
Consider possible closure.

· Renton transfer station. Install a compactor (no specific date).

· NE King County transfer station. Possibly build anew station with a
compactor (no specific date).

Subsequent work prepared for the milestone reports in support of the waste export system plan
indicates that some aspects of the no-action alternative are infeasible because the completion
dates for specific projects have passed or the resulting facilities would have unacceptable
capacity and level of service.
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Action Alternatives

The action alternatives for the county's transfer station system involve various combinations of
station improvements, closures, and new construction. The existing county transfer station
system consists of 10 facilities: eight transfer stations and two drop box facilities (Figure 2-2).
The action alternatives involve five of the eight existing transfer stations. These alternatives are
summarized in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2. Alternatives for the transfer station system.

Self-Haul-
Only Commercial- Closed Total No. of

Alternative Full-Service Facilities Facilities Only Facilities Facilities Facilities'
No action New FactoiialEastgate None None None Ii

Reconstructed Bow Lake (possibly (i 0 if
Reconstructed Algona Hôughton) Houghton is
Reconstructed Houghton closed)
Reconstructed Renton

New NE Lake Washington
i New South County None None Algona 9

New Bow Lake Houghton
New Factoria/Eastgate Renton
New NE Lake Washington

IA New South County None None Algona 9
New Bow Lake Houghton
New Factoria (no Eastgate) Renton
New NE Lake Washington

2 lNew South County Houghton New NE Lake Algona 10

iNew Bow Lake Washington iRenton
New FactoriaiEastgate

2A iNew South County ~oughton !New NE Lake Algona Ii
iNew FactoiialEastgate Renton Washington

!New Bow Lake
3 New South County ~oughton None Algona 11

New Bow Lake Renton
New NE Lake Washington Factoria (no

Eastgate)
4 New FactoriaiEastgate Algona New South None 12

Houghton County
Renton New Bow Lake

New NE Lake
Washington

a Total includes transfer stations and two drop box fàcilities.

All of the alternatives for the transfer station system share the following features, except where
noted:

. Operations at the soon-to-be improved First Northeast transfer station

(improvements began in May 2006) and the four rural facilities (Vashon
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transfer station, Enumclaw transfer station, Skykomish drop box, and
Cedar Falls drop box) would not change.

· All new facilities would have compactors.

· Two new sites are required: one in south King County and one in the NE
Lake Washington area.

· No station closure or conversion (e.g., full-service to self-haul only) would
occur until the replacement facilities are open, except for Alternative IA
in which Factoria would be closed to allow construction of a new transfer
station.

· Project-specific documentation would be prepared to comply with SEP A for

all siting of new facilities, new construction, and other major
improvements.

Alternatives 1 and lA

Alternatives 1 and 1 A would involve the construcIÍon of four new full-service transfer stations
and the closure of three existing stations (Algona, Renton, and Houghton). The Algona, Renton,
and Houghton transfer stations would remain open as full-service facilities until the four new
full-service facilities are constructed and operationaL. The total number of transfer stations
would be rediiced from the existing eight to seven.

The only substantive difference between Alternatives i and IA is associated with the new
Factoria/Eastgate station. King County currently operates the Factoria transfer station on a site
in Bellevue on the north side of SE 32nd Street, east of Richards Road. In the 19905, King
County conducted a siting analysis and prepared an EIS for a new transfer station in Bellevue,
which resulted in the county's purchase of a site immediately south of the existing transfer
station. Under Alternative 1, both the existing site and the new site would be used by the county,
allowing a new transfer station to be constructed with no rerouting of self-haul or commercial
customers. Under Alternative lA, a new transfer station would be constructed on the site of the
existing transfer station, requiring rerouting of self-haul and commercial customers to the two
nearest stations (Renton and Houghton).

During construction of the Bow Lake station, self-haul customers would be temporarily rerouted
to the two nearest stations (Algona and Renton). The station would remain open for commercial
customers.

Alternative 2

As noted for Alternatives i and i A, Alternative 2 would involve the construction of four new
transfer stations. However, one of those new facilities (NE Lake Washington) would service
commercial haulers only. The existing Houghton transfer station, rather than being closed,
would be retained and converted to serve self-haul customers only so that only two existing
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stations (Algona and Renton) would be closed. The new Factorialastgate station would be
constrcted using both sites on SE 32nd Street as in Alternative 1. The total number of transfer
stations would remain at eight. Other aspects of Alternative 2 would be the same as those of
Alternatives i and i A.

Alternative 2A

As noted for Alternatives i, 1 A, and 2, Alternative 2A would involve the construction of four
new transfer stations. However, two of these facilities (NE Lake Washington and Bow Lake)
would service commercial haulers only. To service self-haul customers that would have used
these two stations, the existing Houghton and Renton stations, rather than being closed as they
would be under Alternatives i and lA, would be retained and converted to serve self-haul
customers only. Therefore, only one station (Algona) would be closed. The new
Factoria/Eastgate station would be constrcted using both sites on SE 32nd Street as noted for
Alternatives 1 and 2. The total number of transfer stations would be increased from eight to
nme.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would involve the construction of three new transfer stations, rather than the four
that would be constructed under Alternatives 1, i A, 2, and 2lL Under Alternative 3, a new
station would not be constructed at Factoria. Instead, the existing Factoria station would be
converted to service self-haul customers only, as would the Houghton and Renton stations. The
commercial traffic currently accommodated at the Factoria and Houghton stations would be
routed to the new NE Lake Washington station, resulting in a substantially larger station there
than that under Alternatives i, i A, 2, and 2A. Only one station (Algona) would be closed. As
for Alternatives 1, 1 A, 2, and 2A, self-haul customers would be temporarily rerouted to the two
nearest stations (Algona and Renton) during construction of the Bow Lake station. As for
Alternative 2A, the total number of transfer stations would be increased from eight to nine.

Alternative 4

As noted for Alternatives 1, lA, 2, and 2A, Alternative 4 would involve the construction of four
new stations. However, three of these stations (South County, NE Lake Washington, and Bow
Lake) would serve commercial haulers only. To serve self-haul customers that would have used
these three stations, the existing Houghton, Renton, and Algona stations, rather than being
closed, would be retained and converted to serve self-haul customers only. Therefore, under
Alternative 4, no stations would be closed, and the total number of transfer stations would be
increased from 8 to 10. The new Factoria/Eastgate station would be constructed using both
county~owned sites on SE 32nd Street as in Alternative 1, 2, and 2A.
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Alternatives for the Timing of Waste Export

No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the County Council would not approve the waste export system
plan. Waste export would be implemented as directed in the Final200I Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan (King County 2001), that is, when the Cedar Hills landfill reaches
capacity and closes, currently estimated to occur in 2015.

Action Alternatives

Alternative XL: Full Early Export

Under Alternative XL, King County would close the Cedar Hills landfill before it reaches
capacity, estimated to occur in 2015. In this EIS, the closure date under this alternative is
assumed to be 2010.

Alternative Xl: Partial Early Export

Under Alternative X2, a portion of King County's waste would be exported beginning in 2010.
The exact percentage has not been determined but for the purposes of this EIS approximately 20

percent is assumed. The Cedar Hills landfill would i:emain open and continue to receive waste
until it reaches capacity, which would occur in approximately 2016 if 20 percent of the county's
waste is exported early.

Comparison of Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives
Alternatives for the County's Transfer Station System

At a programmatic level, the alternatives for the county's transfer station system are not
dramatically different in the nature and intensity of their environmental impacts, and the impacts,
in any event, are not expected to be significant at a programmatic leveL. However, the following
differences allow for some discrimination among the alternatives:

. The existing Houghton transfer station is one of two transfer stations (the
existing Factoria station being the other) that has been identified by the
Solid Waste Division (King County 2005b) as being potentially
incompatible with surrounding land uses (which in the case of the
Houghton station are residential). Alternatives 1 and lA, under which the
Houghton station would be closed, are likely to result in lower impacts in
terms ofland use compatibility than the other alternatives. Under all the
alternatives, the existing Factoria transfer station would be rebuilt so that
the impacts associated with the Factoria station in terms of land use
compatibility would be substantially similar among the alternatives.
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· Under Alternative 3, both the Houghton and Factoria transfer stations
would be converted to self-haul only, and commercially hauled waste that
would have been handled at these stations would then be hauled primarily
to the new NE Lake Washington transfer station. As a result, the
relatively high volume of waste handled by the new NE Lake Washington
station could lead to a concentration of traffc and other impacts in the

vicinity of this station that are greater than those that would occur at
individual transfer stations under any of the other alternatives.

· The expected annualized capital cost and operating costs are similar for all
six of the action alternatives through 2028. However, operating costs for
Alternatives 1 and lA are considerably lower than the operating costs for
the other action alternatives. Over the long term, after capital costs are
paid, the comparative costs of the action alternatives are determined by
their operating costs. From this long-term perspective, Alternatives 1 and
1 A are the least cost alternatives, and Alternatives 3 and 4 are the highest
cost alternatives (King County 2006, p. 2-27).

Alternatives for Timing of Waste Export

The differences among the alternatives for the timing of waste export reflect the basic trade-off
between the higher system costs (reflected in comparatively higher user rates) and other potential
environmental impacts associated with waste export versus the lower system costs (reflected in
comparatively lower user rates) and impacts due to continued operation of the Cedar Hills
landfill on the surrounding community. Under current operations, there are no significant
impacts on the surrounding community resulting from the operations at the Cedar Hills landfilL.
As a result of the need to export waste, it is anticipated that an increase in rates may be
necessary.

Under the no-action alternative, the Cedar Hills landfill would close in approximately 2015, and
waste export would begin. Under Alternative Xl, waste export would be initiated in 2010, and
the county would no longer send solid waste to the Cedar Hills landfill, a change that would
affect the current traffic and operational conditions associated with the landfilL. At the same
time, system costs and user rates would probably be higher than they would be under the no-
action alternative for the 5-year period. Under Alternative X2, export of approximately 20
percent of the county's waste would begin in 2010, with full export of the county's mixed
municipal solid waste beginning in approximately 2016. Impacts from both the operation of the
Cedar Hills landfill and the waste export system would occur simultaneously during the period
2010 to 2016. The costs and user rate implications of Alternative X2 are not fully known but
appear to be somewhat higher than those of the no-action alternative (King County 2006).

King County
Transfer and Waste Export System Plan 2-125

Final
Supplemental EIS



Part 2, Proposed Plans and Alternatives

2.4 Benefits and Disadvantages of Delaying Implementation

The SEP A rules require that an EIS evaluate the benefits and disadvantages of delaying
implementation of the proposal for some future time, as compared with possible approval at this
time. Particular attention is to be given to the potential for foreclosing future options by
implementing the proposal (Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 197-11, Section 440
(WAC 197-11-440)).

The only apparent benefit of delaying approval of the waste export system plan is that it would
delay short-term construction impacts and operation impacts associated with improved or new
facilities. The primary disadvantage associated with a substantial delay in implementation of the
waste export plan is that there would be insuffcient time to prepare the solid waste transfer
system for efficient waste export when the Cedar Hills landfill closes. This would increase
transfer and disposal costs and disrupt the county's solid waste system.

Other disadvantages of delaying implementation are discussed as adverse impacts of the no-
action alternative in Part 3.
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Part 3, Introduction

3.1 Introduction

Part 3 addresses probable significant adverse impacts of implementing waste export in terms of
six environmental elements: transportation, noise, air quality and odor, energy, land and
shoreline use, and public services and utilities. Alternatives for two aspects of waste export are
under consideration: the configuration of the county's transfer station system and the timing of
waste export. Potential impacts resulting from the various alternatives are discussed in the
following sections.

Potential impacts associated with four aspects of future waste export (extending the life of the
Cedar Hills landfill, intermodal transfer facilities, long-haul transport, and out-of-county
disposal) are also discussed in the following sections; however, no alternatives for these aspects
are currently being considered.

The following sections make reference to siting criteria for new facilities and state that use of
these criteria would result in avoidance or minimization of many of the potential impacts that
could result from new facilities such as transfer stations and intermodal transfer facilities. The
Solid Waste Division has developed siting criteria that are included in Appendix C, and
recommends that the County Council approve these criteria in conjunction with its approval of
the waste export system plan.
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