STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

4601 N Monroe Street » Spokane, Washington 99205-1295 » (509)329-3400

February 11, 2009

Ms. Carole Washburn, Secretary

WA Utilities and Transportation Commission
1300 South Evergreen Park Drive SW

MS FY-11

Olympia, WA 98504-8002

he 8 WY €1 4346087

Re:  Preliminary Review of Franklin County Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan,
Preliminary Draft, Dated October 2008

Dear Ms. Washburn:

Ecology is forwarding the formal submission of the Frankiin County Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan Update Preliminary Drafi, October 2008 for preliminary review under
RCW 70.95.090 and 70.95.094. Enclosed are two copies of the plan which include the
cost assessment.

Ecology received this plan on October 2009. Under the Interagency Agreement,
comments from WUTC plan reviewers should be sent within 45 days from the date the
plan is received by the WUTC.

Please forward copies of your correspondence with Franklin County Public Works to me,
and also please inform me of the date when this item will be presented at the WUTC public
meeting.

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance in plan review.

Sincerely,

ames V. Wavada Il
Environmental Planner
Eastern Regional Office
Enclosures
cC: Penny Ingram, WUTC
Tim Fife, Franklin County Public Works Department
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February 11, 2009 .
o
Mr. Tim Fife, PE _ -
Public Works Director/County Engineer =
Franklin County Public Works s

3416 Stearman Avenue
Pasco, WA 99301-7104

e

RE:  Review .of Franklin County Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan, Preliminary
Draft, Dated October 2008

Dear Mr. Fife:

On Oct. 13, 2008, Ecology received five copies of the Franklin County Comprehensive Solid
Waste Management Plan Update Preliminary Draft of October 2008. On Feb. 9, 2009, Ecology
received the remaining documents required to request a preliminary review under RCW
70.95.094. Therefore, we are initiating our official review of your preliminary draft plan as of
Feb. 9,2009. I will forward two copies of your plan to the Washington Utilities and

~ Transportation Commission for review. They perform their review inside of the timeline under
which Ecology will do its review. They will schedule any hearing necessary for the review of the
cost assessment you submitted. ‘

Per RCW 70.95.094, Ecology has a maximum of 120 days from Feb. 9, 2009 to review and
comment on the draft plan. You will receive our comments on or before June 9, 2009. We will,
however, try to forward our comments to you well in advance of that deadline.

Thank you and all involved parties for your hard work in preparing this document. If you have
any questions on the progress of our review or any other questions pertaining to your plan, please
call me at (509) 329-3545.

Sincerely,
ames V. Wavada II .

Environmental Planner
Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program

Enclosure

@ Carole Washburn, WUTC
Penny Ingram, WUTC
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Franklin County _
Preliminary Draft Solid Waste Plan

List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

Asbestos-containing Material
Benton Franklin Health Department

Basin Disposal, Inc.

Basin Recycling, Inc.

Clean Washington Center

Covered Electronic Products

Community Economic Revitalization Board .

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Cor pensatlon and Liability
Act

Chilorofluorocarbon
Coordinated Prevention Grant
Dangerous Waste
Washington State Department of Ecology
Environmental Protection Agency

Energy Recovery and Incineration
Franklin County Department of Public Works
Franklin County Solid Waste A '""_.lsory Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
Growth Manageme Act
Hydochlorofluorocarbon:
High-density Polyethylene
Household Hazardous Wast
Hazardous Waste Management

_ashmgtOn State Department of Labor and Industries
Mmlmum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling
Municipal Solid. Waste
, itan Statistical Area
Municipal Solid Waste
Model Toxics Control Act
Moderate Risk Waste
Medical Waste Tracking Act of 1988
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
. Oregon Administrative Rules
. -Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
“ State of Washington’s Office of Financial Management
* Occupational Safety and Health Act

Polybrominated Dipheny! Ether

Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Petroleum Contaminated Soils

Polyethylene Terephatalate

2008 Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Revised Code of Washington

1
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RDF
SARA
SEPA
SQG
SWAC
TSCA
UGA
USGBC
VOC
WAC
WDOT
WISHA
WSDA
WTE
WUTC

Franklin County

~ Washington Administrative Code

Refuse Derived Fuel

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
State Environmental Policy Act

Small Quantity Generator

Solid Waste Advisory Committee

Toxic Substances Control Act

Urban Growth Area

United States Green Building Council

Volatile Organic Compound

Washington State Department of Transpo
Washington Industrial Safety and Healt
Washington State Department of Ag
Waste-to-Energy

Washington Utilities and Trans ortatl n,Comm

lN

Preliminary Draft Solid Waste Plan October 2008
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Glossary

acid gas
Agas produoed in the combustion prooess It contains acid components such as sulfides and chlorides.

Actinomycete i
A group of microorganisms, intermediate between bacteria and true fungl that usually produce a characteristic ;
branched mycelium. These organisms are responsible for the earthy smell of compost. ]

active gas collection
A technique that forcibly removes gas from a landfilt by attaching a vacuum or pump to a network of pipelines in the
landfill or surrounding soils to remove the gases.

Aeration
The process of exposing bulk material, like compost, to air. Forced aeration refers to the use of blowers in compost
piles.

aerobic
A biochemical process or condition occurring in the presence of oxygen.

aerobic decomposition
A type of decomposition that requires oxygen.

air classifier
A device used to separate matenals at a facility such as a MRF. Airin the form of a wind is used to blow lighter
materials off and away from the heavier materials.

anaerobic decomposition :
A type of decomposition that does not use oxygen. Anaerobic decomposition creates odor problems aerobic
decomposition does not.

aquifer -
A geological formation, group of format«ons or portion of a fon'natlon capable of yielding significant quantltles of
groundwater to wells or springs.

area fill
A method of Iandﬁlhng that oompacts the refuse in cells and then uses soil cover to separate and cover the cells. This
is typically done in layers and in separate phases.

ash quench water
Water that is used to cool the bottom ash when it is removed from an incinerator.

ash residues
The left-over material from a combustion process. They may take the form of fly ash or bottom ash.

attenuahon
A process of converting and destroylng a chemical oompound as it passes through |ayers of soail or rock.

avoided cost
The amount of money saved when another less costly option that yields the same result is selected or used.

baghouse
A municipal waste combustion facility air emission control device consisting of a series of fabric filters through which
flue gases are passed to remove particulates prior to atmospheric dispersion.

baler
A machine used to compress recyclables into bundies to reduce volume. Balers are often used on newspaper,
plastics, and corrugated cardboard.

baling
The compaction of solid waste (shredded or non-shredded) or plastic and metal recyclables (ﬂattened or non-

Glossary Preliminary Draft
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flattened) into small rectangular blocks or bales. Baled solid waste is placed in a landfill in a similar fashion as a cell,
with cover surroundlng a bale or group of bales. Baling recyclable materials makes them easier to handle and
transport.

bentonite
A type of soil that swells greatly in the presence of water. Because bentonite impedes the flow of water, it is used for
liners, covers, and various other landfill applications.

berm
An elongated pile of soil used to control and direct the flow of surface water runoff. Berms may also be used to block
out noise and screen operations from public view.

bio-accumulation
The retaining and accumulation over time of certain chemical compounds in organic matter such as the tissues of
plants and animals used as food sources.

biodegradable material
Materials that can be broken down by microorganisms into simple, stable compounds such as carbon dioxide and
water. Most organic materials, such as food scraps and paper, are biodegradable.

bottle bill
A law requiring deposits on beverage containers (see Container Deposit Legislation).

bottom ash
The remaining noncombustible material collected on grates or in other locations during the combustion process .

broker
An individual or group of individuals who act as agents or intermediaries between the sellers and buyers of recyclable
materials or waste services.

Btu (British thermal unit)

A unit of measure for the amount of energy a given material contains (e.g., energy released as heat during
combustion is measured in Biu's.) Technically, one Btu is the quantity of heat required to raise the temperature of one
pound of water one degree Fahrenheit.

buffer zone
Neutral area serving as a protective barrier separating two conflicting forces. An area that minimizes the impact of -
poliutants on the environment or public welfare. For example, a buffer zone is established between a compostlng

- facility and neighboring residents to minimize odor problems.

bulking agent
A material used o add volume to another material to make the second material more porous, which increases air
flow. For example, municipal solid waste may act as a bulking agent when mixed with water treatment sludge.

bulky items

Large items of refuse including, but not limited to, appliances, fumiture, large auto parts, nonhazardous construchon
and demolition materials, frees, branches, and stumps that cannot be handied by normal solid waste processing, -
collection, or disposal methods."

buy-back center
A facility to which individuals bring recyciables in exchange for payment.

canyon fill
A method of landfilling that is similar to area filling but is used primarily in mountalnous terrain. Canyon fill landfills are
typically much deeper than other types of landfills.

- clamshell bucket
A bucket attachment for a crane. The bucket has two sides that come together when picking up material.

co-composting
Simuitaneous composting of two or more diverse feedstocks.

Glossary Preliminary Draft
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co-generation

Simultaneous generation of electricity and thermal energy.

commercial waste

Waste materials originating in wholesale, retail, institutional, or service establishments, suchas office burldmgs
stores, markets, theaters, hotels, and warehouses.

commingled recyclables )

Two or more recyclable materials collected together (i.e., not separated) In some types of collection programs,
recyclable materiais may be commingled, as long as they do not contaminate each other. For example, glass and
plastic can be commingled, but glass and oil cannot

compaction station
A type of transfer station in which waste i is compacted as an intermediate step before sending it to a disposal site.

oomposne liner
A liner system that is composed of both natural soil Irners and synthetic liners. The liner must be in direct and unlform
contact with the clay.

composting
The controlied biological decomposition of organic solid materials under aerobic conditions.

condensate knock-out tank '
A tank that uses a series of baffles to remove vapor moisture from a gas.

construction and demolition waste
Materials resuiting from the construction, remodeling, repair, or demolition of buildings, bridges, pavements, and
other structures.

converter ,
A company that creates a more usable material from a raw product.

conveying line
A conveyor belt assembly that is used in a facility such as a MRF or IPC, to move materials. from the tipping floor/pit
to other areas of the facility.

corrugated paper
. Paper or cardboard having either a series of wnnkles or folds or altematrng ridges and grooves

cover material

Material, either natural soil or geosynthetic material, used in a landfill to impede water infiltration, landfili gas
emissions, and bird-and rodent congregation. it is also used to.control odors and make the site more visually
attractive. Landfills have three forms of cover: daily cover, intermediate cover, and final cover.

cullet :
Clean, usually oolor-sorted crushed glass used to make new glass products

curbside collection
Programs in which recyclable materials are collected at the curb, often from special containers, and then taken to
various processing facilities.

daily cell . ' '
In landfills, a portion of refuse that has been compacted and then surrounded with cover material. Daily cover is
placed over the landfilled materials at the end of each day to complete the cell.

daily cover material
Material, usually soil, that is used in a landfill to cover the refuse after it has been compacted at the end of each day.
The cover is placed mainly to ward off animals and for ador control.

decide-announce-defend strategy

In the decision-making process, a strategy in which decisions are made and announced without input from other
affected parties. After announcing their decisions, policy makers defend them. This strategy does not allow for public
participation in the decision-making process.

Glossary Preliminary Draft
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densified refuse-derived fue! (D-RDF)
Refuse-derived fuel that has been compressed or compacted through such processes as pelletizing, briquetting, or
extruding. Densifying materials makes them easier to handie or |mproves their burning characteristics.

detention basin
An excavated area of land that is used to collect surface water runoff for the purpose of creating a constant outflow
from the basin.

detinning
Recovering tin from “tin” cans by a chemical process that makes the remaining steel more easily recycled.

direct discharge noncompaction station
A type of transfer station in which refuse goes directly from smaller collection vehlcles into the larger transportation
vehrcles This type of station has a waste storage capacity of less than one day.

diversion rate
The amount of material being diverted for recycling, compared to the total amount that was previously disposed of.

double-liner system :
A system in which two liners are used in a landﬁll to protect agamst groundwater contamination. The liners may by
either synthetic or natural, and may be oomposed of several layers each.

double composite liner
A landfill liner system that uses synthetic and natural soil liners to prevent groundwater contamination. Two liners. of
each type are used, and each liner has several layers. (See "composite liner.") '

drop-off collection
A method of collecting recyclable or compostable materials in which the materials are taken by individuals to
collection sites, where they deposit the materials into designated containers.

eco-shopping
See “precycling.”

electrostatic precipitators

Device for removing particulate matter from an incinerator facility’s air emissions. It works by causing the particles to
become electrostatically charged and then attracting them to an oppositely charged plate, where they are precipitated
out of the flue gasses.

end-use market '
A company that purchases recycled matenals for use as feedstook in manufactunng new products.

energy recovery
Conversion of waste to energy, generally through the combustion of processed or raw refuse to produce steam. See
“municipal waste combustion,” and “incineration.” .

enterprise fund
A fund for a specific purpose that is self-supporting from the revenue it generates.

ferrous metals
Metals derived from iron. They can be removed from commlngled materials using Iarge magnets at separa’aon
facilities. .

flood plain
A regron of land around a body of water usually a river or stream, that is flooded on a reguiar basis, usually annually.

ﬂue gas
All gasses and products of combustion that leave a fumace by way of a flue or duct.

fluidized bed combustor

A type of RDF combustor (see below) that bums materials directly on a. layer of material having a high melting point,
such as sand.
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fly ash
Small, solid particles of ash and soot generated when coal, oil, or waste materials are burned. Fly ash is suspended
in the flue gas after combustion and is removed by pollution control equipment.

gas control and recovery system
A series of vertical wells or horizontal frenches containing permeable materials and perforated piping. The systems
are designed to collect landfill gases for treatment or for use as an energy source.

gas monitoring probe :
Probes placed in the soil surrounding a landfill above the groundwater table. The probes are used to determine if
landfill gases are migrating away from the landfill.

gate volume
The amount of waste, measured by volume, that enters a landfill.

Gaylord box : . : _ -
A heavy corrugated box (4 feet square) that is used as a dumpster for collecting wastes and other materials.

general obligation (G.0.) bonds
A method of financing in which bonds are backed by the faith and credit of a municipality.

generation rate :
The amount of waste that is produced over a given amount of time. For example, a district may have a generation
rate of 100 tons per day.

geographic information system (GIS) IR ; i
A system, usually computerized, that includes locations of all geographical characteristics of an area of land. ltems
may include elevation, houses, public utilities, or the location of bodies of water, aquifers, and flood plains.

geonet o -
A synthetic liner component that facilitates drainage. A geonet is.analogous to the sand component in natural liners.

geotextile
A synthetic component that is used as a filter to prevent the passing of fine-grained material such as silt or clay. A
geotextile may be placed on top of a drainage layer to prevent the layer from becoming clogged with fine material.

glassphait
A mixture of asphalt that includes a small amount of finely crushed glass as an admixture.

grain size distribution
A method of categorizing soils in which soil particles are separated according to size. A well-graded soil has a
uniform grain size distribution while a poorly graded soil has a non-uniform grain size distribution.

groundwater monitoring well
Awell placed at an appropriate location and depth for taking water samples to determine groundwater quality in the
area surrounding a landfill or other site.

hammemmill S
A type of crusher or shredder used to break materials up into smaller pieces.

hazardous waste : -

Waste material that exhibits a characteristic of hazardous waste as defined in RCRA (ignitability, corrosivity,
reactivity, or toxicity), is listed specifically in RCRA 261.3 Subpart D, is a mixture of either, or is-designated locally or
by the state as hazardous or undesirable for handling as part of the municipal solid waste and would have to be
treated as reguiated hazardous waste if not from a household.

heat value : » . T
Heat generated per unit weight or volume of combustible material completely burned.

HELP (hydrologic evaluation of landfill performance) Model
A specialized computer program that performs the water balance equation and aids in modeling by predicting
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leachate generation. By selecting different covers and liners, an optimum combination can be achieved.

humus
Organic materials resumng from decay of plant or animal matter. Also referred to as compost.

hydraulic conductivity
A measurement of how fast a liquid can pass through the pores of a solid. Typically, the liquid is water and the solid is
a soil of some type.

incinerator
A facility in which solid waste is combusted.

industrial waste
Materials discarded from industrial operations or derived from manufacturing processes.

infiltration layer
A low hydraulic conductivity layer in a landfill, usually a component in the cover, that i is placed to minimize liquid
infiltration to the waste layers.

inorganic waste
Waste composed of matter other than plant or animal (i.e., contains no carbon).

institutional waste .
Waste materials originating in schools, hospitals, prisons, research institutions, and other public buildings. -

integrated solid waste management

A practice using several alternative waste management techniques to manage and dispose of specific components of
the municipal solid waste stream. Waste management attematlves include source reduction, recycling, compostmg,
energy recovery, and landfilling.

intermediate processing center (IPC)
Usually refers to the type of materials recovery facility (MRF) that processes residentially collected mixed recyclables
into new products available for markets; often used interchangeably with MRF.

in-vessel composting
A method in which compost is continuously and mechanically mixed and aerated in a large, oontamed area.

knuckieboom crane
A crane with a bending or pivot point in the'boom, which enables it to reach over a longer horizontal distance.

landfill gas
A mixture of primarily methane and carbon dioxide that is generated in Iandﬁlls by the anaerobic deoomposmon of
organic wastes.

landfill mining
A process of removing reusable resources from old landfilis for recycling.

lateral pipe
A pipe used to connect wells or trenches in a landfill.

leachate

Liquid that has percolated through solid waste or another medium and has extracted, dissolved, or suspended
materials from it. Because leachate may include potentially harmful matenals leachate collection and treatment are
. crucial at mumclpal waste landfills.”

leachate collection system
A network of pipes or geotextiles/geonets placed at low areas of the landfill liner to collect leachate from a landfill for
storage and treatment. Flow of leachate along the Iln_er is facilitated by the use of a soil drainage blanket or geonet.

fift
In landfilling, a lift is a compieted layer of adjacent cells.
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liner s .
A system of low-permeability soil and/or geosynthetic membranes used to collect leachate and minimize contaminant
flow to groundwater. Liners may also adsorb or attenuate pollutants to further reduce contamination.

macrorouting (route balancing) o
Creating collection routes by dividing a collection area into smaller areas representing one day of work for one crew.

magnetic separation
A system to remove ferrous metals from other materials in a mixed municipal waste stream. Magnets are used to
collect the ferrous metals.

mass-burn system
A municipal waste combustion technology in which solid waste is burned in a controlied system without prior sorting
or processing.

mechanical separation
The separation of waste into components using mechanical means, such as cyclones, trommels, and screens.

methane
An odorless, colorless, flammable, explosive gas produced by municipal solid waste undergoing anaerobic decompo-
sition. Methane.is emitted from municipal solid waste landfills. ,

microrouting
Takes the smaller areas created in macrorouting and defines specific route paths for collection crews to follow

modutar incinerator . » : ;
Small, self-contained incinerators designed to handle small quantities of solid waste. Modules may be combined as
needed, to match plant capacity with the quantity of waste to be processed.

monitoring well . . .

A well that is used to detect items such as gas concentrations, water contamination, and leachate concentration.
Wells are usually placed in and around landfills or compost facilities to monitor the migration of harmful substances
from the facilities. ~ : : :

moisture content
The fraction or percentage of a substance or soil that is water.

municipal (project) revenue bbnd . ,
A method of financing in which bonds are given on the basis of the worthiness, technological feasibility, and projected
revenue of a project.

municipal solid waste (MSW)
MSW means household waste, commercial solid waste, nonhazardous siudge, conditionally exempt small quantity
hazardous waste, and industrial solid waste.

muich - e :
Ground up or mixed yard trimmings placed around plants to prevent evaporation of moisture and freezing of roots
and to nourish the soil.

natural liner ;
A landfill liner that is made up of low-permeability soil.

NIMBY . :
Acronym for “not in my back yard.” An expression frequently used by residents whose opposition to siting a waste
management facility is based on the facility's proposed location.

organic material (organic waste}
Materials containing carbon. The organic fraction of MSW includes paper, wood, food scraps, plastics, and yard
trimmings.

overiay maps
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A series of individual maps, each of which shows specific data. The maps are placed on top of one another to form a
composite map showing all the data.

particulate matter (PM)
Tiny pieces of matter resulting from the combustion process. PM can have harmful health effects when breathed.
Pollution control at combustion facilities is designed to limit particulate emissions.

passive venting
A venting technique using the natural pressure created in landfills to expel gases and control gas migration.

pathogens
Disease-causing agents, especially microorganisms such as bacteria, viruses, and fungi.

percolate ’
To ooze or trickle through a permeable substance. Groundwater may percolate into the bottom of an unlmed landfill.

permeable
Having pores or openings that permit liquids or gasses to pass through.

permeability
A measure of how well a liquid moves through the pores of a solid. Expressed as a number applied to landﬁlls in
terms of how quickly water moves through soil; it is typically expressed as centimeters per second.

phase diagram ) '
A diagram (or series or diagrams) used to show chronological order in a project. The diagram should show key
transition points and contain enough detail to move smoothly from phase to phase.

phasing
A system of running a project in more than one step (phase). Each phase is generaﬂy independent of the others
which offers more flexibility in management and operation.

pitot program
A trial run of the planned program conducted on a small scale to forecast the workability of the planned program.
Changes may be made to the program depending on the resuits of the pilot study.

platform/pit noncompaction station '
A type of transfer station that has a waste storage capacity of several days or more. While the waste is in temporary
storage, recyclable materials may be removed.

post-closure care
A procedure of maintaining the environmental controls and appearance of a landfill after it has ceased fo aocept
waste.

post-consumer recycling
The reuse of materials generated from residential and commercial waste, excludmg recyc!mg of material from
industrial processes that has not reached the consumer, such as glass broken in the manufacturing process, « . ;

precycling

The decision-making process consumers use to judge a purchase based on its waste implications. Criteria include
whether a product is reusable, durable, and repairable; made from renewable or nonrenewable resources; over-
packaged; or in a reusable container.

primary leachate
When waste enters a landfill, it contains some amount of liquid, which leaches out of the refuse as primary leachate.

recycling
The process by which materials otherwise destined for disposal are collected, reprocessed, or remanufactured, and
are reused.

refractory
A material that can withstand dramatic heat variations. Used in conventional combustion chambers in incinerators.
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refuse-derived fuel (RDF)
Product of a mixed waste processing system in which certain recyclable and non-combustible materials are removed,
with the remaining combustible material converted for use as a fuel to create energy. .

residential waste
Waste generated in single- and muitipie-family homes.

residue
The materials remaining after processing, incineration, composting, or recycling. Residues are usually disposed of in
landfills. .

resource recovery
A term describing the extraction and use of materials and energy from the waste stream. The term is sometimes used
synonymously with energy recovery.

retention basin
An area designed to retain precipitation runoff and prevent erosion and poliution.

reuse : . . .
The use of a product more than once in its same form for the same purpose; e.g., a soft drink bottle is reused when it
is returned to the bottling company for refilling. :

roll-off containef : : -
A large waste container that fits onto a tractor frailer that can be dropped off and picked up hydraulicaily.

salvaging R oL ‘ v ' .
At landfills or material recovery facilities, saivaging is the controlied separation of recyclable and reusable materials.
Controlied means that the separation is monitored by operators. .

scavenging L

At a landfill or material recovery facility, scavenging is the uncontrolled separation of recyclable and reusable
materials. Uncontrolied means that the operator does not monitor the removal of materials, and in many cases
prohibits it. Material scavenging of recyclables may also occur at the curb or at drop-off centers.

scavenger S S
One who illegally removes materials at any point in the solid waste management system.

scrap
Discarded or rejected industrial waste material often suitable for recycling.

scrubber
Common anti-poliution device that uses a liquid or slurry spray to remove acid gases and particulates from municipal
waste combustion facility flue gases.

secondary leachate P : , '
When water percolates through a landfill, the water becomes contaminated and becomes leachate. This leachate is
known as secondary leachate.

secondary material : : :
A material that is used in place of a primary or raw material in manufacturing a product.

sedimentation basin
An excavated area of land that is used to aliow solid particles in water to settie out. The rate of sedimentation is
dependent on the depth of the basin and the size and weight of the particles.

seitlement T e

As refuse decomposes and/or becomes compacted by the weight of overlaying layers, landfills experience a volume
decrease and compaction of individual layers of waste in the jandfill. Settlement refers to this volume decrease and
compaction of layers.

sludge ' ’
A semi-liquid residue remaining from the treatment of municipal and industrial water and wastewater.

Glossary Preliminary Draift



BR

shredder )
A mechanical device used to break waste materials into smaller pieces by tearing and impact action. Shredding solid
waste is done to minimize its volume or make it more readily combustible.

silviculture
The cultivation of trees.

soil cut-and-fill balances :
A technique used to create the same amount of earth cut as fill for a specified area of land. The excess soil is placed
where it is needed in low areas. This helps minimize construction costs.

soil boring ) ' : : ’
A sample of earth representing underground conditions for the surrounding area. They are used to gather information
about and model subsurface characteristics, which are important when designing landfills.

solid waste R o »

Any garbage, or refuse, sludge from a wastewater treatment plant, water supply treatment plant, or air pollution
contro facility and other discarded material, including solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material resuiting
from industrial, commercial, mining; and agricultural operations, and from-community activities, but does not include
solid or dissolved materials in domestic sewage, or solid or dissoived materials in irigation return flows or.industrial
discharges that are point sources subject to permit under 33 U.S.C. 1342, or source, special nuclear, or by-product
materials as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (68 Stat. 923). (Definition from 40CFR 258.2.)

source reduction .

The design, manufacture, acquisition, and reuse of materials so as to minimize the quantity and/or toxicity of waste
produced. Source-reduction prevents:waste either by redesigning products or by otherwise changing societal patterns
of consumption, use, and waste generation. (See also, "waste reduction.”) )

source separation
The segregation of specific materials at the point of generation for separate collection. Residential generators source
separate recyclables as part of curbside recycling programs. '

special waste
Refers to items that require special or separate handling, such as household hazardous wastes, bulky wastes, tires,
and used oil. P . : S '

Subtitle C
The hazardous waste section of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976.

Subtitie D
The solid, nonhazardous waste section of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976.

Subtitle F
Section of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 requiring the federal government to actively
participate in procurement programs fostering the recovery and use of recycled materials and energy.

Superfund
Common name for the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to
clean up abandoned or inactive hazardous waste dump sites. : :

Swale
An elongated trench that is used to collect and direct the flow of surface water runoff.

synthetic liner
A type of liner consisting of a plastic membrane, instead of soil. Synthetic liners are less permeable, thinner, and
more flexible than soil liners. ‘ o

test pit

Pat of an investigative procedure in which a backhoe or similar piece of equipment excavates a deep trench in the
earth in order to allow subsurface investigation.
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thermophilic microorganisms
Heat-loving microorganisms that thrive in and generate temperatures above 105 degrees Fahrenheit.

tipping fee
A fee charged for the unioading or dumping of material at a landfill, transfer station, recycling center, or waste-to-
energy facility, usually stated in dollars per ton. (Sometimes called a disposal or service fee.)

tipping floor/pit
Unloading area for vehicles that are delivering municipal solid waste to a transfer. station or municipal waste
combustion facility. -

transfer station

A permanent facility where waste materials are taken from smaller collection vehicles and placed in larger vehicles for
transport, including truck trailers, railroad cars, or barges. Recycling and some processing may also take place at
transfer stations.

trommel : : ; S _ » v
A perforated, rotating, horizontal cylinder that may be used in resource recovery facilities to break open trash bags,
remove glass in large enough pieces for easy recovery, and remove small abrasive items such as stones and dirt.
Trommels have also been used to remove steel cans from incinerator residue.

tub grinder. . ‘ . - PR :
Machine used to grind or chip wood for mulching, composting or size reduction. -

vadose zone
The zone between the land surface and the water table.

vc;tatile organics
Organic compounds that vaporize at relatively low temperatures or are readily converted into a gaseous by-product.

volatilization : N C o :
A process in which gases are produced and escape into the atmosphere. In landfills, methane volatilization is of
concern.

volume-based fees : .
A fee paid to dispose of material at a facility such as a landfill, based on the volume of the material being disposed of.

waste combustion - . . : : : -
The combustion of MSW in an incinerator to produce electrical or thermal energy. The MSW may be sorted or non-
sorted, and may also be processed before incineration.

waste management boundary o : R . - —
The boundary around the area occupied by the waste in a landfill, measured in terms of area.

waste exchange
A computer and catalog network that redirects waste materials back into the manufacturing or reuse process by
matching companies generating specific wastes with.companies that use those wastes as manufacturing inputs.

waste reduction
Waste reduction is a broad term encompassing all waste management methods-source reduction, recycling,
composting—that result in reduction of waste going to a combustion facility or landfill.

waste stream : : : v ) ; ' -

Aterm describing the total flow of solid waste fromhomes, businesses, institutions and manufacturing plants that .
must be recycled, bumed, or disposed of in landfills; or any segment thereof, such as the “residential waste stream”
or the “recyclable waste stream.”

waste-to-energy system (WTE)
A method of converting MSW into a usable form of energy, usually though combustion.

wastewater
Water that is generated, usually as a by-product of a process, that cannot be released into the environment without
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some type of treatment.

water balance

An equation that is used to model and predict the amounts of water that will go to various destinations. Typical
destinations include evaporation, infiltration, and run-off. The sum of the amounts fo the destinations must be equal to
the source of the water (usually precipitation). ' . : .

water table
The level below the earth's surface at which the ground becomes saturated with water. Landfills and composting
facilities are designed with respect to the water table in order to minimize potential contamination.

waterwall incinerator
Waste combustion facility using lined steel tubes filled with circulating water to cool the combustion chamber. Heat
from the combustion gases is transferred to the water. The resultant steam is sold or used to generate electricity.

wet/dry collection systems
A collection system that allows wet organic materials to be separated by generators from dry wastes. Wet organic
materials are suitable for composting, while dry materials are non-organics that may incude recyclables.

wetlands . : o

An area that is regularly wet or flooded and has a water table that stands at or above the land surface for at least part
of the year. Coastal wetiands extend back from estuaries and include salt marshes, tidal basins, marshes, and -
mangrove swamps. Inland freshwater wetlands consist of swamps, marshes, and bogs. Federal regulations apply to
landfills sited near or at wetlands.

wet scrubber : : » v
Anti-pollution device in which a lime slurry (dry lime mixed with water) is injected into the fiue gas stream to remove
acid gases and particulates.

white goods
Large household appliances such as refrigerators, stoves, air conditioners, and washing machines.

windrow B |
A large, elongated pile of composting material, which has a large exposed surface area to encourage passive |
aeration and drying. » ' .

working face
The area of the landfill that is currently being filled with refuse. The refuse is typically placed in celis. The open face
where refuse is being unloaded and compacted is the working face. ! : : T

yard trimmings
Leaves, grass clippings, prunings and other natural organic matter discarded from yards and gardens. Yard
trimmings may also include stumps and brush, but these materials-are not normally handled at composting facilities.

Note on Sources 3 .
Some of the definitions in this glossary were taken with permission from Rynk, et al., On-Farm Composting Handbook
(NRAES-54). This publication is available from NRAES, Cooperative extension, 152 Riley-Robb Hall, ithaca, NY
14853-5701, (607) 255-7654.

From: Decision Maker’s Guide to Solid Waste Management, Volume I, (EPA 530-R-95-023), 1995. Project Co-. .
Directors: Philip R. O'Leary and Patrick W. Walsh, Solid and Hazardous Waste Education Center, University of
Wisconsin-Madison/Extension. This document was supported in part by the Office of Solid Waste (5306), Municipal
and industrial Solid Waste Division, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency under grant number CX-817119-01. The
material in this document has been subject to Agency technical and policy review and approved for publication as an
EPA report. Mention of trade names, products, or services does not convey, and should not be interpreted as
conveying, official EPA approval, endorsement, or recommendation. .
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

This 2008 Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) replaces the 1992
Benton Franklin Moderate Risk Waste Plan and the 1994 Benton Franklin Solid Waste
Management Plan. The 2008 Plan incorporates Moderate Risk Wastes into this integrated plan.
The Plan describes past and current practices of solid waste management in Franklin County. it
has been prepared in accordance with The Solid Waste Management — Reduction and Recycling
Act, Chapter 70.95 of the Revised Code of Washington (CH.70.95 RCW). This revision was
initiated with the goal of developing a plan exclusive of Benton County as both jurisdictions
mutually agreed upon separation on a regional basis with cooperation and coordination on issues
that affect both entifies. ' ' o o

The Plan was prepared under the direction and guidance of the Frankiin County Solid Waste
Planning Committee and Franklin County Department of Public Works. It puts forth altematives in
the form of programs prioritized by the Frankiin County Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC)
and other activities to be evaluated during the implementation of this plan. The SWAC members
represent the interests of their agencies and businesses, and as residents and members of the -
community they also represent the public’s interest. From this membership came the current
program enhancements, future programs, and future activities of Solid Waste Management in
Frankiin County. : : _

Process and Schedule for Adoption of the Pla

This copy of the Franklin County integrated Solid Waste Management Plan is the “pre-final draft
plan” that incorporates comments received on preliminary draft chapters. The plan will incorporate
comments received during the pre-final draft phase and be distributed in July as a “final’ draft. Itis
anticipated that the plan will be adopted in August by Frankiin County and the four cities, and when
approved by the Department of Ecology it will become the final plan. ,

Recommendations

The proposed recommendations are to 'prmiidé decision makers with guidelines for the
enhancement and development of programs, policy and operating plans; a basis for permitting
decisions; support needed to obtain grants and funds for subsequent planning, program and

project implementation. The Plan makes recommendations that are summarized with the following
general categories:

Waste Reduction. The Plan emphasizes waste reduction through a variety of educational
programs for residential and commercial users of the solid waste system. These include additional
educational material, school and business material informational materials, and waste audits for
small businesses. ’

Recycling. Recycling programs are recommended to continue and expand as population
continues to expand. This is especially true within the urban growth are of Pasco, where 80% of
the people in Franklin County reside. Early efforts expand recycling through educational materials.
A community survey and evaluation of curbside recycling are planned.

The County currently has a 27% recycling rate, which is expected to increase to 31% after the 6-
year plan recommendations in this document are implemented. The recycling rate could be
increased significantly, to over 40%, if curbside collection of yard waste (organics) and/or
recyclables is initiated. This will also help the County maintain a diversion rate of greater than

Executive Summary — October 2008 Preliminary Draft ES-1
Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan Executive Summary




EOR

50%. ltis estimated that the County had a 54% diversion rate in 2005, 31% of which is constituted
by recycling efforts by the concrete, asphalt, and construction companies in the County.

Moderate Risk Waste. The current Moderate Risk Waste program is incorporated into this Plan as
a separate chapter. It used to be a 450 page document that was a stand alone plan. The Plan
continues the existing program. It proposes to enhance program activities in education, waste
reduction and collection events during the next six years.

Solid Waste Collection. Existing collection programs for solid waste will continue. The
incorporated jurisdictions will examine collection rate structures and how they may be revised to
promote recycling and waste reduction.

Solid Waste Transfer and Disposal. Existing direct haul, transfer, and export will continue. The
Plan evaluates the need for a partially staffed transfer station in Connell. Long term disposal
options are closely tied to eoonomic and political realities regionally.

Alternatives to Disposal. There are no disposal options in Franklin County other than export.
Currently new technologies are evolving for the inclusion of solid waste into biomass for fuel or
power generation. Currently it is estimated that over half of the biomass energy available in
Eastern Washington is contained within Franklin County and its adjoining counties.

Special Waste Streams. There are ten separate special waste streams evaluated for existing and
future program activities by the Franklin County Solid Waste Advisory Committee. These
programs have been prioritized based on the County’s needs for the next six years. There will.be
many enhancements in education, public outreach and addmonal planmng activities to be
implemented.

Administration and Enforcement. Program administration and enforcement will be continued
through Frankiin County Department of Public Works and Benton Franklin Heaith Department
(BFHD). Cooperation and coordination among the participating jurisdictions will be encouraged.
There is a new interlocal agreement for cooperation and financing certain plan elements planned
during the next six years. BFHD will continue review and enforcement und solid waste programs.
Enhancements are expected to include increased public awareness of illegai dumping and littering

Financing and Implementation. A six and twenty year financial plan for programs and schedules of
their implementation is put forth. Operating costs are expected to total $89,500 over the six year
planning period. About $15,000 is expected to be spent on operating costs in the six year period;
however the plan recommendations would require approXImately $1.3 million over the 2008t0
2028 planning period. A detailed breakdown of these costs is provided in Chapter 11. L

These recommendations were made by the Franklin County Solid Waste Adwsory and pnorrtlzed
based on current needs and available financial resources. Actual budgets to camry out the
recommendations over the next six years will vary year to year as specific programs are defined.
They will vary upon availability of grant funding and budgets approved by local governments. Six
year operations cost are expected to increase for new programs along with additional capital costs
acquiring signage material for enforcement. A comprehensive cost assessment questionnaire is
provided with the plan for the Washington State Utilities Commission in Appendix G.

The Plan will be reviewed and revised every 5 years as required by RCW 70.95. However,
during the next 5 years, changes may occur as new information is collected, rules or regulations
are revised due to legislative action, or other events occur that influence the planned activities.
Changes that are minor and consistent with the Plan will not require an amendment. These -
changes will be documented and provided to local jurisdictions in the county. Major changes
would require a Plan amendment. ' The Franklin County Sclid Waste Advisory Committee will
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continue to meet on an ongoing basis to review the progress of the solid integrated waste
management plan on future development of solid waste issues in Franklin County.

12006 Benton County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, page ES 1.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background

The 2008 Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) presents a
comprehensive, long-term approach to solid waste management in the county. The Plan has
been developed in accordance with The Solid Waste Management-Reduction and Recycling Act
Chapter 70.95 of the Revised Code of Washington (Chapter 70.95 RCW). This law requires
each county, in cooperation with the cities within the county, to prepare a solid waste
management plan. This document updates and combines the 1992 Benton-Franklin Reglonal
Solid Waste Management Plan and 1994 Benton—Franklin Regional Moderate Risk
Management Plan into one document for planning purposes. The Pian is intended to provide
citizens, and decision makers for Franklin County with a gtide to implement; monitor, and
evaluate future solid waste activities in the planning area for a 20-year period.
Recommendations developed for the Plan not only guide local decision makers, but
substantiate the need for local funds and state grants to underwrite solld waste projects.
Although the plan addresses a ?.O—year timeframe, it will be necessary to revise and update the
plan periodically. : -

The format of the Plan follows that recommended in the Department of Ecology (Ecology)
Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plan and Plans Revisions
(March 1990 and December 1999) and the 1991 Moderate Risk Management Plan Ecology
Guidelines. This lntroductory chapter ¢ discusses the driving forces behind the Plan’s legrslatwe
mandate, reviews the hlstory of solid waste planning in Franklin County, and describes the
current planmng process. Chapter 2 discusses features of the natural and human envrronment
in Franklin County Chapters 3 through 11 address the followrng solid waste programs

‘Chapter 3 Waste Stream
~ Chapter 4 Reducing, Reusing, and Recyclmg Wastes in Franklm County
‘Chapter 5 Moderate Risk'Wasté ™
Chapter 6 Collection Systems - S
Chapter 7 Transfer and Disposal of Waste
Chapter 8 Solid Waste Processing Technologres
Chapter 9 Speclal Wastes =
‘Chapter 10 Admrmstratron and Enforcement
Chapter 11 Flnancrng and lmplementatlon

Each program/system addressed in Chapters 3 through 11 is described in terms of the
following: ,

Regulatory Framework

Existing types of programs and levels of service provrded

Needs and opportunities for consideration

Evaluation of alternatives to resolve problems and address levels of service -

An Executrve Summary prov:des an overview of the Plan while focusing on the
recommendations. The planning process, including partrclpatlon of the Franklin County Solid
Waste Advisory Committee (FCSWAC) and the public, is also described in the Executive
Summary.

Chapter 1 - October 2008 Preliminary Draft : e : 1-1
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1.2 Planning Authorities

The Plan was prepared under the direction and guidance of Franklin County Public Works
Department and the FCSWAC.

1.2.1 Role of Local Governments

Under state law, each municipality in a county may fulfill its solld waste management plannlng
respons1b|l|t|es in one of three ways :

. Prepare its own solid waste management plan for mtegratlon rnto the comprehenswe
county plan. L
e Participate with the county in prepanng a jomt crty-county plan for solld waste
- management. _ L
e Authorize the oounty to prepare a plan for the clty S. SO|ld waste management for T
inclusion in the comprehensive | county plan :

Prior to development of the Plan, all participating junsdlctlons (Pasco Connell Kahlotus, and
Mesa) signed an “Interlocal” agreement that established roles and responsibilities inthe solrd
waste management planning process. The participating jurisdictions have chosen to prepare a
joint city—county plan glvmg Franklin County authorlty as the lead plannlng agency ' :

1.2.2 Role of the Franklm County Solld Wasbe Advrsory Commltl:ee (SWAC)

Accordlng to Chapter 70.95 RCW each county shall establrsh a Iocal solid waste advrsory
(SWAC) committee to assist in the development of programs and pOllCles concerning solid
waste handlmg and disposal and to review and comment upon proposed rules, policies or ~
ordinance prior to their adoptlon The SWAC adopted rules, by-laws and elected a chair and
vice chair. Committee members include representatives from the waste hauling industry,
recycling industry, food processmg industry, local government, public citizen(s), business, and
agriculture. A minimum of nine members and a maximum of twelve members will be appointed
by the Franklin County Commissioner’s to serve “staggered” three year terms. Two primary
responsibilities of the SWAC are to advise on Plan development and to assistin the Plan
adoption process. The SWAC will participate in Plan development by revrewmg draft reports,
providing input and comment on all issues covered by the Plan, acting as a liaison to their
constituencies, and assisting in public involvement. The SWAC will also review the complete
draft and final Plans, and will be asked to recommend the Plan for adoptlon by the County and
Cities. After the Plan is adopted, the SWAC will routinely evaluate rmplementatlon of
recommended programs, and will help to promote waste reduction and recycling throughout the
County. SWAC members will also participate in amending the Plan if necessary. The Planwill
be updated every 5 years.

1.3 Regulatory Review

The primary law guiding the plannlng effort is the Solld Waste Management Reductlon
Recycling Act (Chapter 70.95 RCW). - This statue and Chapter 431, Laws of 1989 (which
amended Chapter 70.95 RCW), the Hazardous Waste Management Act, the Clean Washington
Act, the Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handllng (MFS) and relevant Oregon _
solid waste regulations are dlscussed in this sectron .
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1.3.1 Solid Waste Management Act

This Plan was developed in response to the Solid Waste Management - Reduction and
Recycling Act, Chapter 70.95 of the Revised Code of Washington (RCW), passed in 1969. This
Act states that: '

Each county within the state, in cooperation with the various cities Iocated within such
county, shall prepare a coordinated, comprehensive solid waste management Plan
(RCW70.97.080).

The primary reason for Plan development is the local (multi-county, county and mummpal) need
for a coordinated, comprehensive solid waste program based on established goals and policies.
Local decision makers need a context for evaluation of proposed programs, facilities, or policies
that directly or indirectly affect any element of the solid waste system. The Solid Waste
Management — Reduction and Recycling Act (RCW 70.95.165) also specmes the formation,
membershtps, and role of the SWACs. Furthermore, the statute requires the Plan be
maintained in a current condition through periodic review and updatlng, if necessary, at least
once every 5 years (RCW 70.95.110)

1.3.2 Waste Not Washmgton Act— Chapter 431 Laws of 1989

in 1989, the Washmgton State Legislature amended the Solid Waste Management Act. The
action resulted in the Waste Not Washington Act, Engrossed Substitute Bill 1671. The revised
legislation addresses two significant issues relevant to the development of solid waste
management plans: (1) waste reduction; (2) recycling, with source sseparation of recyclable
materials as the preferred method; (3) energy recovery, incineration or-landfilling of separated
waste; (4) energy recovery, incineration, or landfilling of mixed waste. . .

Public information, education campaigns, commercial incentives and reduction in product
packaging are all presented in Chapter 431, Laws of 1989 as policy options that may be
available to local jurisdictions as a means o meet waste reduction goals. Recycling program
elements are also discussed. Specifically, public education to promote recycling and the -
collection of source separated materials from residents in urban and rural areas are
emphasized. The programs established in local plans are designed to help Washington State
achieve a 50 percent recycling goal by 1995. However, no specific recyclmg goals for counties
are set by the Ieglslatlon . v

1.33 Hazardous Waste Management Act

In 1985 the Washmgton State Legislature amended the Hazardous Waste Management Act to
require all cities and counties in the State to develop plans for improving moderate risk waste
management in their jurisdictions. Moderate risk waste, as defined by the Act, includes:

e Any household wastes identified by Ecology as hazardous household substances

¢ Any hazardous waste conditionally exempt from regulation because the waste is
generated or accumulated in quantities below the threshold for state or federal regulation
(typically 220 pounds per month or per batch)

Management of the moderate risk waste stream is closely assocrated with the management of
other solid wastes. Proper management of moderate risk waste is important, since such wastes
pose a threat to public health, worker safety, and the environment. Moderate risk waste
management plans, therefore, support solid waste management plans by discouraging
indiscriminate dumping and diverting hazardous waste from solid waste handling and disposal
facilities, and wastewater treatment facilities. In 1992, Benton and Franklin Counties completed
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their moderate risk waste management plan as required by the Hazardous Waste Management
Act. The findings and recommendations of the Benton and Franklin Counties Moderate Risk
Waste Management Plan have been integrated into this document as they relate to Franklin
County.

The Act also requires that each local government, or combination of contiguous local
governments, amend its local hazardous waste plan to include a used oil recycling element. A
draft of the used oil recycling element was required to be presented to Ecology by July 1, 1993.
The element must include:

« A plan for establishing collection sites for used oil, based upon local goals. .
A plan for enforcing sign and container ordinances. The Act requires retailers of
lubricating oil and vehicle oil filters to post and maintain signs informing the public of the
importance of used oil recycling and how and where used oil may be recycled.

e A plan for public education on used oil recycling.

¢ An estimate of funding needed fo implement the used oil recyclmg element.

The Act also requires local governments to submit annual reports to Ecology describing the
number of collection facilities in operation and the amounts of used oil collected from
households. In addition to requirements for retailers to post and maintain signs, the Act -
regulates the transportation, treatment, recycling, and disposal of used oil. The Department of
Ecology is required to help implement the Act by developing guidelines for planning, conductmg
educational and technical ass:stance and estabhshmg regulatlons _

1.3.4 Clean Washmgton Act - 5585591

The Second Substitute Senate Bill 5591 also known as the Clean Washmgton Act, was passed
by the Washington State Legislature in April 1991. The Act amends or repeals different
sections of several Washington State laws, including Chapters 70.93, 70.95, 43.31 and 19.114
RCW. The packaging legislation requires that all plastic containers be labeled with a code that
identifies the materials used to produce the container. In addrtlon the Act sets limits on specrﬁc ,
heavy metals in products packages, or packagmg components.

The Clean Washington Center (Center) was created as a new program within the Washmgton
Department of Trade and Economic Development. Because the supply of many recycled -
commeodities far exceeds demand, local governments cannot adequately address problems
associated with market development. The mission of the Center is "to direct service to »
businesses that transform or remanufacture waste materials into usable or marketable materials
or products (RCW 70.93.030). In recognizing the private sector has the greatest ability to create
and expand upon existing markets, the Center's purpose is to provide or facilitate business
assistance, research and development, marketing, and public educatlon Funding forthe
Center was sunsetted in 1996 '

1.3.5 Minimum Functlonal Standards for Solid Waste Handlmg

Ecology established the Minimum Functlonal Standards for Solid Waste Handling (MFS)
(Chapter 173-304 Washington Administrative Code [WAC)) as required by the Solid Waste
Management-Reduction and Recycling Act. The MFS, originally adopted in 1972, stipulate
performance and operational criteria for storing and disposing of solid waste. Among these
criteria are requirements for preventing environmental contamination related to solid waste
storage and disposal. in particular, the MFS require steps be taken to prevent leachate from
contaminating soils, surface water, and groundwater. The MFS also require that systems, such
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as groundwater monitoring wells, be installed near certain solid waste management facilities for
early detection of environmental contamination.

Ecology has revised the MFS. The changes focus primarily on preVlously unaddressed waste

streams such as contaminated soils, moderate risk waste, woodwaste, and siudge;

technological advances such as leachate detection systems, and composting facilities; and l
other new issues such as liner standards, and importing and exporting waste. A draft 1
environmental impact statement considering these changes to the MFS was published in 2002 |
and the new regulations went into effect in 2003. |

1.3.6 WAC 173-350 - :

In 2003 chapter 173-350 WAC Solid Waste Handling Standards was adopted This rule
essentially replaced the requirements of chapter 173-304 WAC, Minimum Functional Standards
for Solid Waste Handling (MFS), described previously. The revised Solid Waste Handling
Standards include the requirements for most of the solid waste facilities in Washington, -
excluding municipal solid waste landfills which are regulated under chapter 173-351 WAC,
Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills. While there are srmrlantles with the MFS, there have
also been some srgnrﬁcant changes and modrﬁcatlons

¢ Beneficial Use Exemption — —the legislature, through | ESSB 6203, directed Ecology to
develop a process to exempt from permit requirements activities that beneficially use -
solid waste and pose little threat to human health and the environment. Requrrements to
obtain this permit exemption are contained in WAC 173-350-200. ,

¢ Pemmit Deferrals — the legislature, also through ESSB 6203, directed Ecology to explore

- methods for deferring solid waste permits to other environmental permits. This -~ - .
procedure can be found in WAC 173-350-710.

» Limited Purpose and Inert Waste Landfills — these are the only two types of solid waste
landfills regulated under chapter 173-350 WAC (munrcrpal solid waste landfills are
regulated under chapter 173-351 WAC). There are no longer inert/demolition,
woodwaste or problem waste landfill classifications. The two landfill types, Timited
purpose and inert landfills, have similar requirements to the MFS. One significant
change is that inert waste landfills cannot accept demolition waste. inert waste
management requires a permit only when being disposed of or used as fill in quantities
greater than 250 cubic yards. For limited purpose landfilis design requirements are
based on the level of risk posed by the type of waste and the site characterization.
Financial assurance and ground water monitoring are required for limited purpose -
landfills.

e Inert matenals these are defined in rule and criteria for classrfylng waste is found in
WAC 173-350-990.

s Ground Water Monitoring Requirements ~ each section of the rule indicates whether
monitoring is required for that type of facility. Testing methods and parameters and site
characterization are clarified in WAC 173-350-500. More flexibility is allowed under the

- rule. There is also improved coordination with chapter 173-200 WAC, Ground Water
Quality Standards.

e Waste Recycling Facilities — the definition of recycling comes from chapter 70.95 RCW
the Solid Waste Management Act. The act of recycling is categorically exempt with the
conditions that it complies with local solid waste management plans and that Ecology
and the jurisdictional health department are notified of the intent to operate. Storage for
the purpose of recycling is subject to appropriate regulation under chapter 173-350
WAC. i
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e Compost Facilities — compost meeting certain quality standards is no longer a solid
waste under this rule and is considered “composted material.” Testing parameters and -
frequency are identified in WAC 173-350-220. Some specific exemptions are included in
the rule. For permitted facilities, pads are required; stormwater and leachate must be
controlled. Other requrrements can be found in WAC 173-350-220. )

e Moderate Risk Waste — requirements for household hazardous waste facilities and
events and for conditionally exempt small quantity generators are included in WAC 173-
350-360. Financial assurance will be required for fixed MRW facilities that store more
than 550 gallons of MRW on-site.

e Waste Tire Storage — requirements for waste tire storage and transportation are included
in WAC 173-350-350. Requirements of chapter 173-314, Waste Tire Carrier and Storage
Site Licenses, are being incorporated in that section. Financial assurance will be ‘
requlred for waste tire storage facrlntles permitted under this rule.

1.3.7 WAC 173-351

Municipal solid waste landt‘ lls are. regulated under chapter 173—351 WAC Cntena for Mumclpal
Solid Waste Landfills. The purpose of this regulation is to establish minimum state-wide
standards for all municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) units under the authonty of chapter
70.95 RCW as amended in order that jurisdictional health departmenits can enact ordinances
equally as or more stringent than this regulation and to have jurisdictional health departments
implement such ordinances through a permit system set forth in Section 700. There are no
MSWLFs operatlng in Franklm County. Both New Age and Pasco Samtary Landt‘ lIs are closed

1.3.8 Relevant Oregon Solid Waste Regulahons

Oregon statute (ORS 459.305) requires out-of-state local govemments whlch export more than
75,000 tons annually into Oregon for landfill disposal, to provide the opportunity to recycle and
implement recycling education programs. Specifically, the local government must either achieve
a recovery rate equivalent to that achieved in a comparable Oregon county or lmplement an
equivalent recycling program. The disposal site operator is responsible for demonstrating to the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality that the city from which the waste onglnates has
implemented an equwalent recycling program.

An equivalent recycling program requires that each person be notified of the opportumty fo
recycle and be encouraged to source-separate recyclables through educatlon programs
Additionally, for cities with a population of:

* Less than 4,000, a convenient drop-off recycling iocation must be provided for source
separated recyclables.

* More than 4,000, monthly curbside collection of source-separated recyclables must be
provided. v

Furthermore, crtles with a population of more than 4,000 are requlred to lmplement certam
elements out of a list of nine provided in the statute depending on their population size. The
elements include:

¢ Provide durable recycllng containers (e.g., recycllng bins).

e Provide weekly curbside recycling collection, on the same day as garbage collection.

» An expanded education program that informs generators on how to recycle; the benefits
of reducing, reusing, recycling, and composting; and promotes the use of recycling
services. The city must either submit an education plan to DEQ or implement an
education program that follows the requirements of ORS 459A.010(2)(c)((B).
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e - Collection of at least four principal recyclable materials from each muiti-family dwelling
- complex having five or more units.

o An effective residential yard debris collection and composting program that promotes
home composting and includes either monthly curbside collection of yard debris or a
system of yard debris collection depots that are open weekly. :

e A commercial recycling program for source-separated materials for firms employlng 10
or more persons and occupying 1,000 square feet or more in a single location.
Expanded depots for recycling and expanded education to increase depot use.

¢ Residential collection rates that encourage waste reduction, reuse, and recycling,
through reduced rates for smaller containers and a rate that does not decrease on a per-
pound basis for large containers. :

e A collection and composting system for food, contaminated paper, and other
compostable waste from commercrat and mstrtutlonal entlties that generate large
quantities of this waste. s .

Cities that export more than 75,000 tons annually, and with a population of at least 4,000 to -
10,000, must implement the first three elements or design a program incorporating at least three
elements from the list. Cities with a population of more than 10,000 must implement the first -
three elements and one additional element or design a program that includes at least five -
elements from the list. At this time there is no city i in Franklin County that has been reqmred to
submlt a plan for certlﬁcatlon .

1.4 Solid Waste Planmng in Franklm County

1.4.1 The 1977 Comprehensrve Solld Waste Management Plan (Benton and
- Franklin Counties)

Benton and Franklin Counties developed the first two phases of a solid waste management plan
in 1970. Phase 1 and Phase 2 studies addressed residential, industrial, and agricultural solid
waste. The 1977 Benton-Franklin Regional Solid Waste Management Plan and Program. .
replaced the Phase 1 and Phase 2 studies and included planning for potential resource
reoovery programs The 1977 Plan was based on the following general objectives: -

To remove any danger to the publlc health

Toi improve efficiency, quallty and coverage of service
‘To protect and preserve the overall envrronment

To reduce total consumption of energy

To promote resource recovery efforts

Recommendatrons made in the 1977 Sohd Waste Management Plan mcluded the followmg

e Initiate a study focusrng on waste dlsposal methods in rural and agncultural areas of
Benton and Franklin Counties. Determine if the disposal methods used on private
property are sanitary. Determine the composition, volume, and tonnage of such refuse
and evaluate whether such materials need to be disposed of in a more sanitary manner
than private dumping.

» Explore and define techniques to institute source separation of fractions of the sohd
waste stream. If such techniques prove technologlcally feaS|ble and ﬂscally prudent
such action should be initiated. B

¢ Encourage each jurisdiction to advertise for and receive competitive bids from the
private sector to evaluate the most prudent way of disposing of refuse. Competitive bids
that include recycling and volume reduction elements should be given preference.
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¢ - When choosing a firm for collection, transport, and disposal of garbage, jurisdictions
should be encouraged to consider bids with resource recovery and reduction techniques
which may absorb a fraction of the total waste stream in a particular jurisdiction.

¢ Require that jurisdictions establish target quotas for the separation and recychng of
defined fractions of the waste stream.

¢ Require each public or private waste collecﬂon operation to accurately determme the
loading and the relationship of volume to tonnage in its solid waste operations. Include a
record of median or average figures of total tonnages and volumes processed from
various categories, such as residential, industrial, and commercial sources.

. » Establish the Benton-Franklin Governmental Conference as a "Regional Solid Waste

Management Planning Agency" as provided for in the Federal Resource Recovery and
Conservation Act of 1976 (42 USC 6901 et~al 90 Stat. 2795).

1.4.2 Status of 1977 Plan Recommendatlons

Many different jurisdictions and private solid waste management firms operate in Benton and
Franklin Counties. Since the 1977 Plan was prepared, there has been no concerted effort to
carry out-each recommendation on:a regional basis. However, there have been numerous .- .
actions taken by various jurisdictions and private operations which support the intent of the 1977
Plan recommendations. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, there have been a variety of efforts .
taken to promote waste reduction and recycling. The feasibility of developing a regional
resource recovery facility was examined in 1982. The study found that developmg such a facmty
was not cost-effective for the area at that time. ; e .

Other recommendations in the Plan related to tracking waste quantltles produced AII solld
waste disposal facilities are how required to report annual tonnage figures to the Benton-
Franklin Health District. Finally, the Benton-Franklin Governmental Conference {(now known as
the Benton-Franklin Regional Council) was identified as the regional sohd waste management ,
planmng agency for the next planning effort (the 1994 SWMP)

1.4.3 The 1992 Moderate Rlsk Waste Plan (Benton and Franklin Countles)

The Hazardous Waste Management Act calied for the implementation of a local moderate. rlsk
waste management plan for each county and municipality in Washington State by December
1991. The Benton and Franklin Counties’ Moderate. Risk Waste Management Plan was
adopted by Benton and Frankiin Counties and each of the cities and towns within the counties.
A description of the Moderate Risk Waste Management Plan and its new relationship to this
2008 Plan is included in Chapter 5. v

1.4.4 1994 Comprehensuve Solld Waste Management Plan (Benton and
Franklm Countles)

The 1994 Plan was developed in conjunctlon with Benton and Franklin counhes thelr respectwe
cities and the SWAC for the Benton Franklin Regional Council. The elements found i in the plan
are listed below

e A detalled inventory and descnptlon of all existing SOlId waste handling facmtles
including an inventory of any deficiencies at existing facilities in. meeting current solid
waste handling needs.

¢ - The estimated long-range needs for solld waste handlmg facilities projected 20
years into the future.
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¢ A program for the orderly development of solid waste handling facilities in a manner
consistent with the plans for all of Benton and Franklin Counties that:

o Meets the MFS for solid waste handling adopted by the Department of Ecology
and all laws and regulations relating to air and water poliution, fire prevention,
flood control, and protection of public health.

o Takes into account the comprehenswe land use plan of local junsdlctlons

o Contains a 6-year constructlon and capital acqmsntlon program for solid waste
handling facilities.

o Contains a plan for ﬁnancmg both -capital costs and operatlonal expenditures of
the proposed solid waste management system. :

A program for surveillance and control.

A current inventory and description of solid waste collection needs and operatlons within

each jurisdiction included in the Plan that includes:

o Any franchise for solid waste collection granted by the Utlhtnes and
Transportation Commission mcludmg the name of the franchise holder, the

*  business address, and the service area covered. :
o Any city solid waste operatlon within Benton and Franklm Counties and the
~ boundaries of the operatlon

o The population denslty of each area serviced by a C|ty or franchlse operation.

o The projected solid waste collection needs for the respective jurisdictions for the
next 6 years. .

¢ The waste reduction and recycling element includes:

-0 Waste reduction strategies.

o Source separation strategies, including: (1) programs for collectmg
recyclables in urban and rural areas, (2) programs to monitor the collection of
source separated waste at nonresidential sites, (3) programs to collect yard
waste, and (4) programs to educate and promote the concepts of waste

 reduction and recycling. ‘

o Recycllng strategles including: (1) a descnptlon of markets for recyclables, (2)
a review of waste generation trends, (3) a description of waste composition, (4)
a discussion of existing programs and any additional programs needed, and (5)

an implementation schedule for the desugnatlon of specific materials to be
collected and for the provision of recycling collection services.

o. Other information that the counties or cities submitting the plan
determine is necessary.

" o- An assessment of the plan’s |mpact on the oost of solld waste collectlon
A review of potential areas that meet the dlsposal facility siting criteria as outlined in
RCW 70 95, 165

1.5 Current Planmng Process in Franklm County

1.5.1 Planning Requirements

The Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plans and Plan
Revisions (Ecology 1999) direct the development of solid waste management plans in
Washington State. The specific elements which must be included in such plans are udentn" ed in
RCW 70.95.090. These elements are: :
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o A detailed inventory and description of all existing solid waste handling facilities,
including an inventory of any deficiencies at existing facilities’ in meeting current solid
waste handling needs. :

e The estimated long-range needs for solrd waste handllng facrhtles projected 20 years
into the future

e A program for the orderly development of solid waste handlmg facrlltles in a manner
consistent with the plans for all of Franklin County, which shalt: ‘

o "Meet the MFS for solid waste handling adopted by the Department of Ecology
and all laws and regulations relating to air, and water pollutlon fire prevention,
flood control, and protection of public health.

o Take into account the comprehensive land use pian of local jurisdictions.

o Contain a 6-year constructron and capital acquisition program for solid: waste

v handling facilities..

o Contain a plan for financing both capital costs and operatronal expendltures of
the proposed solid waste management system - .. :

e Contain a plan for surveillance and-control .

¢ A current inventory and description of solid waste collectlon needs and operatrons within
each jurisdiction included in the Plan which shall include:

o Any franchise for solid waste collection grated by the Utilities and Transportation
Commission (UTC) including the name of the franchlse holder, the business
address, and the service area covered.

o Any city solid waste operation within Frankiin County and the boundanes of the
operation.

o The population density of each-area service by a city or franchise operation. -

o The projected solid waste collectlon needs for the respectrve junsdlctlons for the
next 6 years.

¢ The waste reduction and recycllng e!ement shall rnclude

o Waste reduction strategies. .

o. Source separation strategies rncludrng (1) programs for collectrng recyclables in
urban and rural areas, (2) programs to monitor the collection of source separated
waste at nonresidential sites, (3) programs to collect yard waste, and (4)
programs to educate and promoted the concepts of waste reduction and
recycling. ‘

o Recycling strategres (1) a descnptron of markets for recyclables, (2) a review of
waste generation trends, (3) a description of waste composition, (4) a discussion
of existing programs and any additional programs needed, and (5) an
implementation schedule for the designation of specrf ic matenals to be collected
and for recycling coliection services. =

o Other information that the counties or cifies submlttmg the ptan determrne is
necessary. .

o An assessment of the plan’ s |mpact on the cost of solld waste collectlon

o A review of potential areas that meet the drsposal facrllty srtlng criteria as outlined in
RCW 70.95.165. . . e :

1.5.2 Plan Development :
The process of plan development involves the following major steps:

1. Collection and analysis of information-
2. Projection of solid waste handling needs .
3. Preparation of draft reports and plan chapters for SWAC revrew x
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Public workshops

Preparation of preliminary draft Plan for SWAC review

Completion of the State Environmental Policy Aact documentation process
Preparation of a revised draft Plan

Submission of Plan to Ecology and WUTC and the dlstnbutlon of the Plan for rewew by
the public, municipalities, counties, and the SWAC

9. Workshops and hearings

10. Review and incorporation of pertinent comments by Ecology and WUTC
11. Preparation of the final Plan

12. Obtaining resolutions of adoption from munlclpalltles and counties

13. Submit final Plan to Ecology for approval

14. Obtaining Ecology approval of Plan

15. Plan |mplementat|on e

ONDO A

1.5.3 Amendment, Review, and Revision Process of the Plan

The current SWAC is made up of a minimum of nine (maximum of 12) partlclpants as outhned in
Chapter 70.95.165 RCW as an ongoing committee. The by-laws and procedures of the SWAC
are identified in Appendix A. . o

This committee represents the balance of interests lncludmg but not I|m|ted to: citizens, public
interest groups, business; the waste management lndustry, and Iocal elected public officials.
This committee is only an advisory body. It makes recommendatlons to the Franklm County
Commission, which then makes the final decision on the plan after considering those
recommendations and other avallable mfonnatlon Every ﬁve years the SWAC will updating the
plan formally, but updates may occur earher as necessary.

1.6 Relatlonshlp of the Solid Waste Management Plan to Other
Plans

This Plan must be wewed in the context of the overall planmng process wnthln all junsdlctlons
As such, it must function in conjunction with various other plans, planning policy documents,
and studies which deal with related matters. Included among these are the County Generalized
Comprehensive Plans, Zoning Codes, Shoreline Management Master Plans, and the Benton
and Franklin Counties Moderate R:sk Waste Management Plan T

1.6.1 Comprehenswe Land Use Plans

The planning guidelines require that-the Plan reference all comprehensive land use plans for all
participating jurisdictions. These plans include the Franklin County Growth Management
Comprehensive Plan adopted June 1, 2005 and comprehensive plans for: various cltles

The reason for considering the local plans is to ensure that the Solid Waste Management Plan
is consistent with policies set forth in the other documents. The most important aspect is the
siting of new facilities and ensuring that siting meets local land use policies. The following
discussion focuses on the County Comprehensive Plans, but other local comprehensive plans
will be considered in more detail during the planning process. :

Most jurisdictions are current'ly in the process of updating their comprehensive plans to meet the
requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA) (ESHB 2929). The most significant impact
of the GMA is that the law now requires that counties and cities designate urban growth areas,
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resource lands (forest, agricultural, and mineral lands) and critical areas (wetlands, geologically
hazardous areas, fish and wildlife habltat conservatlon areas, aqun‘er recharge areas, and
frequently flooded areas). : :

The 2005 Franklin County Comprehensive Plan provides general guidance on solid waste
management. The overall goal of the plan is to "provide efficient and effective management of
solid waste.” This section was developed around the 1994 Plan and is to provide decision
makers with a set of goals, policies, and recommendations for |mplementmg and evaluating
solid waste management efforts. The following goals policies and recommendations contained
in the 1994 Plan, as amended and adopted are referenced and appurtenant to the
comprehensive plan:

¢ Goal 1 - Encourage reliable and cost-effectlve servrce by provrder
e (oal 2 - Encourage recycling and reduction of solid waste. -
e Goal3- Encourage adequate drsposal of specral wastes by provrder

1.6.1.1 State Goals

e Urban Growth - . Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facrlrtles

~ and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.

e Economic Development - Encourage economic development throughout the state that is
.consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic opportunity for.all
wcmzens .of this state, especially for unemployed and for. drsadvantaged persons, and

encourage growth in areas experiencing insufficient economic growth, all within t_he '
capacities of the state's natural resources, public services, and public facilities.

« Environment - Protect the environment and enhance the state' s high quahty of lrfe.
including air and water quality, and the avarlabrlrty of water. R

¢ Permits - Applications for both state and local government permits should be processed
in a timely and fair manner to ensure predictability.

o Public Facilities and Services - Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary
to support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the
development is available for occupancy and use without decreasrng current servrce
levels below locally establlshed mrmmum standards ' : S

1.6.1.2 STATE MANDATES

Washington State mandates that: Each comprehensive plan shall rnclude A utrlltles element
consisting of the general locations, proposed locations, and capacity of all existing and
proposed utilities, including, but not limited to, electrical lines, teleoommunlcat:on lines, and
natural gas lines (RCW 36.70A.070(4)). : i

1.6.1.3 COUNTY GOALS, POLICIES, AND STRATEGIES

The followrng goals, polrcres and strategies were outlrned in the 2005 Franklin County
Comprehensive Plan:
‘e Goal 1 - To ensure that the energy, communication, and solid waste disposal facilities
- and services needed to support current and future development are avarlable when they
are needed. '
e (Goal 2 - To minimize |mpacts associated wrth the siting, development, and operation of
utility services and facilities on adjacent properties and the natural environment:
e Policy 1 - Ensure that energy, communication, solid waste facilities, and other public
facilities and services are available for future development.
e Strategy 1 - Minimize impacts associated with the siting, development, and operatlon of
utifity services and facilities on adjacent properties and the natural environment.
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o Policy 2 - Ensure coordination between Franklin County and utility providers for

consistency between the growth plans for the County and the system plans of each
. utility.

o Strategy 1 - Franklin County shall retain copies of and refer to the comprehensive
system plans of each utility serving the County.

e Policy 3 - Ensure that utility providers utilize the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan in
planning for expansion of their facilities.

o Strategy 1 - Provide utilities with updates and amendments to the comprehenswe plan v
which should include projections of population, employment and development growth
rates. _

° Pohcy 4 - Monitor the sutmg of new utility facilities so as to avond or mitigate adverse
environmental consequences.

e Strategy 1 - Determine the capability of land and natural systems when providing such -
facilities and services as storm water drainage and flood prevention, water,
sewage/septic, and solid waste disposal.

1.6.2 Zoning Codes

Zoning regulations classify land according to permissible uses within those land areas. The - ..
regulations usually address the size of structures allowed and include some site design _
requirements, including set backs from property lines. In addition, the siting of any new solid -
waste management facilities will be guided by the siting criteria discussed in Section 2.3 of the
Franklin County zoning code. This Franklin County Zoning Code allows for sanitary landfills in.
an industrial-2 (1-2) district. Furthermore, if a conditional use permit is obtained, landfills are
allowed in agricultural production and open space zones. All proposed sites must be approved
by the Benton Franklin Health District.

1.6.3 Shoreline Management Plans

Shoreline Management Plans establish policies and regulations for development along .
shorelines. Shorelines are defined as all waters of the state, including reservoirs, floodplains -
and their associated wetlands. Portions of rivers having a mean annual flow of less than 20
cubic feet per second, and lakes less than 20 acres in size, are excluded from the regulations.

While the area is recognized as arid and semi-arid there are a number of hydrological features
meeting the definitions for protection under the Washington Shoreline Management Act of 1972.
Franklin County contains Clark Pond, Bailie Pond, Kahlotus Lake, Scooteney Reservoir, Mesa
Lake, Sulphur Lake, Scooteney Lake, and 17 unnamed lakes. The shorelines of the Columbla
and Snake Rivers are also regulated by the Shoreline Management Act. '

The Franklin County Shoreline Management Plan (revised 1983) requires that the location of
landfills must comply with the Solid Waste Management Plan for Benton and Franklin Counties,
and that "all sanitary landfills shall be located away from the shoreline." Generally, all solid
waste is a possible source of much nuisance. Rapid, safe and nuisance-free storage,
collection, transportation and disposal are of vital concern to all persons and communities. If
the disposal of solid waste material is not carefully planned and regulated, it can become not
only a nuisance, but a severe threat to the health and safety of human beings, livestock, wildlife,
and other biota.

1.6.4 Benton and Franklin Counties Moderate Risk Waste Management Plan

The Hazardous Waste Management Act calls for the implementation of a local moderate risk
waste management plan for each county and municipality in Washington State by December
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1991. The Benton and Franklin Counties Moderate Risk Waste Management Plan has been
adopted by Benton and Franklin Counties and each of the cities and towns within the counties.
A description of the Moderate Risk Waste Management Plan and its relationship to this Plan is
included in Chapter 5. »

1.6.5 Franklin County Emergency Management Disasfer Recovery Pian'

In preparing and implementing an integrated solid waste plan for the County, emergency
management planning must be part of the process. Recovering from a very major disaster
requires planning with local governmental agencies to assure for timely return to normalcy. If an
incident occurs, local officials may be inundated with solid waste matenals wh|ch would require
a fast relief from potential public health risks occurring. ‘

1.6.6 Air, Water, and Soils

in preparing and tmplementmg solid waste management plans, itis lmportant to identlfy the
effect of other regulatory requirements on solid waste issues. An individual-medium approach
can result in the transfer of pollutants to other media, rather than actual removal of poliutants.
from the environment or reduction in toxicity. For example, stringent limits in wastewater =~
discharges have resulted in the generation of increased quantities of wastewater residuals,
which sometimes contain the very pollutants originally intended to be-controlied. Similarly,
remediation of groundwater contaminated with volatile and semi-volatile organics can leadto - -
increased emissions of volatile organic compounds into the air depending on the treatment
technology employed. In the case of solid waste practices in Washington, in the past,
uncontrolled burning of garbage was a common practice both on an individual basis and at
unlined dumps." This caused cross contamination of air, water, and soils. :

Since the early 1970s the federal Clean Air and Clean Water acts have been lmplemented that
call for reduction of poliution of the air and water. After more than three decades, great..
progress has been made in compliance with these Acts, and the effort continues. One of the
results of regulatory compliance has been a shift in burden of air and water pollution
management to solid waste management. Control of water pollution has essentially eliminated -
the dumping of effluent into waterways, and replaced this with solid waste handling methods,- :
such as land application or composting of biosolids.  Similarly, electronic precipitators and -
baghouses have removed industrial air pollutants from process air streams, and created a SOlld
waste in the form of ash that requires disposal. Another major. regulatory effort is control of toxic
and hazardous contaminates and pollutants. Collection and accumulation of materials
containing these poliutants has also increased the need for solid waste dnsposal for these waste
streams.
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2.0 Background of the Planning Area

Franklin County comprises 1,244 square miles. The major land use is agriculture, although the
Pasco area of the County is becoming increasingly urbanized. The federal government uses a
large area, the Hanford Reservation, for defense, energy, and environmentally related research.
The Hanford Reservation occupies 20 square miles in Franklin County. A map of Franklin -
County is provided as Exhibit 2-1.

This chapter describes the populatlon economic, land use, and phySIcaI charactenstucs of the
planning area. It also introduces the locational standards for siting landfills and identifies
potentlal areas within Franklin County which meet these standards.

2.1 Economic Development

Franklin County is included in the Richland- Kennewick-Pasco Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) designated by the U.S. Census Bureau and referenced in this document as the Tri-Cities
MSA. Although, the economies of the bi-county area and region each contribute to the vitality of
the Tri-Cities MSA and Franklin County, for the purposes of this analysis and because the land
use discussed in the comprehensive plan is primarily unincorporated Frankhn County, this
section will focus on the rural economy of Franklin County.

2.1.1 Non-agricultural Economy

During the current decade, all of eastern Washington is experiencing s:gnrﬁcant populatlon and
economic growth for reasons beyond local influence. It is anticipated that the current reglonal
growth trend will continue into the near and mid-term future (5 to 10 years)

Three major sectors have been the pnncrpal driving forces of the economy in the Franklln
County since the early 1970s: _
e The Department of Energy (DOE) and |ts contractors operatmg the Hanford Site.
e The Rail, Water, and Air Transportation Hub: :
e The agricultural community, including a substantial food-processing component Except
* for a minor amount of agricultural commodities sold to local-area consumers, the goods
‘and services produced by these sectors are exported outside the county. .

In addition to these three major employment sectors, three other components can be readlly
identified as contributors to the economic base of the County. The first of these components,
loosely termed “other major employers,” include the five major non-Hanford employers in the
region. A summary of the major employers of the region (Franklin County) is provided in Table
2-1.
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Tri Cities Au'port - '] ‘Air Transportation 703
Lourdes Health Network ™~ . | Health Care o ' 640
Franklin County B " | Government ' 325°
City of Pasco Govermnent ' 254
Pasco School Dlstnct A { Education i - 1,300
CBC: - : v | Education (Junior College) : o 500 )
Franklin County PUD S - -] ‘Electrical Services - N 250 1 -
Con Agra / Lamb Weston Food Processing 1,425
Ameri Cold Logistics Food Preservation S o . 125
White Shield .| Construction Services 125 |
Broetje Orchards Agricultural (Seasonal) ‘ 990 |
KGFarms , - Agricultural (Seasonal) ' , 250
SagemoorFarms = | Agricultural (Seasonal) 500 |
Zirkle Farms = N Agricultural (Seasonal) . ... 500
Wa. State Dept. of Corrections .| Correctional Facility (Connell) 350 |

2.1.2 Agriculture

Air, water, and land are lmportant economic resources for Franklin County. Since before
statehood, fertile soils, available irrigation water, sunny skies, and long summer daylight hours
have made agriculture a cornerstone for economic development. Franklin County lies within the
Columbia Basin, one of the Northwest’'s most productive agricultural regions. According to the
Agricultural Censuses taken every 5 years by the Washington Agricultural Statistics Service, in
Franklin County there were 848 farms in 1997 and 943 farms in 2002, an increase of 11

percent. However, the land area in farming varied as much as 16 percent annually between
1982 and 2002. The average size of a farm varied over the past 20 years, with 739 acres in
1987 and 705 acres in 2002 (Table 2-2). The increase in irrigated acres and in the market value
of agricultural products since 1982 is also illustrated in Table 2-2. In the future, agriculture will
continue to be a major industry in Franklin County and therefore agncultural lands should
contlnue tobe protected as an important county resource ‘
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vt .‘8

umber of Farms 85
Land in Farms (Acres) 632,519 | 660,813 | 670,149 | 563,716 | 664,875
Average Size of Farms (Acres) - 739 782 665 705
Number of Farms with :
Trrigated Land 727 736 715 | 725 744
Irrigated Acres 189,236 | 193,960 | 214,748 | 221,145 | 340,244
Market Value of Products (in ‘ : | A ’
thousands of dollars) 151,138 | 176,358 | 238,528 | 33_2,935 350,483

*Dash indicates no data is available - : .
Source: Censuses of Agriculture — National Agricultural Statistics Service

2.2 Population

Populatron projections for Franklin County for the 20-year planmng penod (2098 to 2028) were
published by the State of Washington’s Office of Financial Management (OFM):: Thls plan uses
the OFM’s medium series projections. Franklin County currently has a populatlon of closeto:
70,000, with over half that population (about 50, 210 people [OFM 2007]) llvmg inthe City of :
Pasco. Besides Pasco, there are three other mcorporated Cities in the County: Connell, '
Kahlotus, and Mesa. Table 2-4 provides populatton figures for these cities and the County ,
Over the planning period it is expected that populatlon in Franklin County will increase by nearly
40,000 people. Based on the populatlon projectlons it is estimated that the County s population
will reach over 109,000 by the year 2030 (OFM 2007) Table 2-3 shows populatlon pro;ectlons
in 5-year increments, starting in 1980. Fon

The Clty of Pasco is the most populated Clty |n the County Populatlon is expected to growin
the incorporated cities of Connell, Mesa, Kahlotus, and the largest, Pasco. To a minor degree
population in the unincorporated areas is expected very slowly gain in numbers. :

1980 735,025

1990 37,473 2,448
2000 49,347 11,874
2005 60,500 11,153
2010 70,038 9,538
2015 80,348 10,310
2020 90,654 10,306
2025 100,666 10,012
2030 109,861 9,195
Notes:

1. Year 1980 and 1990 estimates from
US Census Bureau (accessed 11-19-07).
2. Year 2000-2030 estimates from the
OFM, medium series projections,
published November 2007 (OFM 2007).
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Population in Frankiin County (1980-2030)

120000
100000
80000
60000 -
40000
20000

0

Number of People

1980 1990 2000 2005 2010 -2015 2020 2025 - 2030
B ' ~ Year o ' '

nnel ¥ ’ 2 Y1t
1980 1,981 | . 203 - 278 - 16,425 -14,619. | - 33,506
1990 | - 2,005 . 167 252 | 20,337 - 14,712 37,473 -
2000 | 2,956 - 214 - 425 1 32,066 | 13,686 49,347
2005 3,200 220 . 440 48,400 8240 . 60,500 ..
2010 3,712 280 . 525 56,030 9,525 70,038
2015 4,361 330 600 64,278 10,799 80,348
2020 - 5,056 . .364. 633 72,523 | ... 12.048 | . 90,654
2025 5,861 402 732 80,579 13,150 - 100,724
2030 6,795 466 849 87,889 13,862 109,861

2.3 Land Use

Through the designation of the land use categories with their respective goals, policies, and
strategies, the County intends to guide development, minimize conflict, and provide certainty for
the use of property. The County has also prepared a Land Use Map which shows current land
use as well as future land use over the next 20 years (Exhibit 2-2). Exhibit 2-2 as presented
considers the general distribution and location of land uses and the appropriate intensity and
density of land uses given current development trends.

The major land use designations iliustrated on Exhibit 2-2 and described as follows:
1. Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and within the UGA areas of the respective cities adopted
Urban Growth Areas.
2. Rural Areas - unincorporated areas of the County where there is rural living and
employment.
3. Resource Lands - include areas used for agriculture and mining.
o Agriculture - dry land and irrigated farming.
¢ Mining - such as gravel and mineral.
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4. Open Space Areas - includes park land along the Columbia and Snake. This designation
includes areas of aesthetic quality as well as areas set aside and developed for specific
kinds of recreational pursuits, including all publicly owned sites. These sites should be
protected from developments that preclude the particular recreation pursuits the area is
intended and suitable for. These include parks and other publicly owned areas, as well
as areas in private development..

5. Government - These areas are lands held by the government and include portions of the
Hanford Nuclear Reservation, the Bureau of Land Management lands at Juniper Forest,
Fish and Wildlife area along the Columbia River, Army Corps of Engineers land along
the Snake River, and State land interspersed throughout the County. In addition, there
are areas controlled by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation that are key components of the
Columbia Basin Irrigation System including Scooteney Reservatlon and major water
diversions.

2.3.1 Urban Growth Areas

UGAs include the incorporated cities and towns and most of the population in Franklin County.
Each municipality has a designated UGA. Growth in these areas consists of commercial and
industrial activity and a wide range of residential densities.

Each UGA also includes unincorporated areas characterized by urban growth and/or adjacent
areas within which urban infrastructure and services are provided or planned to be provided'
during the 20-year planning period of this document. UGAs are currently designated for the
cities of Pasco, Connell Mesa, and Kahlotus. The respective UGAs are shown in Exhiblt 2-3.

New land use development with urban characteristics will be encouraged to locate first in areas
with existing public infrastructure and service capacity, and second in areas where public or
private infrastructure and services are planned or can be provided in an adequate manner. -

Planning for such growth accomplishes two GMA goals: 1) the efficient provision and utilization
of public facilities and services, including public transportation; and 2) reduced conversion of -
resource land into sprawling low-density development. UGA capacity is based upon intended
land use, environmental constraints, forecasted population, transportation systems avallable
publlc mfrastructure and open space.
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Exhihit 2
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2.3.2 Rural & Resource Lands

Franklin County lies at the south end of the Channel Scablands, a portion of the Columbia Basin
Province formed by alternative volcanism and flooding that has occurred since the Miocene and
Pleistocene eras. As a result, the County contains many canyon and cliff features such as
Palouse and Devils Canyons, as well as unique rock formations and interesting geological
formations. Lakes, and the Columbia and Snake Rivers make some of the rural areas surtable
for the development of major recreational activities.

More recently, the Columbia Basin Project brought irrigation water into the province. The
Project changed the landscape of western Franklin County by providing sufficient irrigation
water for a wide variety of field crops, orchards, vineyards, etc., together with the appurtenant
secondary support agricultural industries and businesses. Also within the agricultural lands of
Franklin County, seasonal recreational use has become an embodiment of the rural lifestyle and
is encouraged, shared, and even promoted as a facet of the extended community. Such
activities are typically complementary to the business of farming or ranchlng and are regarded
as accessory to the busmesses of agn-busmess

2.4 Natural Environment

2.4.1 Physrcal Descrlptlon

Franklin County is located in the south central part of the State of Washmgton It is bounded on
the west and separated from Benton County by the Columbia River. On the south and east the
Snake River and its tributary, the Palouse River, separate it from Walla Walla County On the
north Grant and Adams Counties bound it.

The climate of Franklin County is described as mild and dry. Throughout the year the area
there are 300 days of sunshine with only an average rainfall is 6.5 inches. During the summer
the maximum temperatures exceed 90°F on about half of the days in July and August. The
average night temperatures average 40.5° F in January and 48. 8°F in February. The daily
minimums average 24.5° F in January and 30. 1° F in February. The average snowfall is 2.75
inches per year. The northerly latitude of the area means long hours of daylight and an
abundance of sunshine during the growing season of 185 days.

2.4.2 Geology

Franklin County is part-of what is referred to as the Columbla Basin Province. The County
contains many canyon and cliff features such as Palouse Canyon and Devils Canyon, as well as
unique rock formations. Some of the most interesting geographical features are the sand dunes
located north of Interstate 1-82 and the Juniper Dunes area northeast of Pasco off the Pasco-
Kahlotus Highway. : »

The County lies at the south end of the Channel Scablands. The geology of Frankiin County
was formed by alternate volcanism and flooding. Three of the five geological formations, which
characterize the entire Columbia River Basatt Group, occur in Franklm County From the
youngest to the oldest, theseare: :

e Saddle Mountain Basalt (fonned 6-13 million years ago), found pnmanly in the Mesa
' area extending southeast and northwest;
e The Wanapum Basalt (13.5 to 14 million years old), occurring primarily in the northeast
and along the Snake River; and - '
e Grande Ronde Basalt (15.6 to 17 million years old) found primarily at the eastern border.
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The Grande Ronde Basalt Formation was formed 15 to 17 million years ago from large
eruptions of molten lava, probably from a huge volcano located in the southeastern corner of
Washington or northeastern Oregon. Flows associated with the volcano number in the hundreds
and vary in thickness from a few inches to about 300 feet. Few sedimentary interbeds are
found, indicating relatrvely short periods between eruptions.

The Wanapum Basalt Formation was formed 13.5 to 14 million years ago. Large and numerous
linear vents discharging large, but less frequent, amounts of flood lava developed in the same
areas as the Grande Ronde Volcano. Sedimentary interbeds were created within and between
formations, mainly by the erosion of older rock surrounding the plateau and volcanic material
associated with the creation of the Cascade Range. Continued deposition of flood basalts
between six and thirteen million years ago is called the Saddle Mountain Basalts. These
activities, primarily during the Miocene and Pliocene eras, combined with the shed sediments
from the rising and volcanically active Cascade Range, form interbedded sedimentary
formations within the Columbia River Basalts. These interbeds are of the Ellensburg Formation.-

Deposition of sedimentary materials continued in the area during the Pleistocene era. These
initial deposits are referred to as the Ringold Formation and consist of fluvial (stream) and
lacustrine (lake) deposits of silts, sand, and gravel. Late in the Pleistocene Epoch, numerous
glacial outwash and flood deposits occurred. These deposits are attributed to catastrophic
flooding caused by the breakup of ice dams holding back impoundment, such as Lake Missoula
in western Montana. Breakage of these ice dams was responsible for formation of the area
north of Franklin County known as the Channel Scablands. Outpouring from these lakes . -
scoured the land, leaving large channels. The flood waters rushed out of Lake Missoula through
Spokane, spread out over the basin, and then came together again at Wallula Gap, where a .
large lake was created, and deposmng silt in this area. L

2.4.3 Stratigraphy

The geologic history summanzed above provrdes the reasons for the current stratrgraphy, or the
layering and altitude of rock formations. The Columbia River Plateau can be subdivided into
three informal structural sub-provinces: The Yakima Fold Belt, the Palouse Country, and the
Blue Mountains. The western half of Franklin County is in the Yakima Fold Belt sub-provmce
The eastem half of the County lies in the Palouse sub-province.

2.4.4 Seismology .
Franklin County is in a region of low to moderate seismic activity. The region can experience

earthquake “swarms”, typically lasting a few days to several months, where earthquakes tend to
gradually increase and decay in frequency but not in magnitude. .

2.4.5 Hydrogeologyl Hydrology :

The Columbia Plateau regional aquifer is a major system that consists chiefly of a great
thickness of basalt belonging to the Columbia River Basalt Group, together with minor
sedimentary deposits, which are overlain by undifferentiated consolidated and unconsolldated
surficial sediments. For hydrological purposes, these formations have been subdivided into
three hydrogeologic units along stratigraphic boundaries. These are from oldest to youngest:

» The Grand Ronde - This formation is composed of at least 30, and perhaps as many as
several hundred, individual flows, most of which are fine grained. Sediment interbeds
within the Grand Ronde Basalt are rare and generally only a few feet thick where
present. :

¢ Wanapum - This format:on contalns as many as ten flows, generally consrstmg of
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medium-grained basalt relatively high in iron and titanium oxides. Sedimentary interbeds
in the Wanapum Basalt are more common than in the Grand Ronde Basalt, but are still
rather rare and generally only a few feet thick where present.

e Saddle Mountain - The flows of this formation vary greatly in texture and composition.

" The basalt averages about 600 feet in thickness with a maximum thickness of more than
800 feet near Pasco. Sedimentary interbeds are common and rather thick, often 50 feet
or more.

The basalts form a complex series of aquifers and confining beds. Groundwater in the basalts
occurs in joints, vesicles, fractures, and other localized features that result in permeable zones.
The greatest permeability’s are in highly vesicular and/or fractured tops and basal parts of
basalt flows. The centers of most basalt flows are dense and have very low permeability’s and
generally act as confining beds.

The general direction of groundwater flow is based on inference of water level measurements
from approximately 400 wells taken in March 1986. Most of the shallow groundwater flow is
directed perpendicular to the water table contours, toward the Columbia and Snake Rivers,
where it discharges. However, some flow is toward internal drains (canyons and coulees). On a
local scale, flow at the water table is frequently toward buried drains. Although the altitude of the
water table changes seasonally, the general pattern of flow remains fairly constant. With
increasing depth in the groundwater system, flow is orientated more toward the rivers and is
less influenced by the internal drains. This is particularly true of the basalt aguifers.

Dramatic changes in the area's groundwater level due to the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project
occurred between 1950 and 1986. There are large areas where the water table has risen to, or
nearly to, the land surface. Sub-surface drains have been installed in most of the areas of
shallow water table. The most recent water level data (1986-1991) indicates that most of the
study area has reached a state of dynamic equilibrium.

The quality and quantity of groundwater has a major impact on both the ability to develop and
the cost of development. Areas that do not have ready access to groundwater or which have
groundwater that is unacceptabile for drinking will not be in a position to develop without some
alternatives such as community water systems or other approaches that will enable them to
have an adequate source of water.

Other problems facing the County because of rising water tables are deterioration of roads,
particularly west of Basin City and potential loss of productive farmland due to landslides.

2.4.6 Soils

Soils are an important factor in determining appropriate land use and the costs associated with
solid waste management. The soils of Frankiin County were studied and mapped by the Soil
Conservation Service and a soil survey was published in 1914. The Soil Conservation Service
recently updated the soil map for Franklin County. The distribution of area soils, which are
classified into 13 types, is presented in Exhibit 2-4 and generally described in Table 2-5. In
Franklin County, agricuitural lands of long-term commercial significance are Soil Types 1-3
according to the Land Capability Classification System of the Soil Conservation Service. In
addition, the predominate Land Capability Classification of each generalized soil association is
identified in Table 2-5.
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Quincy-Hezel-Burbank

Loamy ﬁne sand to gravely sand Soﬂs are Very deep, somewhat
excessively drained on nearly level to steep terraces and active dunes.
Permeability ranges from 6 to 20 in/hr and available water capacity
ranges from 0.06 to 0.21 in/in. Soils have an effective rooting depth of
greater than 60 inches. This soil association has a Class 7 USDA Soil
Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.

Taunton-Sagehill —
Timmerman

Sandy loam to gravely loam with a commonly occurring hard pan at a
depth ranging from 20 t0 40 inches on alluvial fans. Soils are moderately
deep to very deep, well drained to somewhat excessively drained, on
nearly level to moderately steep alluvial fans and terraces. Permeability
ranges from 0.6 to 6 in/hr and available water capacity ranges from 0.18
to 0.2 in/in. Soils have an affective rooting depth ranging from 20 inches
to greater than 60 inches. This soil association has a Class 6 USDA Soil
Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.

Sagehill-Quincy-Neppel

Very fine sandy loam to gravely sandy loam. Soils are deep to very deep,
well drained to excessively drained, on nearly level to steep terraces and
active dunes. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 20 in/hr and available
water capacity ranges from .06 to 0.2 in/in. Soils have an effective
rooting depth of greater than 60 inches. This soil association has a

Class 6 USDA Soil Conservation Service Land Capability
Classification.

Neppel-Prosser-Warden

excessively drained on nearly level to steep ridges, hilltops, benches and

Sandy silt loam to gravely sandy loam with depth to bedrock ranging
from 20 to 40 inches on benches and hillsides to greater than 60 inches
on terraces. Soils are shallow to very deep, well drained to somewhat

terraces. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 2 in/hr and available water
capacity ranges from 0.08 to 0.21 in/in. Soils contain many fine roots
with an effective rooting depth of 20 to 40 inches on benches, hilltops
and ridges to greater than 60 inches on terraces. This soil association has
a Class 6 USDA Soil Conservatlon Service Land Capability
Classification.

Othnar-Neppel-Sagehill

Very fine sandy loam to gravely sandy loam. Soils are deep to very deep,
well drained on nearly level to steep terraces. Permeability ranges from
0.6 to 6 in/hr and available water capacity ranges from 0.08 in/in. Soils
have an effective rooting depth of greater than 60 inches. This soil
association has a Class 6 USDA Soil Conservation Service Land
Capability Classification.

Very fine sandy loam to cobbly very fine sandy loam on benches, _
hillsides and ridges with depth to bedrock on basalt benches ranging
from 12 to 20 inches. Soils are shallow to very deep, well drained, on
nearly level to very steep benches, hillsides and ridges. Permeability

Shano-Starbuck-Kiona ranges from.0.6 to 2 in/hr and available water capac1ty ranges from 0.08
| to 0.2 in/in. Soils have an effective rooting depth ranging from 12 inches
to greater than 60 inches. This soil association has a Class 4 USDA Soil
Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.
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Prosser-Starbuck-Bakeoven

ery fine sandy loam on benches to cobbly loam on ridges and hilltops
terraces with depth to bedrock ranging from 12 to 40 inches. Soils are
very shallow to moderately deep on nearly level to very steep benches,
hilltops and ridges. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 2 in/hr and available
water capacity ranges from 0.8 to 0.19 in/in. Soils have an effective

| rooting depth of 12 to 40 inches. This soil association has a Class 6

USDA Soil Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.

Ritzville-Renslow-Ritzcal

Silt loam-on hills to very fine loam on terraces. Soils are very deep, well
drained on nearly level to steep hills and terraces. Permeability ranges
from 0.6 to 2 in/hr and available water capacity ranges from 0.13 to 0.21
in/in. Soils have an effective rooting depth of greater than 60 inches.
This soil association has a Class 3 USDA Soil Conservation Serv1ce

| Land Capability Classification.

Kahlotus-Farrell-Quincy -

Fine sand to very fine sandy loam. Soils are very deep, well drained to

-{-somewhat excessively drained, on nearly level to strongly sloping

terraces and active dunes. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 20 in/hr and

| available water capacity ranges from 0.06 to 0.11 in/in. Soils have an
- | effective rooting depth of greater than 60 inches. This soil classification

has a Class 3 USDA Soil Conservation Land Capability Classification.

Roloff- Farrell-Kuhl

“Very fine sandy loam on benches and terraces to cobbly silt loam on

hilltops and ridges. Soils are shallow to moderately deep, well drained, -
on nearly level to very steep hilltops, ridges, benches and terraces. Depth
to bedrock ranging from 10 to 40 inches on benches, hilltops and ridges
to greater than 60 inches on terraces. Soils are shallow to very deep and
well drained. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 6 in/hr and available water

.capacity ranges from 0.09 to0.17 in/in. Soils have effective rooting

depth of 10 to 40 inches on benches, hilltops and ridges too greater than
60 inches on terraces. This soil classification has a Class 4 USDA Soil
Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.

Ottmar-Rock Outcrop-Xerlc- :

Torriorthents -

{ Soils are formed in alluvial and lacustrine deposits over siltstone and

sandstone. Typically the surface layer is silt loam 3 inches thick. The
underlying material to a depth of 60 inches or more is calcareous silt
loam. The erosion hazard is very severe by water and wind. This soil
classification has a Class 8 USDA Soil Conservation Service Land
Capability Classification.

Neppel-Prosser—Starbuck

.| Very fine sandy loam to gravelly sandy loam with depth to bedrock

ranging from 12 to 40 inches on benches, hilltops and ridges to greater
than 60 inches on terraces. Soils are shallow to very deep, well drained

to somewhat excessively drained on nearly level to steep ridges, hilltops,
benches and terraces. Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 2 in/hr and :
available water capacity ranges from 0.08 to 0.19 in/in. Soils have an
effective rooting depth of 12 to 20 inches on benches, hilltops and ridges
too greater than 60 inches on terraces. This soil classification has a Class
6. USDA Soil Conservation Service Land Capability Classification.

Ritzville-Wacota-Ritzcal

Silt loam. Soils are very deep, well drained on nearly level to steep hills.
Permeability ranges from 0.6 to 2.5 in/hr and water capacity ranges from
0:13 to 0.21 in/in. Soils have an effective rooting depth of greater than
60 inches. This soil classification has a Class 3 USDA Soil Conservation
Service Land Capability Classification.
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2.4.7 Biological

Franklin County can be characterized as a level to steep loessial upland steppe zone.
Elevations range from about 300 feet above sea level at the southern most part of the County to
over 1,000 feet in the northeastem part.

Even though rainfall amounts are smaII the moisture that does fall escapes evaporatlon dunng
winter months and seeps deeply into the soil. This provides water to sustain vigorous growth in
the spring. The upland loams are dominated by Bluebunch Wheatgrass, ldaho Fescue, and
Sandberg’ s Bluegrass The sand soils support lndlan Rlcegrass and Sand Dropseed

The remalnder of the area is classified as shrub-steppe and is characterized by blg sagebrush
or threetip sagebrush and occasnonal growth of rabbitbrush, horsebrush, and spring hopsage.
Dominance over most of the region is by non-native cheatgrass. Because of the turbulent floods
that inundated the area, much of the soils are thin and stony, they do support perenmal
Bluegrass as well as stiff Sagebrush and several species of Buckwheat. = -

The varied terram and major river enwronments that cut through the steppe region of Franklm
County create many unique habitats for wildlife. Areas such as Scooteney Lake, Eagle Lake,
the Lower Palouse and the Snake River and Snake River Island are some of those

The Washlngton Enwronment Atlas lists over 35 important species of blrds and t' ve spec1es of
mammals, which range over the area. These include Sage Grouse, Scaled Quall Perregrin .
Falcon, and Coyote, among others, . . . : L

The Columbia and Snake Rivers are an important ecosystem for Frankhn County The Columbla
River between McNary Pool and Priest Rapids Dam is the only remaining free flowing segment
in Washington, and the last spawning grounds of the fall Chinook Salmon. About 80 percent of
the Great Basin Canada goose population nest and live most of the year in the Columbia River
region, which also provide wmtenng grounds for the rare Giant Canada Goose. :

2.4.8 Wetlands

The Palouse, Snake, and Columbla Rlvers fon'n the east south, and west boundanes of
Franklin County, respectively. Wetlands occur. along the margins, side channels, and islands
associated with these river systems. In the interior of the County, wetlands occur in low-lylng
areas in the northwest portion of the County, in the vicinity of Eagle Lakes and Scooteney
Reservoir. Other important wetland systems occur-where subsurface water emerges in coulees
and canyons ‘such as Esquatzel Coulee near Mesa and Washtucna Coulee near Connell and
Kahlotus. :

Areas with a high water table in Franklin County are also frequently associated with seepage '
from canals and ditches, irrigation runoff, and created stock ponds. However, these areas are
not classified as wetlands under the GMA, which excludes “artificial wetlands intentionally from
non-wetland sites, such as irrigation and drainage ditches, grass-lined swales, canals, detention
facilities, wastewater treatment facilities, farm ponds, and landscape amenities.”

An inventory of wetlands in Franklin County was completed in-order to portray the extent and
distribution of wetlands. The Soil Conservation Service, with cooperation from the Franklin
Conservation District has prepared a detailed soil survey and wetlands inventory for the County.
When siting solid waste facilities, this information, in conjunction with site-specific wetland-
delineations, should be used to determine wetland boundaries on a project-by-project basis.

Wetlands vary according to their origin, geographic location, water regime, chemistry, dominant
plants, and soil characteristics. Wetlands aiso vary in their value for providing such functions as
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flood storage, sediment trapping, groundwater recharge and discharge, nutrient retention, food
chain support, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation.

2.4.9 Floodplains

The most severe flooding in the unincorporated areas of the County occurs within the Esqualzel
Coulee and Kahlotus Creek during the winter and ‘spring months. This results when either an
over saturated or frozen ground condition occurs with an increase in rainfall and snowmelt
runoff. However there have been no floods of damaglng proportlons since 1956.

Flood levels can be posmvely and negatrvely affected by development pro;ects through
increased and decreased runoff from a particular site. It has been noted that since 1956, flood
levels within the Cotunty | have changed due to channel improvements and lmgatlon pro;ects

Frequently flooded areas are mapped on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Franklin County. These maps should be used to determine if a.-
poter_ltia_l developmentsit_e is located _w_tthin the floodplain when siting solid waste facilities.

2410 Aqulfer Recharge

Groundwater naturally occurs in the sheet like zones at the top of a basaltlc lava ﬂow and the
base of an-overlying flow. Natural recharge fo such confined aquifers occurs where the basalt
crops out and where canyons and coulees have incised into the basalt, exposing the aquifers. In
the Scooteney-Eagle Lakes area and in the vicinity of Washtucna Coulee, the basalt is folded,
exposing the edges of the flows and allowing groundwater and surface water from the north to . -
enter the basalt. Normal groundwater movement is south toward the junction of the Snake and
Columbia Rivers, and radially inward toward the low point of the Pasco Basin. :

Since implementation of the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project, groundwater elevatlons have
substantially risen in the western portion of the County. The majority of the recharge is related to
seepage from canals and ponds and applied irrigation in excess of crop use. The water table
has been elevated to within 20 feet of the surface in much of the irrigated area.. - #+*

Smith Canyon and Esquatzel Coulee have become major pathways for wastewaters ﬂowmg
south from lmgated areas towards the Pasco Basin. Water tables in the basin have risen =
dramatlcally, smce the rate of lnflow exceeds the rate of dramage in thls reglonal low pomt

There seems to be little ﬂow of groundwater east of Smith Canyon. The wells in this area are
deep and low producers. Primary sources of recharge in the eastemn, dryland portion of the
County are where the Snake River and smaller canyons and coulees drssect the underlying
basalt.

The Franklln Conservatlon Dlstnct ldentlﬁes four pnmary areas of aqurfer recharge (1) the |
irrigated parts of the county; (2) the Scooteney-Eagle Lakes area; (3) areas behind dams or
other impoundments, particularly along the Snake River, and (4) Washtuona Coulee. -

Franklin County is the southernmost area supplied by the Columbia Basin Irrigation Pro;e”ct
Being last.in line presents the County with some water pollution and siltation problems.: .
generated upstream. Many activities within the County also provide sources of pollutants such
as nitrates and pesticides. In many parts of the County, it is necessary to drill wells down into
the basait to obtain domestic water that meets the 10 ppm nitrate-nitrogen standard.
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2.5 Evaluation of Potential Landfill Sites

A preliminary siting review assessment was performed in 1994, with the intent of providing an
initial assessment of the feasibility of siting a new landfill in Franklin County. Some of the
locational standards found in that review assessment were not appropriate for evaluating an
entire county at once. There are site specific criteria and they should be used when evaluating
a single candidate site or a limited number of potential sites. This Solid Waste Management
Plan should not be used for detailed site analysis, but rather to identify areas that can be
examined in detail in other studies. Additional information relevant to future landfill citing in
Franklin County can be found in Appendix B.

Areas addressed in the review assessment included:

Geology

Surface water
Climatic factors
Groundwater
Slope

Land use

Soil

Cover material
Toxic air emissions
Flooding

Capacity

All other factors determined by Benton-Franklin Health District
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3.0 Waste Stream Analysis
3.1 Introduction |

Identifying the composition of the County’s waste stream is important because it helps to
determine the needs of the solid waste system; for example, whether existing systems are
working, what new facilities or services may be necessary, and if regulatory requirements are
being met. This information is also useful as a comparison with past studies to determine
progress toward solid waste management goals

County. Most types of solid waste are dlsposed of in landfills; however some wastes are
recycled, incinerated, used as soil amendment, or disposed i s designated for a specific
type of special waste. The largest component of the waste stream is Mumcrpal Solid Waste
(MSW). Special wastes include wood waste, asbestos, biomedical, septic ink pumpings, tires,
moderate risk wastes make up this category, which each has a different characteristic. The

plan addresses these types of wastes in Chapter 5.4M

hapter 9.
(Speclal Wastes) .,

agncultural waste for totaling accumulated
waste charactenzatlon study completed

ln 1990, according to the 1994 Benton Frankliin Solld Waste Plan each person generated 5.2
pounds per day of SO|Id waste Waste generation is mﬂuenced by various demographlc and
in Ievels of em loyment and personal income. State wrde

gy reports BD!
recycled or-¢ lverted 79, 522 50 tons of matenal The county populatlon was

. Total Waste Ger Aratuon Total Populat|on X Generatlon Rate (Ib/pplday)/ 2000lblton X

. 365 days/year-

The Generation Rate in 2005 was 13.45 pounds per day per person for Franklin County The
methodology used to estimate solid waste generation rates for the next 20 years consists of
using the per capita generation rate and multiplying this rate by population projections. Using
this per capita generation rate (13.45 Ibs/day/person), the County’s estumated generatlon rate-
for next 20 years is projected in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1 utilizes population projections from Table 2-3 and refiects the total waste
generation over the 20-year planning period using the 2005 Franklin County per capita
generation rate.
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2010 70,038 171,917
2015 80,348 | . 197,224
2020 90,654 222,522

2025 100,666
2030 109 861

Waste generation is 'inﬂuenced by various demograp‘, ¢ and economic factors, ludrng :
changes in levels of employment and personal income, the value of recyclable ma fials, the -
price of dlsposal serwces changes in product desrgn an

, that any of these related
factors may change within the forecast penod To malntarn accuracy, the generatlon rate should
be monitored and projections should be routlnely updated . .

itis rmportant to evaluate the components
clable materlals This information is

In addltlon to the amou
of dlsposed waste in order

: tion, including opportunities avallable for recycllng or
of busmess and mdustry, the area clrmate occurrence of natural .

disposed waste, due lelty to the County and similarities in geography and climate. in
order to estimate Franklin County’s disposed waste composition, the categorical percentages
from the Yakima County study were multiplied by the total disposed tonnage for Franklin
County.i in 2005 (148 528). . L , . o _ .

The results of the composmon analysis are shown in Table 3-2. The lnformatron presented in !
Table 3-2 is important for identifying the types and quantltles of materials that could potentially
be targeted for recycling or other diversion programs.

Chapter 3 - October 2008 Preliminary Draft TR . 3.2
Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan » - Waste Stream Analysis




BEOR

Paper 16 60% 24,656

Plastic 12.50% 18,566

Organics 19.20% 28,517

Wood Wastes 12.80% 19,012
| CDL Wastes 5.10% | L 7 575

Glass 3.9% | .=

Metal 11.90% ). 7;675
Other Waste 1520% |7 - 22,576
Hazardous / Special Wastes 28% 4. 4,149 |.
Total Tons 100.00% 148,528 |

3.5 Seasonal Variations in Waste Stream
Historically municipal solid waste monthly collections a
Pasco show that monthly tonnages collected are lowest
month until August. Table 3-3 and Exhibit 3-1 provided by the waste hauler in Franklin
County shows this pattern. Organic debris collection from the ing season in Franklin
County accounts for the vast majority this: mcrease' nnage after February. This data
shows that there is a strong possibility to divert org_ c waste from the waste stream.
»Chapters 4,8and 9 dlSCUSS avallable optlons |n imore dete :

oun'&’s transfer station in
ebruary and then increase each
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2003 8,900 7,750 9,300 Svmmom :,.”.__.oo 10,450 10,500 8,300 8,650 | 117,550
2005 8,750 9,600 11,550 12,200 E“mwo 11,900 | 11,000 11,000 9,300 | 135,250
2007 10,000 .v 9,100 ,:..,muc . :huo“ _.u.qoo 11,450 9,300 | 137,600
Monthly 1 . I S
Average w“m:u PE,Q 10,833 | - :.uuu. .. 45,&6. ; 10,250 9,083
1. The BDI transfer station accepts waste from other counties: mE.Eon details are provid .
- Exhibit3-1
Seasonal Waste Variation in Franklin County
(Average of years 2003, 2005, and 2007)
2 40,000 ; -
£2 35,000
£ § 30,000
o~
® & 25,000 -
_ m..._..d 20,000
2 .m 15,000
-y 10,000
- 5,000
7] . .
© Winter Spring Summer Fall
Dec-Feb Mar-May June-Aug Sept-Nov
‘ Season
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4.0 Reducing, Reusing, and Recycling Wastes in Franklm

| - County
4.1 Introduction
This chapter provides an- update of Frankhn County s waste diversion methods and fulfills State
requirements by describing existing programs and potential options for reducing, reusing, and
recycling waste belng generated in the County. The Revised Code of ,ashrngton (RCW),

RCW 70.95 requires that local solid waste management plans demons ate how the followmg
Washington State goals will be met: _ :

Achievement of a statewide recychng rate of 50%.
Elimination of yard debrrs from landfills by 2012 in those area
Source separation of waste (ata mmrmum sep tlon lnto recycla
recyclables).

re alternatives exist.
and non-

processes

Spemﬁcally, Beyond Waste S Iong tenn plan for'the ta : shlngton mcludes the strategles
listed below For all the e stra' Jies Beyond Waste caIIs on the State government to Iead by
example ’

. Waste Reductlo . 2
'n prod ict development

Ecology strongly -encourages local SO|Id waste plannmg to mclude Beyond Waste prrncrples
when possrble

Discussed in the following sections are Frankfin County’s p‘ubllo education and outreach
(Section 4.2), waste reduction and reuse (Section 4.3), and recycling programs (Section 4.4) to
account for these requrrements strategres and local plannlng goals.
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4.2 Public Education and Outreach

Public education and outreach programs support the Cotinty’s waste reduction, reuse, and
recycling efforts by providing information to people and businesses. Education and outreach is
common to both the County’s waste reduction and reuse and recycling programs, as programs
messages covering all topics are often included in a single outreach effort..

The County’s public education and outreach goals are to educate the publlc about iocal sohd
waste issues; and to encourage and expand coordination and communication regarding solid
waste issues among all jurisdictions, agencies, and private firms |n the County. The County '
plans to accompllsh these goals by | L

Seeking supplemental fundmg sources for educatlon and
Encouraging consistent policies across jurisdictions. .
Encouraging public involvement in the planning and in } I
Emphasizing local responsnblllty for solvmg solid wast managef :
Reviewing the Solid Waste Management Plan every 5years.

4.2.1 Existing Education and Outreach Programs .

iction and reuse, recychng, and
County which serves as an

Public education and outreach programs supporting w.
organics. management actlvutles have.been ongoing in Fr §
informational clearinghouse for. solid waste actrvnty in the regional area. The County has several
educational programs aimed at youth the. I publlc and | busmesses Informatlon
about solid waste management is provide nty, website (Www.co. franklin.wa.us) -
under the Solid Waste section of the Public Works Department. Currently some bilingual
outreach materials are avarlable Addltlonal educatlo » fforts m.FrankIm County mclude the
followmg i =

° The County setsiu di _ .booths dunng communlty actlwtles such as the Benton- ,
Franklin County Fair, Franklln County’s Renewable Energy Fair, and during Earth Month
activities. The booths prese information on waste reduction and recycling, household
hazardous wastes, compo' t w to report waste dumping violations, and more.

e Speakers. are;--offered ' , tions and service clubs to share information
about Franklin County’s solid waste management and present information about the

_County’s solid waste programs

o 'Solld waste videos are made avallable to schools to educate students about waste
reduction and recychng

. Malhngs and advertisements are developed by the County to alert resndents about
upcoming solid waste education and outreach activities, such as compostlng classes
and household hazardous waste (HHW) collection.

¢ The County devel S promotlonal materials educatmg residents about waste reduction
and keeping hazardous materials out of their waste stream. The County also provides
information to residents about used anti-freeze collection, used oil collectlon and free
dump coupons.

¢ Residential composting workshops are held twice a year through the County s Master
Gardener Program. Atthe workshop, attendees leamn composting methods and are
provided with a book for further information and a composting bin. Additional workshops
designed to educate the community about waste generation, litter control, and recycling
are held during the County’s Earth Month activities and at the Renewable Energy Fair.

e A hotline that provides information on recycling in Franklin County (1-800-967-8128) and
a litter hotline to report violators (1-866-LITTER1)
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A key issue in the solid waste planning process is ensuring that these existing education and -
outreach programs are continually monitored to gauge attendance, interest, and feedback. To.
address this issue, Franklin County has a solid waste coordinator who oversees the education -
and outreach programs and makes adjustments to programs as necessary. Other duties
include distribution of materials, including a quarterly newsletter to residents within Franklin .
County, which contain educational material, programs, available workshops/seminars/public
meetings, and available resources. In addition, the County’s Solid Waste Advisory Commlttee
(SWAC) plans to make recommendations on community programmmg m the future

4.2.1.1 PUBLIC OUTREACH AND EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS o
The followmg aré recommendations for publlc outreach and educatron programs o

1. Website Improvements
Information currently is offered on Franklin County s websrte cerning solid waste and
recycling program activities. Franklin County updates its webs e as ne
developed. Continue efforts to improve the website by p iding further inf matlon about solid
waste planning in the County, including information about the SWAC. More e
information about waste reductlon and recycllng Op’ rtumtles w, Id also be adde

2. Bilingual Outreach Materials - -

.Continue addressing the communication needs of the increasing blllngual populatlon To date,
a small-amount of the recycling and solid waste information naterials are available in Spanish.
Outreach materials, such as flyers, newsletters, and the websi ould be translated into
Spanish, and disseminated along with Engl

3. Technical Assistance to Schools and Busil
This recommendatlon recognizes the need to: Teach»,schools and busmesses ‘regarding their -
ee techmcal ass:stance and waste audlts to rdentlfy

providing functional ‘wast ;and recycllng programs ylelds daily remlnders to students
of their direct impacts on the environment. Commercial sources produce a signifi icant ‘portion of
solid waste in Washlngton therefore focusrng waste reduction efforts towards the business
am asa whole‘ This approach is conslstent

lght—page section dded. near the front of the local phone book would descnbe rates,
ams, and law related to solid waste and recyclmg This effort utlhzes an exrstlng
medium to reach,every household

5. Direct Malhng Newsletter

Provide a newsletter annually or twice yearly directly to each household in the County. Content
of the newsletter would include information on recycling, waste reduction and reuse, solid and
hazardous waste disposal, littering, and other solid waste enforcement i issues.

4.3 Waste Reductlon

This section discusses exrstrng practices for waste reduction and reuse in Franklin County and
evaluates needs, opportumtres and alternatives for future waste reduction and reuse over the
planning period. :

Waste Reduction and reuse are recognized as long-term options managing solid waste. Waste

reduction, or waste prevention, is a strategy that involves altering the desrgn manufacture
Chapter 4 — October 2008 Preliminary Draft -4-3
Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan - Waste Reductlon, Reuse and Recychng




BERR

purchase, use or reuse of products and materials to decrease their volume or toxicity before
they enter the solid waste stream. Waste reduction lessens waste at its source, thus
decreasing the costs and environmental problems associated with waste collection, processing,
and disposal. These benefits make waste reduction the highest priority for management of SOlld
waste in Franklin County and Washrngton State, according to RCW 70.95. P

While RCW 70. 95 does not mention reuse as an lmportant step to solving waste management
problems, it has become an essential strategy for local planners to consider. Reuseis -
considered a waste reduction strategy because it extends the life of a product and prevents or
defers additional waste generatlon .

The following are Franklin County s waste reductron goals and objectr (consultant 1

recommendations):
 Achieve a diversion goal of 50% by 2028 (preventing waste fro entering the"w_a'Ste_
stream through waste reduction or recycling) N '
'3 Empha3|ze programs that target commercial was e diversion, such
Iarge chain stores and for agncultural process g operatlons that sp:

waste audits for -
fi cally focus on

; dlrect form of waste diversion.’
s about how individuals can mcorporate
i cussed in Sectlon 4.2.1), |t does not have

This sectlon descnbes commercnal and reS|dent|al waste reductlon program recommendatlons
based upon successful wast ,reductron ‘programs or tools that have been utilized in ‘the Region
and Stat ddition to the ommercial and residential sector recommendations descnbed
below, it is recommended that 'a sub-committee of the SWAC is created to address waste y
reduction in Franklln County o

4321 COMM'ERQI éEcroR_ (BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY)

Waste Audits
Waste audits are the key to establishing a successful source reduction program therefore it is
recommended that Franklin County provide waste audits to the commercial sector. Waste -
audits involve assessing the material flow through an institution and identifying the amount of
materials purchased used recycled and dlsposed of. Awaste audit mcludes the followmg .
steps: '

¢ Describing current purchases, use, and disposal requirements and methods

¢ Identifying amounts and types of materials generated rncludlng those to target for

source reduction S : L _ D
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e Estimating cost savings
¢ Implementing and monitoring the program

Regionally the Cities of Richland and Kennewick have provided waste audits to commercial
businesses located within their respective jurisdictions. Battelle and Flour Daniel Hanford have
provided assistance to local govemments in assessing their waste streams and reducing
pollution as a result. Currently no regional local government is providing these services to their
ratepayers. ‘ '

Selective Purchasing o : o :
Selective purchasing is another recommended strategy for source reduction. The County and
local governments can preferentially purchase products that are durable, reusable, and
repairable; buy in bulk; and avoid purchasing single-use products: They can also considera
product’s solid waste and toxicity production, recycled content packaging, resource use, and- -~
ultimate disposal. Shifting purchasing priorities toward source reduction might entail rewriting
purchasing codes and reviewing and updating material classifications based-on new product -
developments. it is recommended that Franklin County investigate selective purchasing policies
for the County and local governments. Businesses that take advantage of was 3 audits can
also be encouraged to improve purchasing processes. " :

Waste Exchanges oo : : W e ,
It is recommended that the County consider a waste exchange program that is designed to help
businesses find markets for their industrial byproducts, surplus materials, and wastes. The goal
of such a program would be to conserve energy, resources, and fandfill space by helping
businesses .and organizations find alternatives: disposal of valuable materials or wastes.

The City of Seattle’s Hazardous Waste Maﬁ%geméh Pri

tP has created a very successful
waste exchange for businesses in the state of Idaho, Oregon;'and Washington. The County
could consider partnering with.this program. Information about Seattle’s program can be found
at www.govlink.org/hazw , : S

4.3.2.2 RESIDENTIAL (RURAL
2 Good 2 Toss.Program

2good2toss.com is Washington’s online exchange for reusable building materials and
household items. The objective of the site is to facilitate the recycling and repurposing of
matefials‘and items that woulld otherwise be disposed at Washington state landfills and waste to
energy facilities, in addition to promoting an important environmental ethic.

People can post listings of items and materials they wish to get rid of or browse for those
currently available in their area. Each listing contains a description of the materials along with a
name and telephone number and any cost or delivery information. The actual exchange
transactions are carriec directly between the interested parties. Regionally the City of
Richland, Walla Walla, and Columbia Counties utilize this program for their homeowners. ltis
recommended that Franklin County investigate the feasibility of a 2 Good 2 Toss program for
the entire County. o ' o '

Disposal Bans :

It is the State’s goal that programs be established to eliminate residential or commercial yard
debris in landfill by 2012 in those areas where alternatives to disposal are readily available and
effective. This rule applies to waste generated in Washington going to landfills in the State of
Washington. Since Franklin County sends its waste to Oregon for final disposal in a landfill, this
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ban would not affect the County. However, Franklin County governments could consider
phasing out the disposal of residential or commercial yard debris in the future by establishing an
alternative to disposal such as a composting facility.

4.4 Recycling

After waste reduction, Washington State has established recycling as the next priority in solid
waste management with source separation being the preferred method of recycling. Source’
separation is defined as a means of separation for different kinds of solid waste at the place
where the waste originates. Washington State previously set a statewide goal of 50% recycling
and waste reduction by 1995; however this goal was not reached. In:1998the State recycling -
percentage was 39% and the most recent figure that was released:in October 2005 is 46%.
Although the original target goal has not yet been reached, marked:improvement in overall
recycllng is encouraglng and the goal remains at 50% This séctlon identifies a number of ways

o Reduce Franklin County solid waste stream d achreve a 50% combir
reduction and recycling rate by 2028.
Continue to expand existing recycling actrvrtles ‘within the County . o

» - Develop educational programs to promote recycllng vithin the County and lncrease '>

- public awareness of the benefits of recycling.. ‘

e Provide new opportunities for rec"y‘“f' ng so that the greatest number of citizens can -

participate and the fullest practical recyClrng otential for each qnaterial can be realized.

- 4.4.1 Past Recycling. Legislatron S
Washington State has adop leglslatlon aim increasing waste reduction and recyclrng
statewide. In 1989, the Washlngton State leglslature recognized in passing the Waste Not
Washington Act (RCW 70.95) that “considerations of natural resource limitations, energy
shortages, economics and the envrronment make necessary the development and
|mplementat|on of solrd waste recovery and/or recyclrng plans and’ programs '

es desrgnate urban and rural service areas. The minimum level of
servrce to urban areas is curbside collectron of recyclables (or-an equrvalent) The -

e Rate |ncent|Ve ay be establlshed to reflect solid waste prlorltles Thrs may rnclude
approval of a variable rate structure by the WUTC.

e The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) provrded grants to local agencres to
(1) develop and implement public information programs that promote waste reduction
and recycling, and (2) fund facilities and equipment that process or use recyclable
materials.

Other requrrements of RCwW 70. 95 are the following programs to enhance the waste reductlon
and recycling: .

- Programs for the collection of source separated materials.
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e Programs to monitor the collection of source separated waste at nonresrdentral sites,
where there is sufficient density.
Programs to collect yard waste where there are adequate markets.
Programs to educate and promote the concept of waste reduction and recycling.

4.4.2 Markets for Recyclables

The success of recycling programs in Franklin County depends on available markets for
recycled materials. The following dlscussmn summarizes regronal market condrtlons for major
desrgnated recyclable materials.

Aluminum )
Most of the aluminum collected by recycllng programs is reused the alumrnum mdustry to

remanufacture aluminum cans. Prices have remained fairly stable, and the value of alumrnum rs
generally higher than most other recyclables

Glass
Most recycling programs collect glass The price for green and brown glass h _ibeen qurte low
and in many cases the glass is taken with no payback. The market for mixed color glass is zero.
Prices paid for clear glass are relatively stable. One limiti T | '
require preliminary processing of the glass, ‘while othe
“glass mills are located in the Pacifi ic Northwest region.

Paper
Paper for recyclmg is broken down mto fo )
mixed paper and corrugated containers. Some type"’ of used paper.« can be manufactured into
various paper and paperboard products during the fi nal,f'stages of production. Products
manufactured with recycled paper can often be, marketed e:;:same as paper made from virgin
product. e, : : _

Used newspaper is usually transported to peppermllls where it is processed into an end product.
Most newspaper that |s~collected for recycling becomes new newsprint. The Pacific Northwest is
,closest one is near Spokane). The price for used -
inin ently because of the glut of newspaper

Office paper (largely computer ledger, and copy paper) is a commonly recycled commodlty
The fibers used to produce these papers usually have a higher market value than lower grade
paper. Recycled office paper.can be manufactured into a variety of paper products, mcludrng
writing paper mputer paper ‘and household paper towels. -

sually a combrnatlon of a variety of grades of paper, mcludrng colored and
paper i i§‘'used to manufacturer low-grade paper products. The market for
'oor because processrng costs are typically hlgher than the wholesale

Mixed paper is
glossy paper. Mixe
recycled mixed paper
value of the end produc

Large quantltres of corrugated cardboard are used by commercral mdustnes Like newspaper
this paper product can be recycled at several Pacific Northwest paper mills. The material is
most commonly manufactured into new corrugated containers. The market for corrugated
cardboard is stable.

Metals

Ferrous metals are those which contarn iron. The largest amount of ferrous metals recovered
from the municipal waste stream is food and beverage containers. Most of these containers are
made of steel covered by a thin layer of tin, to protect the product from rust. In order to be
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recycled, the containers must go through a de-tinning process, which results in steel that can be
reprocessed as high-grade steel. Several ferrous and tin processing centers are located in the
Northwest.

Plastics
Two types of plastic are most commonly collected for recycling, polyethylene terephatalate
(PET) and high-density polyethylene (HDPE). PET plastics are primarily used to produce
carbonated beverage containers. HDPE plastic is more rigid and cloudy colored and is used for
milk and juice containers. The largest users of recycled plastics are textile mills. The plastic is
treated to remove all impurities, and then is transformed into thin, long strands used to
manufacture polyester fiberfill for items such as jackets and sleeplng bags ‘The other major use
for plastic is in producing "plastic Iumber" or other plastlc products

Opportunttues for recycllng plastic are somewhat limited. Transportation. costs are relatively high
because the weight-to-volume ratio of plastics is so low. Very.few proce sing facilities are '
operating, and at this time the material has little, if any, economlc value. in’ many areas plastlcs
are berng stockplled waltlng for a market that will recelve ‘plastic.

Waste Oil
The opportumty to recycle waste motor oil for reu

oil at the site of collection for quantities of several hundred ga]tons or more. Opportunltles to
recycle small quant|t|es of waste oil from households and do—lt-yourselfers is qwte good

Chapter 5.
Organic Debris

tenal from trees plants, shrubs leaves, and grass. The
eprlmary products 1)compost 2) hog fuel and

g of create compost is a possrble alternative. Compost can be used
Iocally as a soil amendment, growing media, or ground cover. In the arid portion of the State,
organic matter for use in soil stabilization or land reclamation may be difficult to obtain. Yard
debris compost could fill this, need if a processing facility and the market were developed. Given
recent difficulties by the .rndustry to create a viable large-scale compost facmty private backyard
composting is one way to fill the immediate need for waste reduction of yard debris being
disposed of. However, inclusion of yard waste and organic debris from agricultural operations
could create a suﬁ' crent volume to support a reglonal composting facrllty '

Asphalt -

Asphalt waste is generated when roadway reconstruction removes exrstlng asphalt surfaces
This material is often reprocessed in new asphaltic pavement or ground and placed as roadway
granular sub-base material. There is always a market for asphaltic construction materials. -
Asphalt waste is not included in the total waste stream and no data is currently available to -
quantlfy it. '
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Modification to Designated Recyclables List

The list of designated recyclables was based on existing practices in Frankiin County and the
assumed feasibility of those practices. Future market condition and technologies may make
some materials more or less desirable from a recycling standpomt As this occurs, the list of
recyclable materials will require updating. S ‘

~ Specific circumstances that would prompt inclusion of an additional item would include local
markets expanding their list of accepted items based on new uses for matenals and
technologles developing to increase demand.

& collected; reduction in
ation. This is often the
ckpiling to accumulate

One common condition that wouid prompt deletion of an item is,
market causes the material to be stockpiled to wait out market flu
situation when the market value of the material drops substantially.
suffi clent quantlty for cost effective transportatlon is antici ted

4.4. 3 Exlstmg Recycling Servuces in Franklm County

- Alarge pomon of the wastes that are generated in the County can be recycled mt édstock for
- new product manufacturing. To date, Franklin County’s’ recycllng programs have focused on
“those materials that are cost effective to separate from the waste stream. As a result, the

. County’s recycling programs have saved tens of thousands of dollars for ratepayers over the
last 14 years. In addition, the development of recycling programs |n Franklin County has
created jobs which have benefited the local- economy -

4.4.3.1 BASIN RECYCLING, INC.

Basin Recycling, Inc. (BRI) is a division of Columbla Basm L C and provides the most diverse
recycling operation in Franklin County Its main facilities are in Pasco at 1721 Dietrich Road.
BRI offers urban and rural residents the infrastructure to recycle. These residents are provided
a drop box (30 yard oontalner) program for these ltems

¢ Mixed Paper: Corrugated Cardboard Catalogues Chip/paperboard, Computer paper
Magazine, Newspaper, Off ice Pack, Phonebook White ledger
Glass: Clear:and Brown:
Metals: Aluminum and Tln :

° ’fPlastlcs (Only accepted at Basm Recycllng in Pasco) which are 1PET-bottle and
2HDPE natural bottlef]ug

BRI also provrdes commercial cardboard and paper coliection to businesses that request this
service. For the recycling programs established in Franklin County BRI ships fully loaded
containers of recyclaples to a processing center at no charge.

Curbside recycling has:_;n‘othistorically been economically feasible in Franklin County and
therefore is not provided in Franklin County.

BRI also operates a buy back center at their recycling facility on Dietrich Road in Pasco. A buy-
back center is a facility that buys recyclable material from the public. There are many types of
buy-back centers, ranging from those that purchase only aluminum to those that purchase a full
range of recyclable materials. Operators of traditional buy-back centers usually pay a
percentage of the market price for the recyclable materials, which they then process, transport,
and sell to manufacturers or other end users. The materials that are accepted for a cash
consideration at BDI's buy-back center are: metals (aluminum and tin) and paper (cardboard).
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As commodity markets change, the prices paid to those bringing material changes. These
materials are collected and transported to markets within the State of Washington.

Table 4-1 summarizes information about operations of recyclers in Franklin County that aocept
materials from the public. The information contained in the table is subject to change. The
public should call the specific recycler ahead for current information prior to going to the
recycler. A complete list of Commercial and Residential recycling services for Frankiin County
are listed in Appendix C and can be found at http://1800recycle.wa.gov.

4.4.3.2 SUPPORT FOR PRIVATE RECYCLING EFFORTS

Support for private recycling is enhanced by the Franklin County solid‘waste coordinator,
discussed in Section 4.2.1. The coordinator has been the focal n for publlc education by
coordinating activities such as conducting public meetings, s ams, surveys, and
public service announcements. _
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‘Operatio

9:00 to 5:00

Basin Recycling, Inc (Pasco) Drop Box | (Mon. - Sat) X X X
City of Kahlotus (City Hall) Drop Box | 24 Hours. X X 5
City of Connell ( Fire Station) Drop Box :| 24 Hours X X
City of Connell ( Connell Park Estates) Drop Off | 24 Hours’ X
City of Mesa (Mesa Grocery) Drop Box | 24 Hours X
City of Mesa (Mesa Post Office) Drop Off | 24 Hours 5 X
City of Pasco Sites: C '
Pasco Senior Center Drop Box | 24 Hours | =X
Georges Ranch House Drop Box | 24 Hours:' | X ‘
Grigg's Dept. Store Drop Box | 24 Hours X
‘Memorial Pool - Drop Box | 24 Hours X T
Riverview Plaza Drop Box |24 How X.
Road 48 Soccer Field | Drop Box X o
Columbia Valley Grange Drop Box . X X
McLaughlin Middle School Drop Box X
Food Pavilion - | Drop:Box | 24 Hours p;
Maya Angelo Elementary School Drop-Box 7|24 Hours X :
Ochoa Middle School Drop Box | 24 Houirs- | X
| 8:001405:00;
Schuck's Auto Supply Drop Off | (Sun.—Sat)" X
Unincorporated Franklin County Sltes : kB =
Basin City (Corner of R 170 & Glade North : ,
Road) . Drop Box | 24 Hours X
Basin City (Paul's Mini Mart) Drop Off | 24 Hours X
Merrill's Corner (Grays Farm Repau) | 'Drop-Off. | 24 Hours X
Eltopia (MernlL Ci

Rd)

Drop Box

24 Hours

1. Mixed Paper_mcludes corrugated cardboard,’

pack, phoné'books, and white ledger paper.
Glass: Brown glass and clear glass.
Metals: Aluminum and tin cans.

talogues, chip/paperboard, computer paper, magazines, newspaper, office

2. Plastics include 1 PET bottles and 2 HDPE—natural bottle/jug

3. HHW: Household Hazardous Wastes

4. Electronics include computer monitors, computers TVs, and other electronic equipment.

There are additional businesses that accept rhétérial for reCycIing in'Franinn County. The
majority of this material is asphalt/concrete, cardboard, topsoil, and wood. In Table 4-2 the
material collected for recycling and diversion is reported from 45 businesses within and outside

of Franklin County.
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in Franklin County

“Reported"l a enalsﬁCo ected for ecycling

Ii;pc;te “Matena
in Franklin County

In 2005, the Department of 'Ecology report

Tons Tons ,

Fluorescent light bulbs 2.34 | Antifreeze 55.18,
Used Oil 3,068.60 | Household batteries 0.24
Vehicle batteries 351.01 | Oil filters 26.95
Aluminum cans 127.18 | Donated food : 2.00.
Container glass 77.59 | Re-used household |tems 12.84 -
Corrugated paper 5,801.05 | Tires-retread 0.50 | .
Ferrous metals 1,899.91 | Food processing waste - 3,079.00 |
HDPE plastics 10.00 Asphalt/cbnéreté"" , . 47,263.50

| High grade paper 147.84 Carpet or pad 279,
LDPE plastics 26.83 352865
Mixed paper 57.87 "183.00 |
Newspaper 1,195.55 |
Nonferrous metals ‘
Pet bottles
Tin cans
Textiles
Photographic films
Tires
White goods daes. .
Wood ~.2.10,635.00
Food waste . 372.59 -
TOTALS 25,349.0 - 54,152.50

“’"'.followmg information generated in Franklin

County. The source of the information is from two reports (Ecology 2005 Disposal Report and
2005 Franklin County Recyclmg Sturvey). From these tables the following diversion, recycling,
disposal and generation rates can be calculated using the 2005 Office of Financial Management
population: number of 60, 500 for Franklin County. v

rn’f‘-County Solid Was

Tons Reported
MSW (Landf Iled) 68,037.4
C & D (Reported at Transfer Station Landfi Iled) 989.1
Recycled 25,349.0
Diverted 54,152.5
Total Tons Generated 148,528.0
¢ Diversion is 54 %
Tons diverted and recycled 79.502
Tons generated (All) 148,528
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¢ Recycling is 27 %

Tons recycled 25,139
Tons generated 94,186
(MSW + C&D + Recycled)

e 2005 (OFM) Population 60,500

Disposal Rate = 6.25 Ib/day/person
Recycled Rate = 2.30 Ib/day/person
Diverted Rate - = - 4.90 Ib/day/person
Generation Rate = 13.45 Ib/day/person

‘These numbers are for the year 2005. They are the most ;t’;urré t and accurately reported from
_Ecology and the OFM. : st T R S e

4.4.3.3 COMPOSTING SERVICES

. As discussed in Section 4.2.1, for over ten years Franklin County has offered its residents a
.composting workshop twice a year called the Master Gardener Program. The program
educates attendees about composting ar ides them with a com osting bin. .

4.4.4 Recycling Program Recommendatio

To increase recycling, Franklin County must address and'decide on t'heyt—ypes of ';méteriéls
targeted for recycling, specific collection programs needed for recyclables, levels of public
service and assistance that may be necessary, methods for increasing participation, and

policies or ordinances n qded to support and direct the desired recycling activity.

4.4.41 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING

6 of the total waste stream in Washington State originates
s, in 2005, Franklin County generated approximately .. -
v ntial sources. 27% of this waste was recycled and
landfills. This sector represents the greatest opportunity for
sidential recyclables will greatly increase the quantity of

e stream. Three primary collection methods are curbside

i 1980, oology estmated ha
from residential sources. Based or

back c:entgré.: o

The residential sources.are located in urban and rural areas that have different service level .

( g systems, population density, type of dwellings, and distance to markets
are key considerations: Rural areas are typically best served by a system of drop-boxes or buy-
back centers. Urban areas are candidates for curbside collection when feasible for single-family
urban residences, and small multi-family units. Larger apartment buildings or multi-family units
are best served by recycling bins. Materials that have the greatest potential for increased -
residential recycling are clear glass, tin cans, aluminum, ‘newsprint, plastics, and yard debris.

The Washington State Solid Waste Management Plan assumes that an urban area is any city
with 25,000 or more inhabitants or any county with a population density of greater than 101 .
persons per square mile. Franklin County's population density is approximately 8.62 persons
per square mile while Pasco, the largest city in the County, had approximately 50,000 .
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inhabitants as of 2006. Using this data, Franklin County determined that Pasco should be
designated as urban area and the rest of the County should be considered rural for the purpose
of solid waste planning.

Curbside Recycling

Curbside recycling collects recyclables directly from each residence. In the past, the scales of
economics, distance to market place, and unstable commodity markets have affected the ability
of a successful curbside program developing in Pasco, which based on population, is the only
candidate for curbside collection in Frankfin County.

There are two general types of residential curbside collection: co-mingled and source- -
separated. Co-mingled collection allows the resident to place all recyclable items in one
container, while source-separated collection requires residents to separate material by type, and
place each type in a separate container. Curbside collection of: recyclables can be :
accomplished during the normal solid waste pickup by attaching specnal containers for
recyclables to the standard collection truck. This approach provrdes the most cost effective
curbside collection for Pasco. :

To develop a successful curbside recycling program in the future it is recomm ded,that the
County:

¢ Weigh the benefits and drawbacks of pursuing :
drop-box centers in Pasco

specifically the fea5|b|I|ty of curbsid
Conduct a communlty survey for Pas

o lIfthereis commumty interest create a pllot cufbsude recycllng program in Pasco and
fully implement the program ‘when it is cost effectlve to do so.

ection 4 4 drop-box centers are currently used throughout Pasco
and in Kahlotus, '_Mesa and Connell (see Table 4-1). For the smaller communities of Franklin
County, the drop-box is the most viable concept for collecting recyclables. Because of the small
population, it may require a Iong period of time to fill containers with a quantity large enough to
support the long transportation cost to‘market. These centers can be un-staffed and are -
inexpensive to set-up recommended that the County maintain its current drop-box centers
and open-new centers‘as necessary, especrally in the Clty of Pasco wh|ch is the Clty s Iargest
populatlon center. '

The County should also consnder the expansron of thelr drop-boxes to more locatlons in towns
and unincorporated areas of Franklin County. Presently, there are seven inactive facilities in
Frankiin County, which were originally constructed and operated as solid waste drop-box
stations. An option is to convert these facilities into drop-box centers for recyclables. The
locations most suited for conversion would be those located in remote areas of the County, for
- municipalities with established recycling programs already in place that are capable of handhng
surrounding area recycling needs (i.e. Mesa, Kahlotus, and Connell)
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The cost to open and operate some rural drop-off facilities outside of those already established
in Mesa, Kahlotus, and Connell, will probably greatly exceed the value of the recyclables
collected since only a very small population will be served by each. A more cost effective
approach for unincorporated area residents may be to establish public education programs
targeting these residents to utilize drop-off facilities located at each of their respective nearby
towns that have drop-off facilifies. Rural residents routinely make trips info nearby towns for
retail trade, social, and public education purposes. Transport of recyclables to an in-town drop-
box facility could be of equal or perhaps greater convenience than traveling to a rural site with
more limited operating hours. o

Lastly, iIIeg-a“I: dumping problems occur any time drop-box centers are :':jﬁérgyéd unattended.
Buy-Back Center - o . S - SN

As discussed in Section 4.4.4.1, BRI operates a buy-back centerin-Pasco. ‘A buy-back center is
a facility that buys recyclable material from the public. It is recommended that Franklin County
continue to support the operation of this-buy-back center.: & - S e N

4.4.42 COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL SECTOR R CYCLING -

The commercial/industrial recycling potential repre a major opportunity to incre _
recycling levels. In 2005, according to BDI data, approx y 55% of the total waste stream
disposed in Frankiin County originated from these sources. A significant percentage of this
waste is recyclable. To increase the amount of commercial and industrial recycling, waste
generators must be made aware of the importance of waste recycling. Public education and
waste audit programs could comprise this trainil B '

recycling in the commercial and

Materials that have the greatest potential for incre _
lixed paper, plastics, and organic

industrial waste stream are ferrous metals, corrug
wastes. o -

al/industrial source generators to develop recycling
_ , 2 _ s. If curbside recycling is implemented,
businesses should be required to participate. Industry and large generators of recyclables -
generally have program recycle materials. This is often done through a private

A number of.commercial/indust
businesses could perform source separation of recyclables. Recyclables could be delivered to a
private recycler or to a drop box facility for recyclables located either at the self-haul rural -

locations or at the transfer station.

Small businesses typically have a large percentage of their waste stream as recyclable material,
but the quantity is too small to attract a private recycler. Implement programs to encourage -
source separation of recyclables coupled with long term storage to increase the quantity for
pickup. Large quantities will enable private recyclers to provide pickup services. Another
concept could involve pooling recyclables of nearby small businesses together to enhance the
quantity. Materials typically produced by small businesses include mixed paper, corrugated
cardboard, and plastics. _ o
Mixed Waste Recycling o : : -
Mixed waste processing is a process to recover recyclabies from mixed dry municipal waste. -
This process typically requires a large volume of waste to justify a substantial capital investment
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in sorting facilities. The quality of the recovered matenals is generally not as high as in the-
source separation method. : -

Recovery of recyclables from mixed waste is performed at an intermediate processing facllrty
Processing facilities can range from simple systems consisting of a few conveyor belts with
hand picking stations, to complex and capital intensive systems that use state-of-the art
machinery which automatically separates and sorts several grades of recyclables. Typically
paper, metals, and plastics are recovered. The facilities can be located within the collectlon -
area, at transfer points or at landfills.

Another concept for mixed waste recovery of recyclables is separate collectlon routrng A
separate collection program involves identifying businesses that generate similar recyclables
and then establishing routes that would collect only similar materials. For example, banks,
insurance companies, and legal services, throw away a large volume;o mixed paper, whereas
restaurants and hotels dispose of large volumes of glass and-cardboard:-Collecting only from.
specific businesses with similar waste streams can generate recyclable richloads. Separate
collection involves identifying businesses in an area with similar waste streams, arranging for
pickup, and perhaps establishing a collection route. l‘ocal jurisdictions could. partrmpate in this
effort or encourage local recyclers to provide the servi ’
established the collected material is relatively uniform ,
the recyclables and reduces the amount of separatlon ths
processing facmty

4.4.4.3 FOOD WASTE COMPOSTING
Estimates (Ecology & Yaklma) that approx

y *out the potential contamlnatlon
rcrpal solid waste

implemented in Pasco fo
curbside colle
from comm

or S|m|Iar organlc matter eing generatéd by the Food' Processmg mdustry A major portlon of
this material is already being collected and recycled as cattle feed or as soil amendments.
Thereis a potentlal for a portion of this waste to reach the municipal solid waste system and
impact disposal:requirements: A waste audit of food processing mdustnes would further quantify
any sources of food wastes entenng the solid waste stream.

Because separate collectlon and central processing of food waste is a capital-intensive
approach itis belleved that the most vrable plan to compost and utilize food waste is for an on-
site program < : . . : : : ST

4.4.4.4 YARD WASTE COMPOSTING RECOMMENDATIONS

As discussed in Section 4.4.4. 3, Frankiin County has offered its residents a compostrng
workshop twice a year called the Master Gardener Program and the City of Mesa offers a small
yard waste composrng facility for its residents... It is recommended that these programs are
continued, using the Mesa program as an example for small cities in the County, and that the -
County expands yard waste composting programs beyond these workshops in Chapter 3.5 of
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the Plan, there is a graphical and tonnage numbers to suggest that yard waste has a significant
effect on the waste stream. :

As with other recycling efforts, implementing educational programs, providing incentives, and
developing markets for the end product are the primary methods for boosting yard waste
composting. Technology involved includes backyard composting for reuse on the site of
generation as a means of waste reduction and curbside or drop-box collection with processrng
at a central composting facility for other markets.

The most effective way to establish a regional composting facility is to through a publlc-prlvate
partnership between Frankiin County, local cities and the Franchised Hauler. A facility could be
constructed and operated through a.combination of grants and private investment. Sufficient
volume to support the operation could be developed through establishing convenient curbside
and/or drop-box collection and special programs for commercral -and agricultural waste
collection. :

Rate mcentlves could encourage residents and businesses to brlng their yard waste to a
processing facility.  Franklin County could partner with neighboring cities and counties to
propose a more economically feasible regional composting facility. The composting facility
operators could charge less than a transfer station or fandfill for disposal. Another form of
compensation would be to give individuals who separate‘their yard waste a credit slip that
entitles them to free compost. Because of the high capital costs involved to separately collect
and then process yard waste in a central fa ili |t is belleved that backyard compostlng and on-
site utilization is the most viable alternative S

Collection of yard wastes for processing at a‘cen ral-composting fabl |ty could be established
through a drop-off system or implementing separate curbside collection if feasible. A drop-off
system would require generators to take baggedﬂor loose waste directly to composting facilities,
existing solid waste facilities such as the landfill 'or transfer stations, or other sites set up
expressly to collect yard-debris. A separate curbside system would.provide collection services to
pickup yard debris dlrectly from the waste generator: :Equipment for collection might involve
dump trucks, compactors or vacutim:trucks to effi ciently load loose debris. Collection frequency
might vary from:weekly in the summer to: monthly during winter periods. Drop-off systems are
less convenient than: curb3|de collectlon alternatives. With a good public education program,
however, households will | dro : s for their yard debns |f curbside collectron is not
fea3|ble ‘

The easrest /ard waste compostmg programs to |mplement are backyard operatrons that require
n6 capital outlay, when done properly. It does require a high degree of training of the
public for awareness. Other drawbacks include potentlal odor generation on site and space
requirements on ‘each home site to conduct the processing. Composting would require a

significant amount of public education.

4.5 Summary of Recommendations
Public Education and Outreach Recommendations -
« Expand development of bilingual outreach materials
¢ Mail a newsletter directly to residents with information about solid was planning and
educational information

¢ Develop a phone book section insert that explains rates, facilities, programs, and laws
related to solid waste and recycling
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« Continue to improve the Franklin County website with mformatron about solid waste and
recycling programs :
¢ Provide technical assistance to schools and businesses

Waste Reduction Recommendations

e Create a sub-committee of the SWAC to address waste reductron in Franklin County
Target the commercial sector for waste audits
Investigate selective purchasing policies for the County and -local governments
Partner with a commercial waste exchange program such as City of Seattle’s program.
Investigate the feasibility of a 2 Good 2 Toss program for Franklin County - :
Consider phasing out the disposal of residential or commerclal ard:debris in the future
by establishing an alternative to dlsposal such as a com ost g facrlrty :

Recycling Recommendations
e Curbside Recycling :
o Compare a curbsrde recycllng program versus expandlng drop-box centers in
- Pasco. ' ‘
o <Createa sub—commlttee of the SWA!
~County, with the preference of-utilizin
establish such :a program if determined- : SRS
o = Conduct-a:community surveyfor Pasco to:gauge interest in: curbS|de recyclrng
o..:.Expand recycling education :programs to increase. mterest in.a: curbsrde recycllng
.~ program.
o Investigate creating a pllot
Boundary.

at addresses curbsrde clrng in. the

e ' cycllng prog |n' Urban Growth

e Drop-Box Centers == ' T * 8
‘ o -Maintain its-current drop-box centers and open new centers as necessary
o Considerthe expansion of their-drop-boxes to more locations in towns and |
' unrncorporated areas_j of Franklin County or establish public education programs
targeting’ these reside ts to utilize drop-off facilities located at each of thelr
' have drop-off facilities . -
‘op-box centers, including maklng each site - -
tin:nature through asphalt, curblng, and fencrng e

Encourage co.“ ! erC|aI and industrial operatlons to compost organlc wastes v

inesses that haul their own waste to disposal facilities could perform source
separation of recyclables and then deliver to a private recycler ortoa drop-box
facility - 7

o Implement programs to encourage source separatlon of recyclables at small
businesses coupled with long term storage to increase the quantity for pickup.
Consider pooling recyclables of nearby small businesses together to mcrease the
quantity

o Consider separate collection routing (identifying businesses that generate similar

recyclables and then establishing routes that would collect only similar materials)

» Food Waste Composting — Encourage on-site food waste composting by the food
processing }industry.
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e Yard Waste Composting

(o]

o]

Solid Waste Diversion in Franklin County

Continue the Master Gardener Program and use the Mesa composting program
as an example for smali cities in the County

Conduct a feasibility study to evaluate the potential of developing a regional
composting facility through a public-private partnership and utilizing the benefits
of the regulated solid waste system within the State, and to develop such a
facility if determined to be feasible

Consider rate incentives to encourage residents and businesses to bring their
yard waste to a central processing facility

Consider partnering with neighboring cities and counties:to propose a more
economically feasible regional composting facility ..

implement backyard yard composting programs op ; atlons that require little
capital outlay

Maintain the existing 50+ percent rate of dlvertlng material from entering the

o]
landfill by supporting the sustalnablllty of the pnvate sectors busmesses ability to
provide excellent diversion programs... Sk
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5.0 Moderate‘ Risk Waste
5.1 Introduction

The term "moderate risk waste” (MRW) refers to household waste with hazardous
characteristics, and hazardous waste from businesses which do not generate more than 220
pounds of dangerous waste in any one-month or batch, or 2.2 pounds of extremely hazardous
waste in any one month or batch, or accumulate more than 2,200 pounds at any one time.
MRW can be hazardous to human health, wildlife, or the environment, but it is conditionally (or
categorically) exempt from the State’s Dangerous Waste Regulations, Chapter 173-303 WAC.
MRW includes hazardous (toxic, corrosive, flammable, and reactiv astes generated by
households (HHW) and by businesses which generate only limited g ities of hazardous
waste (referred to as small quantity generators or SQGs). Common examples of MRW include
paint, pesticides, solvents, antifreeze, cleaners, drain opener, and hobby chemicals. Moderate
risk waste has been specifically defined by RCW 70.105.010 (17) to mean:™ -

¢ Any waste that exhibits any of the properties ib.f hazardous waste but is efémpt from
regulation under RCE 70.105, solely because the waste is generated in quantities below
the threshold for regulation. L o

e Any household wastes that are vgfgenera't-ed from the disposal of substéhces identified by

the department as hazardous household substances

RCW 70.105.220 requires all local governments to implement moderate risk waste plans. This
Chapter updates the County’s previous plan, which was:developed jointly in 1992 with Benton
County, and its subsequent updates. The 1999 guidance manual from the Washington State
Department of Ecology requires that MRW plans have the following elements:

« Household and public education
e HHWcollecion”

» Business technical assistance..

+ Business collection assistance

. 1Eﬁforcement

This section summarizes the Federal and State plans and regulations that govern or affect
management of HHW and S@G hazardous waste and notes, purely for information, Federal and
State regulation of certain generators, transporters, treatment and storage facilities, and sites
related to hazardous wastes. These generators, transporters, treatment and storage facilities,
and sites do not fall under the authority of this plan. ' o ‘

5.2.1 Beyond Waste Plan

As discussed in Chapter 4, Frankliin County is guided by Ecology’s Beyond Waste Plan (2004),
which presents a long-term strategy for systematically eliminating wastes and the use of toxic
substances. The vision statement from “Beyond Waste” says “We can transition to a society
where waste is viewed as inefficient, and where most wastes and toxic substances have been
eliminated. This will contribute to economic, social and environmental vitality.” This involves
reducing small volume hazardous materials and wastes.
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The major goal of the Beyond Waste initiative is to accelerate progress toward eliminating the
risks associated with products containing hazardous substances. Specifically these products

and substances are used in households and in relatively small quantities by businesses.

Reducing risks from these wastes and products involves more than ensuring safe handling and

disposal. It also means increasing MRW recycling and reducing the use of hazardous -

substances in products. Reducing toxicity and waste associated with products and services, -

and managing products at the end of their life, are solutions that need contributions from -
industry, manufacturers, retailers, and consumers. Three reasons to support this goaI are:

1. MRW affects everyone

2. The current management system may not affordable for the

3. Many opportunities exist today that will quickly allow reduc
elrmrnatron of the risks associated with these products Y

There are ten specrf c.actions outlrned in the 30 year goals for maII-VoI _ Hazardous

Materials users (MRW and SQG). These are: -
1. Prioritize substances to pursue

Reduce threats from mercury

Reduce threats from Po|ybrom|nated Diphenyi Ethers :(PBDEs)

and risk L :
9. Fully |mp|ement |oca| hazardous waste plans
10. Ensure faciliti es handlrng MRW are |n complrance with environmental laws and

5.2.2 Federal Regulatrons |

. Resource Conservatlon and Recovery Act (RCRA), passed in 1976, is the primary

Ensure MRW and hazardous substances are managed accordrng to hazards toxrcrty

|n wastes generated and

federal’ Iegrslatlon addressing solid and hazardous waste management. RCRA provides

minimizi ng publrc health threats and contamrnatron caused by these -
wastes. ) ,

ive framework for managing solid and hazardous waste with the intent.of

e Universal Waste Rule, adopted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1995

streamlines regulatron of certain hazardous wastes, including specific battery types,

pesticides, and mercury-bearing thermostats.

¢ Clean Air Act regulates air pollutant emissions, establrshrng standards of perfonnance

for new municipal solid waste landfills and emission guidelines for exrstrng landfills.

¢« Mercury-Containing and Rechargeable Battery Management Legislation, passed in

May 19986, regulates the labeling of batteries; use of rechargeable batteries and used

nickel-cadmium batteries, and prohibits the sale of mercury batteries.
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¢ Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), also known as Superfund, provides for the cleanup of sites contaminated by
hazardous waste. ‘ ,

e Superfund Amendments and Reauthonzaﬂon Act (SARA) was passed in 1986
SARA Title Ill, the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, established
requirements related to emergency planning notification, emergency release notification,
and reporting of chemical releases by industry for community right-to-know information.

o Clean Water Act regulates discharges to waters through: (a) the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), a permit program and:(b) pretreatment
standards that regulate drscharge to publicly owned waste ter treatment facrlltles

¢ Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. {F A:_RA) regulates the

manufacture, use, appllcatlon and dlsposal of pestrcrdes

Y ials Uniform
wastes

o Hazardous Materials Transportatlon Act and th'"' : Hazardous
Safety Act regulates the transportation of hazardous matenals lnclu

¢ Transportation Uniform Safety Act regulates the transportation of haza ous-
materials, including wastes. :

¢ Safe Drinking Water Act sets maximum contamlnant'-:levels for dnnklng water supplles
including surface and groundwater sources.

 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) regulates the manufacture drstnbutlon use "
processmg and dlsposal of chemlcal substances and mixtures: posmg unreasonable s

solid waste handlrng and , lsbosa This: Iaw requires the development ofa statewrde -
solid waste management plan and local solid waste management plans. It also requires
the establishment fmmlmumf nctlonal standards for solid waste handlrng and drsposal

. Hazardous Waste Management Act (HWMA) regulates the transportatlon treatment
storage, and dlsposal of hazardous waste. This statute establishes a waste
management hierarchy, with waste prevention and recycling as the highest priority
management options and land disposal as the last option. The HWMA also defines
MRW and requires local hazardous waste (MRW) plans and their implementation.

¢ Dangerous Waste Regulations, WAC 173-303, address the designation of dangerous
wastes and requirements for generators, transporters, and facilities handling or
managing these wastes.

¢ Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA), RCW 70.105D, provides for the identification and
cleanup of hazardous waste sites in Washington State. The act assigns liability to certain
parties for damages to the environment and human health, provides enforcement
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authority for the Department of Ecology (Ecology), and establishes penalties for fallure fo
comply with-Ecology's orders.

e Used Oil Recycling Act, RCW 70.95, requires local hazardous waste management
plans to.include a used oil recycling element. This element must address methods to
achieve the 80% household or "Do-lt-Yoursetfer" used oil recycling goal established in
the Act.. :

. Transportatlon Regulatlons Washington State Department of Transportation (WDOT)
which adopted Federal DOT regulations, requires hazardous waste transporters to take
a hazardous materials shipping and transportation safety cours

e Health and Safety Regulatlons The Washlngton Industnai Safety ‘and Health Act
(WISHA), adopted from the Federal Occupational Safety. jealth Act (OSHA);
governs exposures to hazardous chemicals “WISHA rec -employers to provide

ow" laws to their

e Washington Pesticide Control Act, authon’z
- Agriculture (WSDA) to regulate the distribution, -

and dlsposal of pest|c1des

5.3 Other Counties'/ Reg|of”alﬁ :MRw Programs

HHW.is handled by a variety of means in of
programs in Eastern Washington and alongthe C sia.River is provided in Table 5-1:
most counties there is no cost for MRW collection, however helan County asks for a per
vehicle donation at collection events to partlally off—set the program s expense. Depending
upon the level of service prowde " y each county collection is centered in fixed facilities,
mobile facilities, or at collection events. Some counties provide all three methods of collection.
All counties have developed vano mformatlonal and educational materials to provide their
resndents Most: lnformatlon" ddiscusses waste reductlon by using less hazardous

In

Ecology’s Coordmated Preventlon Grant (CPG) fundmg for the match element of a county’s
grant does not aliow for dlsposal costs to be pald However a county SWAC upon agreement
can pay for SQG dlsposal costs . ‘
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v County ‘ ; ssistal
Spokane Web Site 3 _ Fixed Facilities >mm_m8=oo <_m: | Monthly one day OoEuQ Health Umuﬁ
(Waste to Energy | Brochures 7 days week Call " | Pay disposal cost and Spokane County
Facility) Media Exposure 7:am — 4:30 pm i DPW
Cost=$0
Grant Web Site Fixed Facility Informational County Health Dept.
Brochures 3 — Collection events assistance for .. and Grant County
‘Bi-annual news letter Cost = $0 collection DPW
Yakima Web Site 3 Facilities | Same as HHW County Health Dept.
Brochures Used Oil (23 sites) assistance an Used Oil (23 sites) and Yakima County
, information: DPW
Cost = $0 Cost=3$0
Benton Web Site Fixed Facility | Pay disposal cost County Health Dept.
Brochures and Benton County
DPW
Clark Web Site - | Fixed Facilities Assistance Visit Informational County Health Dept.
Brochures 1 Oo__oosos Events Call assistance only, no and Clark County
, o collection services DPW .
noted
Walla Walla Call WW Public Informational County Health Dept.
Works Dept. assistance for and Walla Walla*
- u collection - County DPW
County wide
Collection Events
Including seniors &
disabled
Cost = $0
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SR Revionad
Count du tanc inforcement
Klickitat Web Site 3 Fixed Facilities Call Informational County Health Dept.
Brochures Cost=$0 assistance for and Klickitat County
L | .collection DPW
Chelan Web Site Oo__oosos Events Call Call to apply and ' County Health Dept.
Brochures T N register for a fall and Chelan County
_ Cost = $0 (Ask for a event (Yearly) and pay | DPW o
donation of $3 vehicle for disposal ‘costs
to defray some costs) _
Douglas Web Site Collection Events Yearly event County Health Dept.
Brochures e Call to qualify and and Douglas County
‘ pay for disposal costs | DPW ‘
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5.4 Past MRW Management in Franklin County

In 1990, the Benton-Franklin Regional Council contracted with the consulting firm Parametrix,
Inc. to provide a comprehensive MRW Plan for Benton and Franklin Counties combined. The
report was finished and accepted by the local jurisdictions of both Counties in 1992. Later that
year, however, the two Counties :could not agree on citing and funding a permanent MRW
facility. Subsequently, the following year in Benton County, the governmental entities of -
Richland, Kennewick, and Benton County signed their own Interlocal Agreement for Household
Hazardous Waste Program. Frankiin County continued using the MRW _plan until 1995 when
the County and BDI put forth a concerted effort to provide a new MRW ; program. This resulted
in a revision of the MRW Plan, for which a State Environmental Pohcy Act (SEPA) review was
completed in March of 1996. The County and the Cities of Pasco, Mesa, Kalhotus, and Connell
did not formally adopt the updated 1995 MRW plan, therefore the prewous plan from 1992
stayed in effect.

In 1996, a permanent MRW facility was built on Dietrich Road in Pasco Wth was funded by a
.charge on Pasco residents’ garbage bill. This facility has the required financial for closure
and an agreement for funding the facility, which states that BDI pays for the yearly . eration
and maintenance and Franklin County pays for the dlsposal costs of the material collected.
Educational efforts, which previously consisted of brochures; were expanded to make the
community aware of this facility. The County Health Department was responsible for the
enforcement and overS|ght of the facuhty and the entire MRW program as it is today.

5.5 Current MRW Program L

5. 5 1 Household and P bl Educatlon '

HHW educatlon is an |mpo : thod used to »omote wasfe reduchon and recycllng, a major '
waste management pnonty in the onglnal MRW Plan There i is ongoing lmprovement of public

Waste reduction i
wastes. Waste

e Educational brochures (handouts in English and Spanlsh)

e Website (http: /lwww co.franklin.wa.us) containing HHW information

e Providing information at special events Ilke PUD Energy Fair and Benton-Franklin
County Fair

Chapter § ~August 2008 Pre-Final Draft e _ -5-7
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5.5.2 HHW Collection Program
5.5.2.1 Fixed Collection Facility

As explained in Section 5. 4, Franklin County has a fixed collection facmty where residents may
drop off HHW. The facility is located at 1721 Dietrich Road in Pasco. It is open Monday
through Friday from 10 amto 3 pm or by appomtment by calllng (509) 547-2088.

The following items are accepted at the facnhty

. Pamt (oil and latex) o s Motor Oil

¢ Wood preservativee and stains e G
e Adhesives and glues R
o Cleanmg agents

e Transmission and brake ﬂmd
o PestICIdes

. Pollshes

participation level. Tables 5-
collected at the facm ot

2002 5,075 -
s 2003 i 1245 o o] 129
e 200400 5,524 - = | L 129 |
..2005 4,394 -0 123
2006 2,706 . 276 158
1. Employee costs were paid by BDI for all years . .
2. Dash indicates no information is available
Chapter 5 -August 2008 Pre-Final Draft S o -5-8
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Antifreeze ,20 Recycled
Acids/Bases 167 Treated/Solid Waste LF .
Batteries 18,000 Recycled
Pesticides 301 Other (Incineration)
Other — adhesives 1,350 Energy Recovery
Other — aerosol/pesticides 67 Other (Incineration)

1. Physical, chemical, or biological treatment prior to land filling

Acids , Treated/ Sohd Waste LE
Batteries 18,720 Recycled . :
Qil based paint 1,430 ~ Energy Recovery
Oxidizers 163 | Treated/Solid Waste LF
Pesticides “-:Other (Incineration)
Other-adhesives - Energy Recovery
Other-aerosol/non pesticide - Energy Recovery
Other—aerosol/pestlmde Other (Incineration)

Acids 501 Treated/Sohd Waste LFl
Bases 67 Energy Recovery
Batteries 320 Recycled

Qil based paint 917 Energy Recovery

Oil based contaminated pamt 1,376 Energy Recovery
Oxidizers - 326 Treated/Solid Waste LF” - -
Pesticides/Poison L1qu1d 902 Other (Incineration)
Other-adhesives:.. 450 Energy Recovery

1. Physical, chemlcal ; \blologlcal treatment prior to land filling

Bases (aerosol cans) 67 Energy Recovery

Batteries 20,055 Recycled

Oil Based Paint 1,376 Energy Recovery

Pesticide/Poison 151 Other (Incineration)
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Acids 84 Treated/Solid Waste LF
Acids (aerosol cans) 67 Energy Recovery
Bases 84 Treated/Solid Waste LF’
Bases (aerosol cans) : 67 Energy Recovery
Oil based paint 4,127 Energy Recovery
Other Dangerous Waste - 450 Energy Recovery
Pesticide/Poison 751 Hazardous waste facility

1. Physical, chemical, or biological treatment prior to land filling -

5.5.2. 2 Used Oil, Antl-freeze, and Crushed Oil Filter Coll_ oh in Frar klin County

0 “prowde for filter .dlspos;al'
cians bring the used filters to the
arrel.

because people: often Ieave them at collection 5|tes. Oil tec
FCDPW shop where they.are crushed and putinto a 55 gal

collect MRW for- dlsposal Recent collection events were held in 2006 and 2007. Table 5-9
shows the costs of these events and the number of participants and Tables 5-10 and 5-11
provide the amount of MRW collected each year.

2006 . 650 ~ 860 450 1,960 13 .
3007 650 1,140 540 2,330 24
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Anti-freeze 162 Recycled

Bases 20 | Hazardous Waste Facility

Batteries 800 Recycled

Flammable gas : 25 | Hazardous Waste Facility -
‘| Oil based paint 650 | Hazardous Waste Facility

Pesticides ' 400 | Hazardous Waste Facility

Organic toxic . _ L 250 Treated/solid Waste F
Flammable aerosols 100 .. Treated/solid waste LE-.

1. Physical, chemical, or blologlcal treatment prior tolan filling ...

5.5.3 _SQG]Program (Business Te hnical and Celiéétion Assistance) )

5.5.3.1 Commercial Sector MRW

Franklin County originally excluded SQGs from any usage of the MRW program in the County
leaving the business and commercial sectors to develop their own methods of disposing their
MRW. In the original MRW. Plan; there was mention of Iooklng into a program to help SQGs
with this task. After years ‘of operation of the MRW program, Franklin County’s technical staff
set up an MRW pilot program for SQGs in 2007. ‘The program focuses on those businesses
classified as conditionally exempt and therefore a SQG of MRW. Informational assistance is
provided by FCDPW to businesses seeklng help with disposal of MRW. A collection event was
held on June 22, 2007 at the FCDPW Maintenance Shop from 9 am to 12 pm, however there
was limited participation. Due to the lack of participation there was no cost for holding the
event. ste also can be. Jpicked up , business site by County staff. Businesses are asked
to call formation about the amount and type of waste for fees and scheduling. The
program requires that businesses pay ‘the cost of waste disposal. The program will continue
with more adv rlising to promote MRW awareness

5.5.3.2 Agrlcultura VMRW

Agricultural hazardous wastes are regulated under FIFRA and the Washlngton Pesticide Control
Act under the WSDA. The Washington State University Cooperative Extension provides -
farmers and residents with information about MRW and agricultural chemical, including
pesticide containers. Activities include providing written materials within the cooperative
extension offices, assisting in providing information where pesticides and other agricultural
products are sold, mailing information to farmers, and providing speakers to address interested
groups on the topic of MRW and agricultural chemical waste management

Residential farm homes HHW services are provided for by the County. Actual farm msectlcnde
fungicide, and other chemical treatment wastes are collected by the WSDA. These collection
events happen yearly in adjacent counties while Franklin County holds events every two to four
years. These events require pre-registration but are zero cost to the agricultural producer.
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5.5.4 Enforcement

The County Health Department is responsible for enforcement of solid waste regulations in the
County. The Health Department inspects the fixed facility and permits collection events.

5.5.5 MRW Waste Program Funding

As discussed in Section 5.4, Franklin County is responsible for the cost of MRW disposal
collected at the fixed facility and at other locations in the County and the mobile events. BDI
pays the operation and maintenance costs of the fixed facility. The County has a CPG from
Ecology that funds 75% of the disposal cost. The County funds the remaining 25% of the cost
with a 3% surcharge on garbage collected in unincorporated Franklin County. There is concern
about the sustaunablhty of the MRW program wrth future money available from CPGs uncertaln

5.6 Recommendatlons for Franklm Coun :

Franklin County should continue its current program in g household a-
collection, technical assistance, and enforcement. The MRW disposal service: _
County, provided by a unique public/private partne wuth Basm Dlsposal In rks well
and should be continued. The following program enhat A

HHW and Public Education
o Focus on waste reduction. Promote an educational approach like Benton County's
“Safer Alternatives” or Thurston County

HHW Collection :
e As the County population i increases, ¢
Kahlotus

¢ SetupaMRW “Ma ena;
“exchange auton
unused prod

ubllc educatlon

see Chapter 4 for more inf‘o‘rmation) |

' County should request that the WSDA sponisor an
: ction event in Franklin or a neighboring county atleast

e The County Commrssroners should encourage the WSDA to request addltlonal
appropriations from the State through the MTCA, to adequately support agricultural
chemlcal wast collectlons

Financing. .
Ecology currently provrdes 75% percent of the fundlng necessary.for MRW dlsposal wh|Ie the
County provides the remaining 25%. It is recommended that of this 25%, the City of Pasco,
which comprises approximately 75% of the County’s population, fund 75% by addlng a
surcharge for disposal cost on their monthly billing. :

It is also recommended that the SWAC enter into a new interlocal agreement for solid waste
actrvrtres which includes financing MRW programs.
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5.7 Program Evaluation

Corresponding with their next plan update in January 2013, Franklin County and participating cities
will conduct a comprehensive review of existing services and programs. At that time, they will
consider the need for additional coliection services or facilities to support both the SQG and HHW
programs. Services may include conducting additional collection events, enlarging the permanent
facility, or contracting services to private enterprise. Franklin County will also evaluate results
annually and adjust program efforts as appropriate.
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6.0 Collection Systems

This chapter discusses the collection of municipal solid waste (MSW) (i.e., garbage), within the
incorporated and unincorporated areas of Franklin County, including background information on
how MSW coliection is regulated, the legal authority that the County and municipalities have in
managing collection services for solid waste, and a description of existing collection systems.
Recycling is briefly addressed in this Chapter; see Chapter 4 for a complete discussion of .«
recycling operations in Franklin County. =~ - : ) SR

6.1 Regdlatory Ffamewdrk

MSW can be regulated by the WUTC, the County, and/or municipalities. The regulatory -
authority and jurisdiction for each of these entities is described below.

The WUTC supervises and regulates solid waste collection companies. WUTC authority
(Chapter 81.77 RCW and Chapter 480-70 WAC) is limited to private collection companies and
does not extend to municipal collection operated by municipalities or their contractors. The
WUTC requires annual revenue reports, establishes rates, and regulates service areas and

A private solid waste collection company must apply to the WUTC for a certificate of public
convenience and necessity to operate in the unincorporated areas of a county or in incorporated
areas which choose not to regulate refuse collection. The WUTC grants certificates within a
designated service area to an applicant based on cost data, documented need for the service,
and, if the district is already served by a franchise holder, the ability or inability of the existing -
franchise holder to provide service to the satisfaction of the WUTC. The WUTC requires annual
reports showing the refuse collection company’s gross operating revenue. Certificatesmay -
have terms and conditions attached and may be revoked or amended after a hearing held by
the WUTC.

The WUTC conducts open meetings for public discussion of rate increase requests, or ‘rate
cases.” Atthese meetings, WUTC staff present their review of the hauler’s request for a rate
increase. Representatives of the haulers and the counties are welcome fo attend and comment
on the WUTC staff's findings and present other information relative to the case. Hearings are
scheduled during rate cases when there are unresoived issues between WUTC staff and
certificate haulers, or on other occasions when the WUTC believes a case merits formal
adjudicative handling. Expert witnesses may be called to testify, or may enter as an intervening
party. County governments may offer written or oral comments during all rate cases affecting
certificate haulers serving county unincorporated areas.

WUTC regulation of solid waste collection companies does not include collecting or transporting
recyclable materials from a drop box or recycling buy-back center. It also does not include
collecting or transporting recyclable materials by or on behalf of a commercial or industrial
generator of recyclable materials to a recycler for use or reclamation (Chapter 81 .77.010(8)
RCW). Transportation of these materials is regulated under Chapter 81.80 RCW which governs
the regulation of motor freight carriers. These cariers require a WUTC permit and proof of
insurance to operate in the state. If the commercial recycling hauler also possesses a certificate
to operate as a solid waste company, WUTC is responsible for ensuring compliance with safety
practices. For other commercial recycle haulers, the Washington State Patrol oversees hauler
fraffic safety practices.
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6.1.2 County Authority

The rights of counties for solid waste collection include the establishment of solid waste
collection districts for the mandatory collection of solid waste (Chapter 36.58.100 RCW).
However, solid waste collection districts cannot include mcorporated areas wnthout the consent
of the Ieglslatlve authority of the city or town ' '

To form a solid waste collection district, pubhc heanngs must be held and the county Ieglslatlve
authority must determine that mandatory collection is in the public interest. -County provision-of
collection services can be implemented only if the WUTC notifies the county that no qualified
haulers are available for a district. Under mandatory collection, a hauler may request that the
county collect fees from delinquent customers. : e : :

6.1.3 Municipality Authority - = Lo S
Cities and towns have several options for managing solid waste collection under state law:

e The city may choose not to manage or regulate its own refuse collection services. .. -
Collection services may then be provided by the certificate hauler(s) with authonty for
. that.area under the regulatron of WUTC..
e . The city may require a private company to obtarn a refuse collectlon ltcense from the CIty
- and to.conform to.all city collection. guudelmes -
s The crty may award contracts to private companies for refuse collectlon ln alI or part of
~ the city. The contract hauler does not need to hold a WUTC certificate for that area.
~ Usually contracts are awarded on a competitive basis to the lowest bidder.” =~~~
- " The city may decide to manage and mamtam its own mummpal collectlon System for all
or part of |ts junsdlctlon

The WUTC would not have junsdlctron over the last two optlons (Chapter 81 77 020 RCW)
State law also allows municipalities to. requrre resrdents and busmesses to. subscnbe to-
desrgnated refuse collechon services.. : : b .
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Coiiéctor — Private Municipality | "Privai:e
Operating | - - N _,
,fcf"’ji‘;‘;ms ad 1 wyre® | WUTC® | Municipality | Municipality | = WUTC®.
authority . o A , | _
Rate approval WUTC "WUTC* | Municipality | Municipality | WUTC
authority . PER T ; o
- { - Mandatory |
Subscr_lptlon fo .| Voluntary or | Voluntary or | Voluntary or with -
collection Voluntary .
Servi mandatory mandatory mandatory exemption
ervice
process
Billing Municipality c . e 5
responsibility Collector Collector or collector Municipality | Collector
1. Only in unincorporated areas, or in incorporated areas with consent of the legislative authority of the city
or tOWI.

2. If no certificated hauler can provide service, the county may provide service.

3. Although municipal governments can adopt service level ordinances, the WUTC is the authority charged
with enforcing compliance.

4, City has authority to include licensing tax.

5. County must collect fees if users are delinquent.

6.2 Collection Systems in Franklin County

BDI, Inc. is the only solid waste management company providing collection in the County. BDI
contracts with the incorporated areas of the County, where collection is mandatory, and
provides optional service for residents in unincorporated areas. In both incorporated and
unincorporated Franklin County, BDI collects MSW in trucks and takes it to their transfer station
located in Pasco (1721 Dietrich Road) after which it is long-hauled to Finley Buttes, Oregon for
final disposal. Table 6-2 summarizes collection services in Franklin County.

6.2.1 Incorporated Franklin County

As discussed previously, each city has the right to regulate its own solid waste collection
services. Currently there are no participating jurisdictions within the County that provide their
own solid waste collection. The cities of Connell, Mesa, Kahlotus, and Pasco directly contract
with BDI for residential and commercial services within their designated incorporated city limits.
Al cities require mandatory collection within their jurisdictions. The service is provided through
the contract or franchise agreement with BDI and each city. The rates are set by the cities
through their contraci(s) with BDI. Current solid waste collection rates for cities within the
County vary little. The general single unit residential cost of monthly collection, picked-up
weekly for a 90+ gallon polycart is approximately $15.00. This collection rate includes the
polycart container rental fee. Commercial pickups are also provided by BDI. The collection
system is automated, thus providing more cost-effective collection. Because service levels are
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adequate and measures have been taken to minimize cost increases, no deficiencies are
identified. _

6.2.2 Unincorporated Franklin Cou'nty~

As with most unincorporated areas, collection services in rural Franklin County are voluntary,
not mandatory. 'All unincorporated areas in the County are covered by the WUTC certificate
holder franchise (BDI); there are no solid waste collection districts. The unincorporated areas of
the County are encompassed under one WUTC certificate (Certificate G-118) with curbside
pickup available. Rates for these areas are approved by the WUTC. Residents in
unincorporated areas may also self-haul their waste to the BDI transfer station on Dietrich Road
in Pasco. There are no drop boxes or landfills in the County for MSW. Currently, service levels
to these more rural areas are adequate, provided through certified BDI or by self-hauling waste.

Although county authority to collect solid waste in the unincorporated areas is limited, counties
have the legal authority to assess fees on collection services provided in those areas. '
Presently, Franklin County includes a surcharge tax on garbage collected in the unincorporated
portions of the County. RCW 36.58.045 authorizes counties to assess such fees to fund
administration and planning expenses associated with solid waste management.

Ehaptﬂ'_s_ - October 2008 Preliminary Dq_ajt : a o _ 4
Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan : . . Collection Systems




BOR

Connell = . _ 3,395 | . u R { Residential and - 3.6%
_ - | Commercial

Kahlotus 233 71| T Residential | City” . Yes 3.6%

Mesa 467 17l 12| Residential City" Yes 3.6%

Pasco 46,881 11,801 1,075 | Residential and | $15.00 Yes 3.6%

: , Commercial | .

Unincorporated 11,348 5,113 " 495 | Residential and $17.85 | - No 3.6%

. : Commercial : And 3.0% to
., . Franklin Co.

1. Rates are the monthly charge for Ea 90+ mm:ow container.

2. Billing is completed by the City.

Chapter 6 — May 2008 Pre-Final Draft 3 5

Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan Collection Systems




BER

6.3 Needs and Opportunities

6.3.1 Criteria for Determining Needs and Deficiencies

The basic determining criterion for solid waste collection needs is the availability of service to all
residents of the County BDI service is available to all residents within Franklin County. Other
issues that may arise, such as faimess of rates or quality of service, are managed by the WUTC
for certified haulers and by the cities managing contracted services. Level of service is
therefore dependent on how the WUTC and municipalities negotiate or regulate the service.

6.3.2 Future Needs

Franklin County’s future waste and recycllng collection needs are driven by population changes
and changes in regulations.

6.3.21 POPULATION

The future demand for waste and recycling collection services will increase based on population
growth in the County. Table 6-3 shows Franklin County’s estimated population in 2005 and
projected population in 2030. Population is expected to increase everywhere in Franklin County
except for unincorporated areas, which are expected to lose population. As stated in Chapter 3, |
based on Ecology’s waste generation rate of 7.8 Ibs/day/person, Franklin County’s population of
about 94,500 people in 2030 would generate approximately 134,500 tons of waste. This

amounts to a 56% increase in waste over the planning period. This increase in waste

generation will result in a greater need for waste collection services but is not expected to

change how waste collection is provided in the County. Historically BDI has been able to adjust

to any change or shifts in waste stream origination without difficulty. Ensuring that all residents

have refuse collection does not. appear to be a problem in the planning period.

As population increases in all but the unincorporated areas, so will population density. Changes
in population density will affect the cost and efficiency of waste collection. Increased population
dens1ty could justify a change in recycling service levels. As stated in Chapter 4, Oregon law
requires urban areas with 12,000 or more residents that export waste to Oregon to have
curbside recycling services or an equivalent level of service. Based on a review of other
Eastern Washington cities, population densities of greater than 1,500 people/square mile is ;
another threshold above which curbside recycling could be considered. This would result in an
lncreased Ievel of servu::e and an increased cost.

6.3.2.2 REGULATORY CHANGES

Future regulatory changes could also affect Franklin County’s future waste or recycling
collection needs; however there are currently no anticipated regulatory changes that would
affect collection in the County.
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2005 5

Connell 6.74 3,200 475 11.61 6,795
Kahlotus 0.37 220 595 4.24 466 110

1 Mesa 1.66 440 265 227 849 374
Pasco | ~ 33.85 © 44,190 1,305 @ 44.00 75,459 1,715
Unincorporated 1223 12,305 10 N/A 10,765 9
Franklin Co. ' ' ' -
Total 1,265 60,355 48 ‘ N/A 94,324 ‘ 75 {.

1. Land Area and urban growth area according to the 2000 US Census. _

2. Year 2030 population projection from the Benton-Franklin County Comprehensive Plan.

3. Population density in 2030 was calculated using the urban growth area from the 2000 US Census for
Connell, Kahlotus, Mesa, and Pasco. The land area from the 2000 US Census 'was used to calculate
population density for the Unincorporated areas of Franklin County and for the County as a whole.

6.3.3 Options for Consideration

The following options for changes to waste and recycling coliection in the County were
considered by the SWAC during the planning process. The final recommendations are
presented in Section 6.4. : _

6.3.3.1 COUNTY (UNINCORPORATED) - .. . _ ‘

As discussed previously, statutory restrictions imposed upon counties by RCW 36.58A limit a
county's authority with respect to solid waste collection. A county currently may provide
collection services itself or through direct contract only if no qualified private company is willing
or able to do so. In addition, a county may not provide service in an existing certificated area
unless it acquires rights by purchase or condemnation. Except in the circumstances stated
above, the county is prohibited from directly managing or operating solid waste collection
systems. It is unlikely that such a combination of circumstances would ever occur within
Franklin County. Although such changes are not likely, the County could consider service-level

ordinances in the 20 year planning period. -~ ... = -~ .. o

Service-level ordinances can establish the types and levels of services to be provided to both
residential and nonresidential customers. Prior to adoption, a service-level ordinance option
needs to be included as part of a county’s solid waste management plan. The following are
different service-level changes the County can consider. ' |

Change Recycling Service Levels to Capture More Households - -

The WUTC requires certificate holders to implement the provisions of the waste reduction and
recycling element of a comprehensive solid waste management plan. As discussed earlier, the
County has established a minimum population of 12,000 to receive curbside recycling or an-
equivalent. The County could consider lowering the population requirement as a means to offer
more recycling services in certain areas. Recycling could be mandatory at the point of
collection and co- mingled collection, as described in Chapter 4, could be and option for
collection of recyclables.
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Establish Collection Districts

The County could designate areas within the County as collection districts. Likely candidates
would be Eltopia, Merrill's Corner, or similar areas where there is significant residential and
commercial activity. Service level changes could include curbside recycling, mandatory waste
collection, and rate structures.

Change Rate Structure 7

Within the County or collection districts, if designated, customers could be charged rates by
volume or by weight. These rate structures could be considered as an incentive to reduce
MSW. By changing to a weight based payment system, collection vehicles would require scales
and a system for recording each ratepayer’s weight. Changing to a volume based system
woulid require ratepayers to pay by volume collected based upon a predetermined price per -
container (i.e. 90 gallon container = $16.00 and 30 gallon container = $12.00).

6.3.3.2 MUNICIPALITIES (INCORPORATED)

Incorporated cities within Franklin County exercise contractual agreements wrth BDI Each city
requires mandatory collection of MSW for residential and commercial ratepayers. However, it is
very unlikely that any city would provide collection services of its own within municipal
boundaries for many reasons including initial startup costs, ongoing operation and maintenance
of equipment, along with costs to provide for the transfer and disposal of wastes. The followmg
are options municipalities could consider over the 20 year planning period.

o Rates can be set by any incorporated city within the county. Each city negottates the
rates (commercial and residential) with BDI. A city may wish to negotlate a rate with BDI
either based upon weight or volume.

o Service levels can be changed to require curbside recycling within an urban Ievel hke
Pasco. As population densities increase, the economies of scale reduce the curbside
recycling costs. Threshold levels like 1,500 to 2,000 people per square mile could serve
as a determining point for providing curbside recycling.

e Curbside service could be co-collected with MSW, offenng some savmgs tothe
ratepayer. These co-mingled recyclables would still have to be sorted atthe time of -
transfer from the collection vehicle. Within the municipalities of Eastern Washington . -
requiring curbside recycling, the average costto the rate payer is approxnmately an
additlonai $4 .00 to $7.00 per month in 2007 ‘ ‘ _

6.4 Consultant Recommends to SWAC
The following are recommendations to the SWAC regardlng MSW collectlon

e The SWAC should not make any changes to the County s level of servuoe for collect:on
during the next five years. Current level should be assessed on a five year basisto
insure their adequacy. The service provuder is encouraged to partlcrpate asa partner in
all future collection and recycling planmng

¢ The County should consrder curbsrde recyclmg when the County populaﬂon reaches
100,000. ‘

e The County supports the UTC regulatory framework because of the many benefts it
offers to a primarily rural based collection system. Any additional collection options that
may be considered feasible will be investigated within the framework of the UTC system.
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7.0 Transfer and Disposal of Waste
7.1 Introduction

Transfer stations are facilities that provide intermediate storage and/or processing prior to final
disposal. As defined in RCW 36.58.030, a transfer station is a “staffed, fixed supplemental
facility used by persons and route collection vehicles to deposit solid wastes into transfer trailers
for transportation to a disposal site.” Transfer stations provide an economic way to link local
collection programs with final disposal by consolidating many smaller loads into larger loads for
hauling to a final disposal site. R

In areas without a transfer station, a drop box facility often serves the same purpose. Chapter
173-350 WAC defines a drop box as “a facility used for the placement of a detachable container
including the area adjacent for necessary entrance and exit roads, unloading and turn-around
areas. Drop box facilities normally serve the general public with loose loads and receive waste
from off-site.” - ' SR U S
Waste is transported from transfer stations and drop boxes to the final disposal site, which for
waste generated in Franklin County is the landfill located in Morrow County, Oregon.

7.2 Regulatory Framework

Ecology regulates the design and operation of transfer stations and drop boxes under chapter
173-350 WAC, solid waste handling standards. Prior to 2003, Ecology regulated transfer
stations under chapter 173-304 WAC, minimurm functional standards for solid waste handling;
however Ecology revised these standards based on the EPA’s promulgation of the Solid Waste
Disposal Facility Criteria (40 CFR Parts 257 and 258) in October 1991. Chapter 173-350 WAC
updated the operating and environmental monitoring requirements for solid waste handling
facilities, amongst other changes. Counties may site and operate transfer facilities or may
contract this service to a provider. Transfer stations are required to obtain a solid waste permit
from the jurisdictional health department. e - R :

In Washington State, landfill design and operations are regulated under Chapter 173-351 WAC,
however Frankiin County does not currently have an operating landfill. Instead, waste from the
County is exported out of state to Oregon. As discussed in Chapter 4, Oregon law requires that

a city exporting waste in excess of 75,000 tons per year or cities of 4,000 or more people have a
certified recycling program that meets the requirements of Division 91-0030 of the Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR). coT . S e : L

7.3 Waste Trahsfer and Disposal Goals

Frankiin County has established a goal of safely and cost-effectively transporting waste and -
recyclables, and ensuring adequate landfill capacity for future waste disposal over the 20-year
planning period. - . . .

7.4 Wéste Transfér and Disj:osal in Frankiin Cdﬂnty
7.4.1 Municipal Solid Waste |
Abandoned Landfills in Franklin County

Prior to its closing in 1993, the Pasco Sanitary Landfill (operated by PSL, Inc.) was located
approximately 1.5 miles northeast of Pasco, Washington near the intersection of Kahlotus Road
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with U.S. Highways 12 and 395. The landfill, which began operating in 1958, was listed on the
federal National Priority List of hazardous waste sites (or “Superfund List”) in 1990 after
groundwater monitoring tests showed that volatile organic compounds (VOCs) had been
released from the facility. Between 1972 and 1974, over 30,000 drums of bulk chemical waste
had been disposed of at the site, leading to this contamination. Since the closure of this landfill,
there has not been an operating landfill in the County. :

Additional small, private solid waste “dumps” were once located in or around Mesa, Kahlotus,
Basin City, Eltopia, and Road 68 in Pasco. All of these sites were closed prior to 1994.

Current MSW Transfer ' '

Franklin County has one transfer station that accepts waste from the entire County. There are
no drop boxes in Franklin County. The transfer station is operated by BDI and is located at_
1721 Dietrich Road in Pasco. Waste is collected throughout the County by BDI, the only entity
providing collection in the County, and is brought to the transfer station or residents may self- .
haul their waste directly to the transfer station. The transfer station also accepts regional waste
from areas of Benton County, Walla Walla County (primarily from Prescott and Waitsburg), and -
Columbia County (primarily from Dayton) where BDI also provides service. Table 7-1 provides
the amount of waste the Pasco transfer station received from each County from 2002 to 2006.

Franklin - X K

Benton 30,383 | 36,566 |

Walla Walla | 10,098 | 8,926 v
Columbia 1,702 | ~ 3,292 3,198 3,360

Total 109,097 | 112,645 | 130,185 129,818 | 133,712

After trucks complete their routes to pick up waste, they arrive at the transfer station, provide'
their route number, and are weighed. The truck then drives into the transfer station and unloads
waste onto a tipping pad. Employees working on the tipping pad remove timber, metal, and
recyclables from the waste. The waste is then loaded into a drop chute for compaction. The
compacted waste is transferred into a covered trailer, which is later hauled to the landfill in
Oregon. o o ' ' -

The transfer station, which has a capacity of accepting 1,200 tons of waste per day, currently
accepts approximately 500 tons per day (the transfer station generally operates 5 days a week,
or about 260 days a year). Based on projected population growth and an assumed waste
generation rate, the transfer station is projected to have enough capacity to accept waste
throughout the 20-year planning period. The projected Franklin County population in 2030 is
94,324 people. Using Ecology’s waste generation rate of 7.8 pounds per person per day, it is
estimated that the waste generation in Franklin County in 2030 would be approximately 428
tons per day (the transfer station operates 5 days a week). As shown in Table 7-1, imported
waste from other counties account for 36% of waste accepted at the transfer station. Assuming
that imported waste continues to account for 36% of the waste in the transfer station, it is
projected that the transfer station would accept approximately 940 tons per day of waste in
2030. There would be a small amount of additional waste from residents who self-haul.
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Current MSW Disposal S ' R S
All waste accepted at the transfer station is exported outside of the County to the Finley Buttes -
tandfill in Morrow County, Oregon for disposal. The landfill, which is owned by Waste . - . -
Connections, is located 10 miles south of the town of Boardman, Oregon (Sec. 05, T2N, R26E)
and can be accessed by highway, barge, or rail. Waste from the Pasco transfer station is long- -
hauled to the landfill, which is a distance of approximately 55 miles (transfer by truck is '
generally considered the most cost-effective option for distances of less than 100 miles). The -
landfill is operated under Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) Solid Waste
Disposal Permit No. 394. The landfill is currently permitted to have a 90 million ton capacity for.
MSW. It is estimated to have enough capacity to continue to accept waste for at least the.next
20 years. T

BDI also transfers a small amount of waste out of Franklin County (approximately 50 tons per .-
year) to a transfer station in Prosser, Washington (Benton County). This wasteisthen .. - -~ -
transferred by truck to a landfill run by Allied Waste in Roosevelt, Washington (Klickitat County).
This occurs when a customer has a special relationship with Allied Waste and requests that BDI
ship their waste to this landfill because they have a special arrangement with the landfill, a
special waste permit, or similar situation. Residents who seif-haul their waste also exporta -
small amount of waste from Franklin County. For example, some residents from Franklin
County take waste fo the Horn Rapids Landfill in Richland, Washington. The amount of waste
exported rather than taken to the transfer station is considered to be very small, and is therefore
not tracked by neighboring counties. - ' ’

As discussed previously, in order for a city of 4,000 or more people to import into Oregon, or for
a city to export greater than 75,000 tons of waste per year into Oregon, the city must have a
certified recycling program according Oregon law. Franklin County is in compliance with this
regulation with its-drop box recycling program. See Chapter 4 for more information about
recycling inthe County. -~ : Loy : oo -

7.4.2 Recycling : | e :

As discussed in Chapter 4, recycling aperations in Franklin County are operated by BRI, a
division of BDI. Drop boxes are maintained throughout the urban and rural areas of the County
for residents to take their recyclables. Recyclables collected from the drop boxes are taken to
the recycling facility, located at the Pasco fransfer station. Once collected, recyclable materials
are taken from the recycling center and hauled into bigger markets, generally in Portland or
Seattle. ' - o ' . L ' o '

7.4.3 Moderate Risk Waste

As discussed in Chapter 5, MRW is collected at various collection events throughout Franklin
County and at the MRW facility located at the Pasco transfer station. BDI operates the MRW
facility while Franklin County pays for the disposal costs of the material collected. MRW
materials are disposed of by an environmental company that contracts with the County. MRW
defined as “hazardous” under Oregon law may not be disposed of at the Finley Buttes Landfill
where Franklin County hauls its MSW. '

7.5 Options for Transfer/Disposal
The following are options the County could consider to expand transfer services in the County.
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Staffed or Partlally Staffed Drop Box :
The County could consider siting staffed or partially staffed drop boxes in the County The
benefit of such a drop box is that, if located in the central or northern part of the County, it could
serve the needs of area residents that already self-haul or that wish to self-haul. Because the
transfer station is in Pasco, which is in southern Franklin County, it is not convenient for
northern County residents to self-haul. The availability of a drop box could also reduce the -
likelihood of illegal dumping or disposal of waste. The cost of a drop box would be -
approximately $60,000 to $75,000 for the:actual container and the acoompanymg constructlon
(not including labor and operatlon and malntenance costs)

New Transfer Facllity ' ) '

A new transfer facility could be built in the County to achieve the same benefits as adding drop'
boxes in the northern part of the County. - Due to the fact that the current transfer station has
sufficient capacity for current and projected waste a drop box could provrde the same beneﬂts
at a much lower cost ' ‘. . : ST '

New Landfill ) o ' " ' L
A landfill could be sited in the County rather than hauhng waste to the leey Buttes’ Landf LA
County landfill would reduce the cost of hauhng waste out of state and would allow the County
or local business to have control over disposal operatlons The cost of siting and ‘permitting a
new landfill in the County, however, makes this option unlikely. In addition, giventhelarge
capacity of the Finley Buttes Tandfill, the County does not need addrttonal dtsposat optrons

7.6 Recommendations -

The follownng are the consuttants recommendatrons regardlng waste transfer and dlsposal

e No new transfer station should be built during the planning period. The current transfer;
station is sufficient to handle current and projected waste throughout the planning - - -
period.

e The County should build a partially staffed drop box facility in Connell to accommodate -
residents in the northern part of the County. This would provnde a cost—effectwe way to
make self-haul convenient for residents in the area: :

. Franklin County should continue to export waste to the Finley Buttes landfill in Oregon

" 'because it is currently the most cost-effective method of disposal and the landﬁll has .
~ adequate capacity throughout the planning period and beyond. '

e No landfills should be considered during the planning period. Siting and pennlttmg a
landfill in the County is currently unnecessary and not feasible given the costs of a new
landfill and the permitting process.

! A partially staffed facility would have employees working at the facility during the facility’s
business hours.
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8.0 Solid Waste Processing vTechnolegies
8.1 Introduction

Energy recovery and incineration (ER/) provides a method of reducing volumes of waste while
generating usable energy. WAC 173-304 defines energy recovery as “the recovery of energy in
a useable form from mass bumning or refuse-derived fuel incineration, pyrolysis or any other "
means of using the heat of combustion of solid waste that invoives high temperature (above
twelve hundred degrees Fahrenheit) processing.” Incineration is defined as “reducing the
volume of solid wastes by use of an enclosed device, using controlled-flame combustion.”
Energy recovery, whether through incineration or another process, does not eliminate the need
for landfilling but reduces the volume requirements. The state of Washrngton has ranked
incineration equal in priority with fandfilling.

The process of recovering energy from municipal solld waste is prrmanly practrced in areas

“where the opportunity for landfilling or other disposal methods has been very limited. To
provide a cost-effective source of energy, ER/ facilities (also called waste-to-energy [WTE]
facilities) are generally located in more populous regions where large volumes of solid waste are
generated. In sparsely populated regions, the small total volumes of solid waste generated do
not provide a large enough quantity of potential energy material to make development of a WTE
facility practical. As a result, energy recovery is rarely associated with small incinerators (those
burning less than 250 tons per day). Medium and large MSW incinerators, however, can install
larger boilers which will generate steam that can then be used to generate electncrty power
industrial processes, or provide heat

Incineration can also be used fo effectwely drspose of some specrat waste sfreams that
otherwise would require special processing prior to landfilling or perhaps would notbe =
acceptable in a landfill at all. Wastes with this potential include tires, certain agncultural wastes
sludges, and some industrial and institutional wastes.

The drawback of ER/ facilities is that the incineration of certam matenals can negatrvely rmpact
air quality. When operating a WTE facility, there must be a careful examination of which wastes
are acceptable for processing by the facility. Batteries, transformers, certain industrial wastes,
household hazardous wastes, and infectious wastes can all cause air quality concerns. Other
materials such as automobiles, non-combustible demolition waste, liquid sludges, machinery,
and non-burnable commercial and industrial wastes are also unacceptable to the WTE process.

There is currently no ER/ facility in Franklin County. This Chapter discusses the opportunrty for
rmplementrng energy recovery technologres in the County over the plannrng period.

8.2 ER/I Technologles

ER/I facilities may use either mass bumlng systems refuse denved fuel (RDF) or plasma arch
Each of these technologres is drscussed below. .

8.2.1 Mass Burn Incmeratlon ‘

Mass burning systems involve feeding mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) into a furnace or
boiler without mechanically separating or preparing the waste in any way. This process burns
MSW without pre-processing at a very high temperature, leaving an ash by-product. To

produce useful energy, a boiler is installed to remove heat or to generate electricity. Hog fuel
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boilers are also a type of incinerator designed for a specific type of feedstock. Hog fuel boilers
are common in the wood processing industry utilizing sawdust and wood scraps for fuel.

There are two basic types of furnaces used in mass-burn plants: refractory lined excess air
incinerators; and water well incinerators. .

When pre-processing of waste is performed, it is generally to remove large items, recyclables,
and/or toxic-producing metals. By-products of mass burn technology are pre-processed
materials (recyclable and bypass waste), energy, and ash. _

8.2.2 Refuse Derlved Fuel

In prepared fuel systems MMSW is mechanically separated and processed to make refuse-
derived fuel (RDF), either as a supplemental fuel for an existing furnace-boiler or to be used
alone in a dedicated furnace-boiler. RDF technologies process solid waste beforeitis =~
incinerated. Processing is performed to make the fuel more compatible with conventional boiler
systems such as hog burners or coal-fired boilers. Processing generally involves removal of -
recyclables, reducing particle size, controlling moisture, removal of inert material and other
material not suited for RDF. End products of an RDF system include bypass materials (wastes
not sultable for RDF) recyclable matenals and the RDF fuel Whlch is ready for combustlon

8.2.3 Plasma Arc

Plasma Arcis the process of decomposmg materials with heat in an oxygen deficient
atmosphere, to produce gaseous or liquid fuels. These fuels can then be burned directly or
processed, and then supplied to an internal combustion engine. The end product of pyrolysis is
much more compatlble with a variety of conventional burners than RDF.

Ina pyrolltlc gasrﬁcatlon facnllty waste is pre-prooessed to remove matenals that cannot be ’
decomposed, such as metals. The heat then reduces the waste into basic components: gases
(methane, ethane, hydrogen, carbon monoXxide); liquids (pyro-oil and tar); and solids (char and
carbon black). The hot gases can be processed into a fuel or blown into an incinerator where
combustion takes place. Solid residues remaining are disposed of at a landfill. o

Plasma Arch technology is still in the development stages. If it proves to be commercrally
viable, it does have the advantage of reducing air pollutants dunng the prooess because it
achieves more oomplete combustion. . _ o

8.3 Existing Con_ditions |
As discussed in Chapter 7, all waste from Franklin County is exported to a regional landfill in
Morrow County, Oregon. ER/I is not currently used in Franklin County and waste exported from
the County is not processed by ER/l technologies. Energy recovery from municipal solid waste
should remain a future consideration for Frankifin County, however, Changing conditions such
as increasing hauling costs or more stringent regulatory requirements could result in the .
County’s present waste exportation system becoming less cost-effective. In addition, the .
introduction of ER/l technology would provide energy from the County’s waste stream, reduce
the volume of waste requiring landfilling, and would provide an opportunity to recover recyclable
materials during pre-processing.

8.4 Optlons for ER/I in Franklm County

The most promlsmg option for ER/l in Franklin County is likely the MSW mass burn operatlon
even though the plasma arch shows promise. Plasma arch technology is still being
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demonstrated. ER/I buming of biomasses will provide additional fuel sources to produce power.
Biomass used in the process includes field residues, animal wastes, forest thinning residue,
food packing, food processing, animal processing, and municipal wastes. A large amount of
biomass is available regionally for ER/I, making a regional biomass pyrolysis facility an option
for consideration. Table 8-1 provides the amount of biomass available in tons per year from
Frankiin County and surrounding counties and the amount of energy in millions of kilowatt hours
that the biomass could produce. Of the seven county total of 2.24 million tons of biomass per
year, Franklin County accounts for nearly 675,000 tons per year. The seven counties combined
account for approximately 35% of the total biomass available from all the counties in eastern
Washington. '

ns/yea
Adams 230,562 200
Benton 204,920 174
Columbia 76,008 66
Grant 350,434 284
Walla Walla 249,860 211
Whitman 453,537 395
Franklin 674,858 592
Seven County Total 2,240,179 1,922
Eastern Washington Total 6,449,190 5,755

Source: Ecology’s Biomass Inventory and Bioenergy Assessment,
2005 (publication #05-07-047)

Franklin County is an ideal location for an ER/I facility because it is centrally located within the
region. There is excellent transportation by rail or highway systems to south county area
(Pasco) or the north county area (Connell).

8.5 Recommendations

Although Frankliin County’s current method of waste disposal is sufficient for the 20-year
planning period, methods of ER/I should be considered. The implementation of ER/I technology
could create a sustainable energy source, help meet state priorities of reducing dependence on
 fossil fuels, and would decrease the amount of waste requiring disposal. The foliowing are the
consultant’'s recommendations to the SWAC:

¢ Franklin County and the SWAC should evaluate processing technologies if transfer or
disposal systems change substantially. _

e Franklin County and the SWAC should evaluate processing technologies if political,
economic, and technical feasibilities change substantially.
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9.0 Special Wastes
9.1 Introduction

The solid waste stream in Franklin County includes categories of wastes that may require
special handling, or may not be suitable for disposal directly into the transfer station or a landfill
because of their physical characteristics or composition. These special wastes are usually
managed separately from MSW. Special wastes identified in Franklin County and discussed in
this plan are: L v o o

Agricultural wastes

Appliance/white goods

Asbestos

Biomedical wastes '
Construction and demolition wastes
Disaster debris

Electronic wastes
Petroleum-contaminated soil
Septage and street wastes
Tires " :

e 0 0 0. 0. 0 & ¢ O

This chapter describes the current management of these wastes and provides - .
recommendations to ensure special wastes are properly handled and disposed of. Solid waste
plans do not address wastes such as low-level radioactive wastes and biosolids. There may be
other items for the special waste category but they have not been identified in Franklin County.
Further details about the SWAC's prioritization of special waste streams are provided in
Appendix E.

9.2 Agricultural Wastes

WAC 173-304 defines “agricultural wastes” as “wastes on farms resulting from the production of
agricultural products, including, but not limited to, manures and carcasses of dead animals
weighing each or collectively in excess of fifteen pounds.” Agricultural wastes consist of three
general types of wastes: crop wastes, livestock wastes, and agricultural chemicals. Crop
wastes include residues from grain, hay, vegetables, seed crop production, and trimmings from
fruit trees. Livestock wastes include manure and animal carcasses. Agricultural chemical
wastes are composed primarily of empty agricultural chemical containers and banned or unused
agricultural chemicals.

9.2.1 Existing Conditions

Most agricultural waste generated in Franklin County never enters the Municipal Solid Waste
stream. Instead, this waste is most often disposed on-site. The three principal methods for
disposing of agricultural wastes on-site are: : o : '

e Land application (manure and crop residue)
¢ Limited buming (trimmings and crop residue)
e Use as animal feed (crop residue)
The amount of agricultural waste generated in Franklin County is difficult to determine because

most agricultural wastes are currently disposed on-site. Information is available through the
WSU Cooperative Extension on the specific types and quantities of livestock that produce
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wastes or for farm acreage and crops being cultivated in the county and cities is available
through the WSU Cooperative Extension. Given the rural nature of Franklin County, the
potential exists for the generation of significant amounts of agricultural waste. Benton Franklin
Health Department (BFHD) records from the past five years indicate that agricultural wastes are
being managed properly in Frankiin County. BFHD has only responded to four complaints
involving improper disposal of agricultural wastes during this period. -

9.2.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

To enhance the curent management of agricultural wastes, the County could investigate -
options for the beneficial reuse of biomass and the feasibility of developing a facility for the
production of bio-fuels or bio-power, as discussed in Chapter 8. Many advantages:exist for this
option. There is over 2.25 million tons of biomass material estimated to be available in Franklin
County and six adjoining counties. Another advantage of this option is the relatively low
transportation costs for agricultural biomass to a local site in the County. The biomass can also
be mixed with MSW for fuel, but the high costs of doing so have prevented this from being a
reasonable option. Costs for disposal of MSW are $50/ton and $110/ton for use in incineration
(waste to energy). There are new burning technologies that allow for cleaner buming for energy
generation, The potential of forming public-private partnerships in this area is significant. In
Benton County, the Port of Benton has entered into such an agreement. They have put
together a grant from the Washington State Community Economic Revitalization Board (CERB)
to involve partners Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL), Fruit Smart, and REL
Associates in the production of biomass pellets for incineration and power production. The
Department of Agriculture should continue to aid in the monitoring and regulation of agricultural
waste disposal. C e : L _ : :
Agricultural Wastes =~

Priority Rated by SWAC

1 BFHD to continue to monitor and regulate agricultural waste disposal_
2 - FCDPW to ,prq\iide techhiqal éSsi_stance and education as necessary
3 o FCSWAC to: 1) form an _exblprato_fy committee on biomésslenefgy; 2) s_eék a . _7 B

grant to conduct feasibility study; and 3) implement as appropriate,
incorporating lessqn leamed from the Benton County process.

9.3 Appliances/White Goods

Large household appliances, also known as “white goods,” are included under the definition of -
“bulky waste” in WAC 173-304 and are defined as enamel-coated appliances, such as washing
machines, water heaters, clothes dryers, stoves, refrigerators and freezers. White goods are
easily recycled after an appliance has been stripped of insulation, plastic, glass, non-ferrous
metals, chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and other
contaminants. Most of the material in white goods is recyclable, but environmentally threatening
components, such as Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) -contaminated capacitors in older
appliances, mercury-containing switches, and oil-filled compressors, can cause environmental
contamination when damaged. These items present a special handling and disposal problem.
The kinds of hazardous materials contained in an appliance vary depending on the type of
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appliance and when it was manufactured. Appliances are easily recycled after all hazardous .
material is removed by certified specialists. The hazardous materials are then handled and
disposed of in accordance with moderate risk waste procedures. ‘

9.3.1 Existing Conditions

There are a number of compariies in Franklin County and the neighboring counties thatare -~ -
certified to remove CFCs and HCFCs. These companies.charge a purging fee for each '
appliance serviced. Additional charges for reuse or disposal are added on to the price after
purging. A number of appliance retail outlets have “take-back’ programs, whereby the store -
picks upa-customer’s old appliancé as they deliver the new appliance. Many retailers providing
this service charge an additional fee for the collection and disposal of a used appliance.- S
Current handling of appliances for recycling in Franklin County is adequate. In the past 5 years
there has only been one complaint investigated by BFHD for illegal dumpling of white: o
goods/appliances. There are two major fecyclers of white goods. ‘Only one recycler can
remove the CFCs and HCFCs. However, there are four appliance maintenance companies that
are certified to remove CFCs and HCFCs. ‘Al of these companies are located in the City of - -
Pasco. Within the greater regional area of the Tri-Cities, there are many other businesses -
providing this service. - S . S

9.3.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

The County could consider a yearly collection event of white goods to encourage their proper .-
disposal. Such an event could occur in conjunction with another event located near the City of |
Pasco to increase participation. * Such an event, however, could have high costs due to the cost.
of equipment, manpower, advertisement, and proper disposal of any CFCs and HCFCs. The '
transportation costs would be minimal if the event were close to the City of Pasco and therefore
close to companies certified to handle CFCs and HCFCs. Other counties in Eastern = * * -
Washington have offered similar one day yearly white goods/appliances collection events, .
including Chelan County, which charges a $5.00 fee to offset some of the cost. - R

Appliances/White Goods

Priority Rated by SWAC

1 _ Cdntinu_e to subport existihg frainewérk of managiﬁg, recyCling_éhd_ disposal
practices . : . _

2 Continue to monitbr illega_f dumping

3 Support yearly collection event of white goods (perhaps in conjunction with

another event if located near the City of Pasco) and promote awareness of
BDI’s white goods pickup policy and its availability. T g
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9.4 Asbestos

Asbestos is defined in 40 CFR Part 61, SWAPCA 476 and WAC 296-65, as the term for a group
of highly fibrous minerals that readily separate into long thin microscopic fibers. The fibers are
heat resistant. They are also chemically inert and possess a high electric thermal insulation. -

When asbestos-containing material (ACM) becomes easily crumbled by hand pressure, itis .. -
called friable and dangerous because it can release asbestos fibers into the air.. Likewise, . .
cutting or sanding of non-friable ACM can release asbestos fibers into the air. Friable -asbestos
fibers are a known carcinogen, which can cause lung cancer and other disabling and fatal
diseases. When inhaled, the fibers are considered a carcinogenic air poliutant. Because pure
asbestos was rarely used, the waste material of actual concern here is any material that
contains asbestos in quantities greater than one percent and that is friable.

Federal regulations governing handling, transportation, and disposal of ACM are known as the ;-
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40 CFR Part 61). The
main requirements for asbestos disposal include: standards for covering the waste, ... .
maintenance of waste shipment records, and maintenance of records concerning location and
quantity of waste disposed. State regulations-are identified by Ecology’s Dangerous Waste -
Regulations (WAC 173-401-531) stating that asbestos waste, which contains 0.01% of friable
asbestos, exceeds the criteria for carcinogenic dangerous waste and must be regulated. WAC
173-303-071(3)(m) exempts friable asbestos waste from regulation as dangerous wastes, -
provided these wastes are managed in compliance with, or in a manner equivalent to, the v ,
asbestos management standards of NESHAP {40 CFR Part 61). FT e T

Ecology's Eastern Washington Air Office in Spokane is the agency respansible forenforcmg _'
federal and state asbestos air regulations in Franklin County. Asbestos may only be removed
by licensed asbestos contractors or by homeowners in small amounts. Asbestos contractors

are licensed by the Washington State Department of Labor and Industries. .

9.4.1 Existing Conditions. . .. : _ 3 ,

The use of asbestos was discontinued several years ago, but asbestos-containing materials can
still be found in some building materials and other applications. The strategy of encapsulating
asbestos is generally effective for preventing human exposure but this practice also has the -
unfortunate effect of delaying the removal and proper disposal of asbestos-containing materials.
In other cases, asbestos-containing materials have simply not been discovered yet. Hence,
even though the use of asbestos was discontinued many years ago, disposal capacity for
asbestos-containing wastes will be needed for many more years. In the past 5 years, the BFHD
has not reported any enforcement activities or rule violations in Franklin County.

Municipal solid waste landfills can accept non-friable asbestos wastes. They must meet
acceptance and disposal procedures that are in compliance with federal, state, and local
regulations.  Asbestos waste generators in Franklin County can haul their waste to the BDI
transfer station for disposal or to the Horn Rapids Landfill in Richland, Washington. The Horn
Rapids Landfill has modified their waste policy to accept ACM (non-friable asbestos).

Current requirements allow homeowners to remove their own asbestos if they are doing the
renovation/remodeling work themselves. Some homeowners may be unknowingly placing
asbestos-containing materials from small remodeling projects in with their trash.
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9.4.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

Franklin County residents have adequate disposal options available at the Pasco transfer
station or the Horn Rapids Landfill in Benton County. There is, however, a need is to provide
education to homeowners about the proper handling of asbestos. Currently there is not a clean
air authority available in the County to provide educational assistance to homeowners on proper
removal and disposal of asbestos from a residence. FCDPW could work with Ecology to
develop information and outreach strategies for asbestos, hopefully leading to greater public
compliance with asbestos safe handling and disposal rules. This option would require the cost
of manpower and materials: - e ’ B ‘3

The FCSWAC and the 2008 Solid Waste Plan could suggest an increased enforcement by the
Washington State Department of Labor and Industries (L&!) or Health Department, as asbestos
regulations require a written notice of intent to remove or encapsulate asbestos. Asbestos
removal contractors must send a notice of intent to L&. As noted previously in this section, the
BFHD is responsible for ensuring that requirements for asbestos disposal are followed at
landfills and transfer stations. More scrutiny by BFHD or L& might improve handling and
disposal practices for sites that have provided notification and for demolition sites. There would
be greater costs incutred with this option due to increases in manpower ' :
Priority Rated by SWAC

1° " Educate homeowners on proper handling methods and work with Ecology on
outreach strategies o ' - o

2 BFHD to continue to monitor illegal dumping

3 Increase enforcement by BFHD or L&l

9.5 Biomedical Wastes | =
The handiing, transport, treatment, and disposal of infectious waste are regulated in some
fashion by the following entities: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington

Department of Ecology, Washington Department of Health, Washington Department of i

Transportation, Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC), BFHD, and the
National Hospital Certification Association. .. e I
Under the Medical Waste Tracking Act of 1988 (MWTA), the EPA gives states the responsibility
of permitting infectious waste treatment technologies. Treatment technologies mustbe - -
consistent with the requirements of Title V of the Federal Clean Air Amendments. 7
State law (RCW 70.95K) and administrative .code (WAC 480-70-041) defines biomedical wastes
toinclude thefollowing: - .~ . - - T o

. 'AnimaI_WéSte: Waste]énifriai parééSSéé, body parts, and bedding of animals thatare
_ known to be infected with or that have been inoculated with human pathogenic o
microorganisms infectiqus fo humans. ' '
« Biosafety Level 4 Discase Waste: Waste contaminated with biood, excretions,
~ exudates, or secretions from humans or animals which are isolated to protect others
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from highly communicable infectious diseases that are identified as pathogenic = -
organisms assigned to biosafety Level 4 by the Centers of Disease Control, Natlonal
Institute of Health, Blosafety in Mlcroblologlcal and Blomedlcal Laboratones current
edltlon ‘

‘e Cultures and Stocks Wastes mfectlous to humans includes speclmen cultures cultures
and stocks of etiologic agents, wastes from production of biologicals and serums, :
discarded live and attenuated vaccines, and laboratory waste that has come into contact
with cultures and stocks of etiologic agents or blood specimens. Such waste includes -
but is not limited to culture dishes, blood specimen tubes, and devices used to transfer, -
lnoculate and mix cultures.

o - Human Blood and Blood Products Dlscarded waste human biocod and blood ,
components, and materials containing free-ﬂowmg blood and blood products. i

. Pathologlcal Waste; Waste human source blopsy materlals t«ssues and anatomlcal
parts that emanate from surgery, obstetrical procedures and autopsy. “Pathologlcal
waste” does not include teeth, human corpses remains, and anatormul paits that are '
intended for interment or crematlon

e Sharps Waste: All hypodermic needles, synnges wnth needles attached lV tublng wuth
needles attached, scalpel blades, and lancets that have been removed from the ongmal
sterile package.

All types of biomedical wastes are generated in Franklin County. Pathological waste is handled
separately by transporting and disposing differently than other biomedical wastes. It is sent to
Utah to be incinerated.

9.5.1 Existing Conditions

Stericycle has the only franchise issued by the WUTC to collect biomedical wastes in the State
of Washington. In Frankiin County the quantity and composition of biomedical waste generated
is not known. While most medical facilities are informed about proper management of
biomedical wastes, residential generators may not be as informed about proper management
for sharps (such as waste needles). The major generators of biomedical wastes in Franklin
County (Lady of Lourdes Hospital and La Clinica in the City of Pasco) dispose of their wastes -
through Stericycle. At this time, BFHD indicates there have been neither reported problems
with biomedical wastes nor identification of biomedical waste disposed lmproperly in the waste
stream from these facilities (Kay Rottell, Phone conversation July 8, 2008). Although no
problems have been identified, a potential exists for improper disposal of these wastes. The
BFHD provides a brochure on proper home disposal of synnges and lancets and refers the o
medlcal commumty to Stencycle for dlsposal optlons ' :

9.5 2 Enham:ement Optlons for FCSWAC Consnderatlon

The County could provide additional education for all county households along with assoclated '
medical facilities utilized by dentists and veterinarians for the safe handling and disposal of -
sharps. Currently BFHD does provide some education and information. The FCDPW and -
BFHD could work in partnership in an effort to provide more information to public. This would
increase manpower costs and material costs initially but over the long term these costs are very
minimal. This option would result in greater compllance wrth proper blomedlcal waste disposal.

In addition, the collection program could be expanded to mclude farmers and ranchers. For
farmers and ranchers a collection program might best be accomplished through farm supply
stores, since this is where they purchase their syringes. The collection program could also be
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enhanced by collection events in conjunction with Household Hazardous Waste events. Such
collection events would ensure that a greater number of sharps are properly disposed.

Both of these collection options would have considerable costs for manpower, equipment, and
disposal of waste collected. Expertise in handling biomedical waste would be required and
extra precautions would need to be taken to minimize public exposure to these wastes. It would
also require coordination of the farm supply stores in a county wide program.

Another option would be to conduct a biomedical waste generator survey in Frankhn County
There has been little information generated to date from those generating this particular waste.
Disposal practices are not known for the resident using the present disposal system. . Significant
costs would be incurred for the initial survey, but it could provide information that could lead to
more specific management recommendations, as appropriate. v

Biomedical Wastes .
Priority Rated by SWAC

1 Educational program for correct management of residential medical waste

2 Collection of sharps at a farm supply stores or collection event in conjunction
with MRW '
3 Conduct a survey and develop applicable management recommendations

based upon survey results

9.6 Constructron and Demohtlon Wasl:es :

These are wastes generated from construction and demofition activities, 1nclud|ng new and used
building materials (wood, sheetrock, plastic sheetmg and pipe, metals, shlngies etc.), concrete,
and asphalt. : o . , _

A recent change in regulations affectlng these wastes is the replacement of Chapter 173-304
WAC by the new solid waste handling standards (Chapter 173-350 WAC). The new regulations
eliminate a category of landfill that was previously allowed (“inert demolition landfills”), replacing
it with inert landfills and limited purpose landfills. The primary. difference between the two types .
of waste is that demolition waste is considered susceptible to decomposition; whereas inert -
waste is considered resistant to decompaosition. : :

Regulatory options for disposal-of C&D and inert wastes include:

e Use of inert waste as fill material: WAC 173-350-410 provides for use of limited amounts
(less than 250 cublc yards) of mert waste as general unregulated fi f il matenal

- e . Disposal in inert waste landfills: Inert landfills may only manage concrete, asphalt
masonry, ceramics, glass, aluminum, and stainless steel, as these materials are
resrstant to decomposrtron

. Dlsposal in limited purpose landfills: lelted purpose landfi Ils are avarlable to accept
many other types of wastes including industrial waste, demolition waste, problem waste,
and wood waste, Design criteria for limited purpose landfills are performance based,
subject to location standards; design and operating criteria, ground water monitoring, -
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and financial assurance. Limited purpose landfill design specifications may requrre a
liner and leachate collection system.

There is a potential for demolition waste to be classified as “dangerous wastes” and be
regulated under the Dangerous Waste rules (Chapter 173-303 WAC). The followrng wastes are
potentially regulated under the Dangerous Waste rules

e Treated Wood: New types of treated wood are now belng used, and those products are
treated with copper and other less-toxic chemicals instead of the previous formulation
- that included arsenic and chromium. So treated wood from current construction sites is
~ not a significant concern, but treated wood from a demolition project may contain
previous type of treated wood (assumlng the burldmg being demolrshed was constructed
prior to 2004-2005).

e Paints and Other Coatings: Potential for asbestos, mercury, PCBs, and lead. '
¢ Plumbing and Pipes: Potential for asbestos or lead. -

o Fluorescent and high intensity discharge light bulbs.

e Batteries: Potential for lead, mercury, or PCBs.

e Thermostats, Switches, and Other Electrical Devices: Potential for mercury.

e Other Potentially Regulated Building Wastes (siding, flooring, rnsulatlon fireproofing,
vinyl, plaster, wallboard adhesive, caulk and other matenals) that may contain asbestos
and PCBs.. : _

9.6.1 Existing Conditions

Whoever first declares a material to be a waste, such as a contractor or property owner, is
responsible for determining if the Dangerous Waste rules apply. “Sampling and testing may be
necessary in many cases to determine if demolitlon wastes are regulated under the Dangerous
Waste rules. . .

in Franklin County there are four major facihtres for concrete and asphalt recycling and re-use
that report to the Department of Ecology. in 2005 over 47,260 tons were reported by these four
recyclers. The resultrng product is transformed back into roadway construction products,

Wood waste is diverted at the transfer station. The source of the wood waste comes from
palléts, new construction (homes), and some demolition activity. This wood waste is taken to the
Boise Cascade plant in Walla Walla County for burning as hog fuel in therr borlers Thrs present
disposal practice meets Franklin County’s needs.

According to Ecology, there are many new programs and facilities around the state to recycle -
and reuse material from the construction and demolition waste stream. Asphalt and concrete
collected for recyclrng has increased dramatrmlly since Ecology began tracking these materials
in 1999 (2005 Annual Report). Construction and demolition related material represent about 95
percent by weight of the materials reported Asphalt and concrete alone account for 67 percent
of the total diverted materials. :

There is increasing construction activity in Franklin County The Clty of Pasco Ieads the county
in building activity (Table 9-5). This indicates an increasing amount of C&D wastes belng
generated, as well as regular solid waste from the increased population (discussed in Chapter
3). The Office of Financial Management (OFM) for the State of Washington indicates that
population expansion will remain steady in Franklin County (September 2007 Report) for the
next twenty years.
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1999 | 1119 T $43,203,822
2000 - 1176 $48,452,712
2001 1507 $75,840,008
2002/3 No Data No Data
2004 2329 $248,381,025
2005 2465 T $227433367
2006 | 246 - $202.283,290
2000 | 1386 . | _ $187,781,328

In Frankhn County over the past 5 years, there has only been one enforcement actron taken by
BFHD because of illegal dumping of wood wastes. There are no |I|egal dumpmg sites noted for
the past 3 years. However, within the general region, there have been some numerous
instances of illegal dumping and sham recycling operations involving construction and .
demolition wastes. Recent state legislation has also highlighted a substantral problem and
concern statewide regarding abuses involving these and other wastes.

9.6.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

Reusing and recycling C&D materials can decrease the need for C&D waste drsposal Reuse
and recychng optrons mclude =

o Central site for recycllng and reuse

This is a convenient way to handle large amounts of wastes but requires a facility or
facilities that are properly equipped and operated fo handie this waste. An ideal optlon

~ could be a facility, or a series of local facilities, that combine reuse and recyclingas =
appropriate for the material. These facilities could sell salvaged products as well as
crush or grind other materials (wood, etc.) for recycling. It would be expected that these

* sites or facilities would be privately owned. A public facility would be cost prohibitive -

“unless a pnvate partner becomes available. - it would take approxnmately $500,000to
permit, design and build a central site for recycling and reuse in the county. There are
no private companies providing this service. State and Local government do not have
the financial resources available to provide such services. Currently there are private

" companies that provide concrete and asphalt reuse/recycling facilities which are
permitted and located in Franklin County. A private/public partnership might work if it is
regional (involves more than one county) and provides a reasonable cost for the service
provided. A central site would ensure compliance with current BFHD ruies and
regulations. The FCSWC should reach out to other adjacent counties to see if this
enhancement would be feasible. Benton County is also looking for partners in such a
regional venture.
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« Increased education and promotion of recycling and reuse

An important strategy would be fo get contractors and building owners to plan ahead for
recycling and reuse. Educational brochures can be developed for a small cost in 3
manpower and materials. These will be initial costs. It would provide the public with
safe handling for recycling/reuse and proper disposal options when needed, ensuring
compliance with existing BFHD rules and regulations. ' ;

¢ Increased educéti_on about potentially dangerous materials in demolitioh wastes

Contractors and homeowners could probably benefit from more information about the
potentially hazardous materials that can be uncovered during demolition activities.
Information should include proper handling and disposal, as well as the potential heaith
impacts. There would be initial costs involved in this educational approach. It could lead
to greater compliance with BFHD rules and regulations, especially less illegal dumping.

* Require deposit and proof of proper disposal when building permits are issued

 Local city and county building officials who issue building permits could stipulate that =

proof of proper disposal is required. The County could require that contractors deposit
money which would be returned when validation of proper disposal is proven. This
option provides a negative incentive t6 illegally dump C&D wastes. The costs to start,
maintain, and sustain such & program in Frankiin Courity would be high. =~~~
Administratively this program presents too many challenges in the short term (high
costs) to be effective. In addition, this option may be controversial.

* Create a mechanism to respond to.illegal dumping and sham recycling operations -

Franklin-County should authorize the Franchised Hauler to respond to all reports of
ilegal dumping and sham recycling operations within Frankiin County, and to clean up...
and properly manage all wastes that are illegally stored or disposed. The Franchised

Hauler can recover the costs of these response actions through its UTC tariff. ~~

Green Building PR . TR SR

Also as outlined in Beyond Waste, “green” building practices create a smaller amount of C&D
waste. As mentioned Chapter 3 of this plan, Ecology has adopted green building as one of the
five primary initiatives in the state’s Beyond Waste plan. The Beyond Waste plan adopts the
following definition of green building from the United States Green Building Council (USGBC):
“Design and construction practices that significantly reduce or eliminate the negative impact of

buildings on the environment and occupants in five broad areas:
* sustainable site planning. ' '
. con_v,}s'ervation' of méteri;-’_\!évar_;d resdurcés ~
~ * energy efficiency and renewable energy
o safeguarding water éhd water :efﬁciency _
¢ ‘“indoor air quality.”

There are extenuating circumstances that make the “Green Building” option less viable than
reducing and recycling wastes in Franklin County. High program implementation and
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enforcement costs are expected immediately. Energy efficiency, water efficiency, indoor air
quality and safeguarding water quality are being incorporated into the Uniform Building Codes,
which local building officials use. While this program would be sustainable over the long term
and meet safe handling and utilization of C&D wastes, its initial startup costs are very high.

Construction, Demolition and Landscaping Debris
Priority Rated by SWAC

1

9.7

Recycling:
¢ Increased education promotmg recyclmg and reuse

Recycling:

e Increased educatlon about potentially dangerous materials in
demolition wastes .

Create mechanism for enforcement and cleanup actlons within Frankhn
County

Recycling:
+ Evaluate deposit and proof of proper disposal when bundmg permits
are |ssued

Green Building Education

Disaster Debris

Major natural disasters can generate enormous volumes of debns in short penods of time.
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (F EMA), natural disasters generally
create the following types of debris (FEMA 2007)

Wind: Debris consists primarily of trees, constructlon matenals from damaged or
destroyed structures and personal property. -

Floods: Debris consists of sediment, wreckage, personal belongings, and sometimes
hazardous materials deposited on pubhc and private property. Additionally, heavy rains
and floods may produce landslides; in such cases, debris consists primarily of soil,
gravel, rock and some construction materials.

Earthquakes: Debris consists of building materials, personal property and sediment
caused by landslides.

Wildfires: Debris consists of burned out structures cars and/or other metal objects, ash
and charred wood waste. o ,

Ice Storms or Snowstorms: Debris consnsts of srgnrﬁcant amounts of woody debris from
broken tree limbs and branches.

Though not discussed in FEMA literature, Frankiin County must also be prepared to
manage ash fall from volcanoes situated along the Cascade Range.

The primary focus of government response teams in the aftermath of a disaster is to restore and
maintain public health and safety. As a result, debris diversion programs such as recycling and
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reuse can quickly become secondary. Advance planning, through a Disaster Management
Plan, can help Franklin County identify options for collecting, handling, storing, processing,
transporting, diverting, and disposing of debris. Preparing a plan before an emergency happens
will save valuable time and resources. S '

9.7.1 Existing Conditions

Franklin County does not have a “Disaster Management Plan” for solid waste. Solid waste
generated from a natural disaster like a weather event required local emergency management
personnel to default o local officials as to where the material would be taken. There is no
longer a landfill within the county, the debris cannot be burned and temporary storage sites
were never identified. A major disaster event has the potential to strain the existing system to
beyond its capabilities.

9.7.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

Franklin County needs to develop a “Disaster Management Plan” for solid waste activities to
prepare and respond to various disasters that may occur over the next 20 years. It is expected
that the initial costs to develop a plan of this nature would be high. It would pre-plan disposal
options for various disaster scenarios. Such a plan would identify how to comply with existing
BFHD rules in the event of a disaster. Ideally a disaster management plan would include: '

» Locations for emergency staging and temporary storage of debris generated by natural
disasters in this plan for the public to utilize

e Develop checklists that summarize the tasks to be undertaken by the local government
who are the designated debris manager and team duties.

Disaster Debris
Priority Rated by SWAC _ _
. Develop a disaster management plan for Frankiin County o
~ » Establish locations for emergency staging and temporary storage of
1 debris generated by natural disasters in this plan '
o Develop checklists that summarize the tasks to be undertaken by the
local government who are the designated debris manager and team
duties. . ‘
¢ Identify the certificated solid waste operator in the County, to be
responsible for transporting and disposing of debris generated by natural
disasters in the county _ .

' Disaster Management Plan — Text from the Seattle Urban Disaster Debris
Management Plan , e

Itis important to note that in jurisdictions where solid waste collection is regulated by
the WUTC, contracting with additional resources for debris collection can only be
pursued if the WUTC-certified hauler is unabie to provide service, and only after the
contractor has been issued a temporary garbage certificate by the WUTC.

_Chapter 9 — October 2008 Preliminary Dr_a_ijt g : 12
Frankiin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan L : Special Wastes




R

9.8 Electronic Wastes

In 20086, the Washington State Legislature passed Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 6428,
which Governor Gregoire signed into law on March 24, 2006. This is known as the Washington
State Electronics Product Recycling Law. Electronic products covered in the legislation include
cathode ray tube (CRT) and flat panel computer monitors having a viewable area greater than
four inches when measured diagonally, desktop computers, laptops, and portable computers.
The law requires manufacturers of electronic products sold in Washington State to finance and
implement electronics collection, transportation, and recycling programs in Washington State no
later than January 1, 2009. This program will be available to households, small governments,
small businesses, and charities. Ecology will oversee this program.

Ecology finished adopting WAC 173-900 in 2007 requiring computer and television
manufacturers to provide consumer-convenient recycling of their covered electronic products
(CEPs) throughout our state.

9.8.1 Existing Conditions

Each year in Franklin County, businesses and citizens throw away computers, monitors,
laptops, and televisions. The quantity of this waste is unknown. ,

In Franklin County, there are no restrictions on disposal of residential electronic waste.
Disposal of commercial electronic waste follows no additional restrictions in the County beyond
state and federal rules regarding hazardous or dangerous wastes. Currently, BDI handles
electronic waste for a fee in Franklin County. BDI also held an E-Waste collection eventin
Pasco in 2004. Other small retailers continue to collect old products for recycling or reuse.
Currently the BFCHD has not had to respond to illegal dumping of electronic wastes within .
Franklin County. I . .

9.8.2 Enhancement Obﬁoné for FC§WAC Consideration |

The FCDPW could apply for a grant to inventory available opportunities for electronic waste -
collection and recycling within Franklin County and the adjoining counties. This study shoulid be
conducted to identify existing companies or agencies locally and regionally that can provide S
collection and/or recycling services for electronic waste. The cost for this study would be
estimated to cost as much as $15,000 and involve a grant from an appropriate agency such as.
Ecology. The initial survey would be a one time effort. To sustain this collection and recycling
activities over the next 20 years, funding would be required for manpower, equipment, and
materials. . : : : )

Based on the results of the study of available resources, the County and cities would seek to
establish relationships with electronic waste recyclers in the County and surrounding region.
These relationships with recyclers and associated programs to recycle electronic waste would
help achieve compliance of the rules and regulations. It is expected that the electronic waste
recycling would increase. However this is not cost effective because of the high cost of ’
establishing relationships to produce an inventory of recyclers that will be constantly changing.

(This may be completely pre-empted by the MMFA, assuming it ddes what it is supposed to do.)
BFHD should monitor the progress of the state program for collection and recycling of electronic

waste, and determine if illegal dumping occurs after the state program goes into operation. If it
does, BFHD, should authorize BDI to respond to all reports of illegal dumping of electronic
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waste and other wastes within Franklin County, and to clean up and properly manage all wastes
that are illegally stored or disposed, BDI can recover the costs of these response actions
through its UTC tariff.

Electronic Wastes
Priority Rated by SWAC

1 Promote existing program for education.
2 BFHD continues to monitor illegal dumping

9.9 Petroleum Contaminated Soils

Petroleum Contaminated Soils (PCS) consist primarily of soils containing gasoline, kerosene,
diesel, oil, or propane products or residues. Generally, this occurs as a result of leakage or spills
of petroleum products. Some PCS can be contaminated with lead, benzene, solvents, and -
PCBs and therefore may be cons:dered hazardous However this section does not discuss this
type of contaminated soil. - ,

PCS cleanup is requured by Ecology’s Model Toxics Control Act Cleanup Regulation (WAC 173—
340, MTCA). Under the MTCA, Ecology designates soils as industrial or residential in origin,
and then establishes maximum allowable hydrocarbon contamination levels according to the
source of contamination. The soils are tested upon removal to determine their level of ' v
contamination. Soils over the MTCA levels are required to be reported to Ecology within 24 - F
hours. PCS cleanup will also need to comply with the proposed WAC 173-350 regulations. PCS
above MTCA cleanup levels can be treated in-situ, in ptace or excavated and- treated onsrte or
at an approved treatment facility. : :

9. 9 1 Exlstmg Condltlons

The amount of PCS has dropped significantly over the past decade (reference) Agmg gasollne
and fuel tanks were dlscovered to be leaking several years ago, forcing a major effort to remove
or upgrade these tanks and to clean up the contaminated soil below them. Most of that work has
now been accomplished, and the amount of PCS has dropped off considerably (reference). The
occasional problem is still discovered, however, and depending on the amount of contaminated
soil and the degree of contamination will still dictate how PCS is disposed. .

Proper dlsposal of PCS is largely the responsibility of the generator. PCS generated in Franklln
County are disposed of in several ways. One option is for the generator to remediate and =
dispose of the soil on site. Another option is to haul the PCS to the Hom Rapids Landfill, where
the wastes are land farmed, disked in with native soils, and then used as cover and road-
building materials at the landfill. The BFHD monitors the acceptance of PCS at the landfill and
requires testing of the material before it is used at the landfill. The Horn Rapids Landfill uses a
special form and procedure to track PCS through the treatment process. PCS may alsobe
brought to the BDI transfer station, after which it is exported to the Finley Buttes Landfill in *
Oregon. Generators generally choose the method of disposal based on cost.
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9.9.2 Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration

There are no known significant problems with PCS disposal in Franklin County at this time and
therefore no enhancement options are provided. ; v

9.10 Septage and Street Wastes

This section investigates tank pumping from septage, oiliwater separators (sewer systems and
storm water systems) and street sweepings associated with solids swept up from the roadway.

9.10.1 Septage ‘ o . T
Septage is defined as semisolids consisting of settled sewage solids combined with varying -
amounts of water and dissolved materials generated in a septic tank system. Septageis ~
generated from onsite sewage disposal systems, either from individual residential systems or
larger community systems. All homes and businesses that are not hooked up to publicor -
private sewer treatment systems in the County are required to treat their wastewater in‘an
onsite sewage disposal system, consisting of a septic tank and a disposal unit, and may have
additional treatment units. Septage from individual onsite septic tanks are pumped out typically
every 3 o 5 years by system-owners. - S . SR TR :

91011 EXISTING CONDITIONS o L
BFHD currently licenses 17 contractors to pump septic tanks (BFHD phone conversation with
Kay Rottell, July 8, 2007). They operate out of Washington and Oregon in various ‘counties,
including Franklin, Benton, Yakima, and Adams Counties in Washington State. - The contractor
is required to dispose of these materials at an approved permitted facility, Reporting -~ .

requirements include the submission of a written report each month, detailing the date of the.. - -
pumping, the address, the nature of the material pumped, the disposal site; and the date of -
disposal. . Ecology is responsible for approval and permitting of septage disposal sites. Land. ..
application sites for septic wastes must meet the requirements of Chapter 173-308-270 WAC. ...
Surface impoundments and tanks greater than 1,000 gallons, including those that hold septage,
are regulated under Chapter 173-350-330 WAC. .. T B

Septage is taken out of county to a site near Finley in Benton County. Thisis a permitted facility
for land application of septage through injection. The site is 1,200 acres in size and septage is
applied at agronomic rates which equal approximately 30,000 gallons/acre/year. Injection is
similar to plowing: the ground is tilled and the septage is allowed to flow into the resulting

9.10.1.2 ENHANCEMENT OPTIONS FOR FCSWAC CONSIDERATION

Currently, there is one site operating which accepts all of Franklin County's septic tank wastes
(near Finley). Finding an additional site would eliminate potential “emergencies” similar to the
situation which occurred in 1992. In 1992 there were no facilities in either Benton or Frankiin
County permitted by the health department to accept these wastes. These wastes were hauled
out of the counties, which increased costs to residential and commercial septic system
operators. Eliminating future uncertainties related to septic waste utilization or disposal should
be considered.
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9.10.2 Street Wastes

Street wastes include liquid and solid wastes collected during maintenance of storm water catch
basins, retention ponds, and ditches and similar storm water treatment and conveyance
structures, and solid wastes collected during street and parking lot sweeping.

Chapter 173.303 WAC, provides rules for the designation and handling of solid wastes which
are deemed dangerous to the public health and the environment. A waste is a Dangerous
Waste (DW) if it is listed as such in Chapter 173.303 WAC, or if it exhibits dangerous waste
characteristics. The chances of street wastes contammg a listed waste are remote unless a Spl“
of dangerous waste has occurred or the site has been contaminated by an illegal discharge.

If street wastes do not meet the requirements of a DW, then it becomes a solid waste and is-
regulated under Chapter 173.304. WAC, when the liquids have been decanted. BFCHD
authorities use Chapter 173.340 WAC Method A for residential soil cleanup levelasan |
approxmatlon of "clean” for solid waste reuse. Determination of waste desrgnatlon isthe _
responsibility of the generator Samphng and testing of all street waste is recommended if a
junsdrctlon has never tested its street wastes. .. e . -

9.10.2 1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

A number of Iocal parking lot-sweeping compames service the busrness commumty wrthrn the
City of Pasco. The primary private sector generator within this area is the Road 100 Mall and
the businesses adjacent to I-82 located along Road 68. The'street waste from this area is’
collected and disposed of by a company hired under contract by the Road 100 MaII and the .
various. busmesses along Road 68.. ‘

The City of Pasco is the primary pubhc sector generator wrthm Franklin County Most street
wastes collected by the City of Pasco are street sweepings and vactor waste. Vactor waste is-
collected (vacuum) by a vactor truck. This truck separates the liquid from the organic matter and
grit and then discharges the liquid back into the sewer system: Once the organic matter and grit
has been separated from the liquid it is reused as roadway material after a representative
sample is collected and tested to determine if the organic matter and grits mest the criteriaas a-
solid waste. Street sweeping wastes collected by the : sweepers are also sampled and tested to
determine if the organic matter and grits meet the criteria as a solid waste. This material is
reused in roadway or construction projects (reference) .

The other cities in the County do not currently have a street sweeplng program. Street wastes
from hlghways in Frankhn County are taken to regronal fandfilis in Benton County ' :
9.10.2.2 ENHANCEMENT OPTIONS FOR FCSWAC CONSIDERATION

There are no recommended improvements for street waste at this time.

Septage and Street Wastes

Prlonty Rated by . SWAC

1 o Evaluate ﬁndmg and permrttmg a reglonal facrlrty for disposal of septage
before no optlons for septage are available regionally

2 Support continuation of private / public management of septage and street
wastes
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9.11 Tires

RCW 70.95 defines “waste tires” as “tires that are no longer suitable for their original intended
purpose because of wear, damage or defect.” It defines “storage” or “storing of tires” as “the
placing of more than 800 waste tires in a manner that does not constitute final disposal of the
waste tires.” It defines “transportation” or “transporting” as “picking up or transporting waste tires
for the purpose of storage or final disposal.” -

RCW 70.95.500 requires that only authorized sites be used for tire storage or disposal of vehicle
tires. Other disposal on land or in water is illégal and is punishable by a civil penalty, which shall
not be less than $200, or more than $2,000 for each offense. For a 5-year period after its 1989
adoption, RCW 70.95.510 directed the assessment of a $1 per tire charge on the retail sale of
new vehicle tires. The funds raised from this surcharge were used for a variety of used tire
programs and studies including enforcement, public information, product marketing studies for
recycled tires, pilot studies and clean up of unauthorized tire stockpiles. The state legislature
allowed this surcharge to “sunset” in 1994 by not reauthorizing the statute. '

RCW 70.95 was recently amended to reinstate the tire fee, effective July 1, 2005. The original
tire fee, which had expired in 1994, had been used to clean up tire dumps, fund a special study
of tires, and conduct other activities. The new fee is also intended to clean up unauthorized tire
dumps and to help prevent future accumulations of tires: The fee is expected to raise $4.4
million per year and will expire in 2010. Other amendments provide for stricter licensing
requirements and make tire transporters (licensed or not) liable for the cost of cleaningup .
illegally stored or dumped tires. S ' o
- 9.11.1 = Existing Conditions N , L
Tire dealerships remove most old tires in the process of selling new ones. These large tire. ="
retailers contract with a tire collector for transport away from the site and eventual ==~~~ ° =
disposal/recycling. The majority of tires collected in the county are transported out of the county
or state. Likewise, the transfer station will accept tires for a fee. These tires are transported out
of county for recycling. -~ = = Y - SR I e L gD
Ilegal dumping of tires is an ongoing concem. Tire piles are an ideal breeding ground for

AR . N

mosquitoes and a popular habitat for rodents, which are a public health concern because they

can transmit disease. Tire piles can also be a threat to public safety because they catch fire

easily and can be very difficult to put out. BFHD permits facility(s) within the County. There are .

no permitted facilities but BFHD is aware of three un-permitted piles at area wrecking yards and
another at a former tire sales facility (reference). . ot

The Study of Unauthorized Tire Piles (G-Logics 2005) identified 54 sites in Washington with .
significant and unauthorized accumulations of scrap tires. Four of the sites identified in this
study are in Franklin County. These sites are estimated to contain the equivalent of 77,340
tires. Removal and proper disposal of these tires is projected to cost $198,948. Thisis = -
presented in Table 9-11. T : Lo e : sl S

The site 1s a storage yard for Tommy’s Auto | -
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Steel

Wrecking Yard located one mile to the east. | -
According to the county health department,

| approx. 3,000 tires will be removed and -

used as part of an experimental diary farm ~
digester. Some tires have been bale. -
Otherwise, large tire piles are present. - ’

11,983

86

| Pasco Auto
- Wrecking

The site was not covered by the 2005 Walker

| air survey, and was accessible for a site visit. |

A pile taller than the 10-foot high perimeter
fence was visible from the road duringa -
September 2005 drive-by. Pile sizes were
approximated using a September 200.

| Google Earth air photo. - - :

27

7,264

7

Bradley’s

 Towing

A wrecking yard containing several large | -
tire piles. ‘A residential neighborhood is ...
located nearby.

50.

 Ben’s

This site is a former Les Schwab store.
Most of the tires present are used as”™

_ ' obstacles for a paint ball court.
Source: Study of Unauthorized Tire Piles (G-Logics 2005) .

9.11.2° - Enhancement Options for FCSWAC Consideration
e Public Education Programs

Citizens of Franklin County can be educated on proper tire maintenance, tire repair, and -
lifecycle costs to encourage purchase of longer-life tires. A public education campaign for tires:
could promote proper tire maintenance (keeping tires balanced and inflated) to extend the life of
tires and reduce the number of tires disposed. This campaign can promote the reuse of tires :
and publicize proper recycling and disposal options within the county. Another educational - -
example could be developed in a County Park that uses an environmental theme for.exhibits -
that emphasize the benefits of re-use and recycling. The cost of educational programs would .
be moderate initially. There would be manpower and materials needed for initial start up. This
type of educational program could sustain itself after an initial enhancement to the CPG funding
system _over the 20 year planning period. Environmental themes in parks score higher in grant
funding applications for urban areas than other types of park developments. The Washington
State Intergovernmental Agency Committee (IAC) provides grants for outdoor park activities and
park development. Exploring opportunities for grant funding by the City of Pasco or Franklin
County should be investigated. - -~ = = . - : o . ot
e Develop a collection system for tires L L
Provisions could be made for ongoing collections of old tires, either for free (subsidized by
Franklin County or others) or for a small fee. Tires could be transferred to a private hauler for:
recycling or reuse. This type of program would be cost prohibitive because of the manpower,
equipment, and materials utilized to initially start up and sustain. Presently there is no a
revenue stream available that will fund such an operation. , , v
« Municipal and County Solid Waste Staff Coordination — A request for assistance in’
cleaning up tire piles : N : D
At present, tire disposal.in Franklin County appear to be isolated to wrecking yards or a former
tire sales facility. The BFHD will identify tire piles that do not comply with state regulations and
require compliance with these regulations. In addition, the County will pursue state grants, if

<0418
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available, to assist in tire pile cleanup. The recent amendment to the waste tire removal
account (RCW 70.95.530) allows for “funding to state and local governments for the removal of
discarded vehicle tires from unauthorized tire dump sites.” FCDPW should coordinate with the
BFHD on securing the grant that will remove the tire piles identified.

e Create County and City Purchasing Programs for Recycled Tire Products

This item was also discussed in Chapter 4. Franklin County or Pasco can use its purchasing
power to promote markets for scrap tires. There are a wide variety of tire-derived products
available in the marketplace such as molded rubber products (e.g., carpet underlay, flooring
material, dock bumpers, patio decks, railroad crossing blocks, roof walkway pads, rubber tiles
and bricks, movable speed bumps). EPA has developed recycled-content recommendations for
many products made from scrap rubber. Additionally, rubberized asphalt can have applications
in many public works projects and loose fill crumb rubber can be used in a variety of
applications for recreation and outdoor use such as playgrounds and walkmg trails. Purchasing
programs also can promote the use of retreads in government fleets, which is a common
practice in commercial fleets for large truck tires. As mentioned in Chapter 4, EPA also has a
procurement guideline developed for retread tires. The initial costs to implement a program of
this nature for county and city governments are high. Manpower for initial startup is expected to
be high. The FCSWAC may want to consider exploring this item at a future date, outside the six
year implementation schedule.

e Create a mechanism to respond to illegal dumping and sham recycling operations
Franklin County should authorize the Franchised Hauler to respond to all reports of illegal
dumping and sham recycling of tires and other wastes within Franklin County, and to clean up
and properly manage all wastes that are illegally stored or disposed, The Franchised Hauler
can recover the costs of these response actions through its UTC tariff.

s Conduct an Annual Waste Tire Collection Event for Franklin County

Under this option the City of Pasco and Franklin County would sponsor an annual waste tire
collection event in the greater Pasco area. This would allow residents a convenient opportunity
to dispose of their waste tires. In order to manage costs, collection would be limited to
passenger car or utility truck tires. Commercial tires, agricultural waste tires, and plastic wheel
covers would not be accepted.

Tires
Priority Rated by SWAC
1 Public education programs

Create a mechanism to respond to illegal dumping cases.

Develop a safe management system for tires
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10.0 »ADMINIST RATION AND ENFORCEMENT
10.1 Introduction

The responsibility for solid waste administration in Franklin County is currently divided among
several agencies and jurisdictions in local, county, state, and federal government. At the federal
and state levels, the primary regulatory authorities for solid waste management are the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology), respectively. At the local level, the responsibility for solid waste administration and
enforcement is shared by Franklin County, the incorporated cities, and the Benton Franklin
Health District. _

Proper enforcement of existing laws ensures that human garbage 1s managed and disposed of
so that it does not create a risk to human health or the environment. RCW 70.95 assigns local
government the primary responsibility for planning and managing solid waste. In Franklin
County and the incorporated cities within, the responsibility is theirs for providing enforcement of
federal, state, and local laws and regulations. This local enforcement authority ensures that the
County system meets all applicable standards for the protectron of human health and the
environment. : .

10.2 A'c'lminti'stration_ and Enforcement Authority
10.2.1 State

10.2.1.1 WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
At the state level, Ecology has the primary authonty for solid waste. Ecology helps local
communities with solid waste plan vng by: e L

e Administering grants: to provrde support for local solid waste planning activities

° Rewewmg solid waste ) rmlts to ensure that facilities comply with regulations

10.2.1.2 WASHINGTO
As dlscussed in Chapter {8 ipe T
companies*WUTC authonty éhapter¢81 .77 RCW and Chapter 480—70 WAC) is limited to
private collection’companies and does not extend to municipal collection operated by - ;
municipalities or t rcontractors The WUTC requrres annual revenue reports establishes -
rates, and regulates service are:

by the WUTC, under 1aws that apply in general to’ motor freight carriers (RCW 81 80) See -
Chapter 6 for more |nform t|on about the WUTC s authorlty in the County. R

TILITIESZ AND T TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (WUTC)

10.2.2 County/ Mumcrpal Government

10.2.2.1 FRANKLIN COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT (FCDPW)
In Franklin County, the Solid Waste Division of the Frankiin County Public Works Department
manages solid wastes. The responsrbrhtres of the FCDPW include: :

) Development and lmplementatlon of the SWMP
e Regulating the management of solid waste in the County

e Developing public education programs related to waste reduction and recychng -
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. Contractrng wrth solid waste service provrders

The Franklin County Solid Waste Division is funded by a surcharge fee collected from accounts
in the non incorporated areas of the county. Ecology also administers a grant to the County for
solid waste management planning activities and pilot projects. .

Exhibit 10-1 shows the Solid Waste Division organizational structure in Franklin County
Exhibit 10-1  Solid Waste Division Organizational Structure in Franklin County

Private Sector

Collector

Hauler

Recycler
_Processor

Public Works Department -~
Sheriff's Department

- . Benton Franklin County. Health )
: Deparlment )

o Depariment of Ecology
o Utilities and Transportation
Commission

Local Government

Pasco

" Connell
Mesa
Kahlotus

whlch has |ts own ¢ de enforcement) Ecology prowdes BFHD a grant to fund this
enforcement.- Prior to': approvmg a permit, BFHD reviews it to ensure it complres with all relevant
plans and regulations. The BFHD also inspects solid waste facilities a minimum of once .a year.
Much of the BFHD enforcement activities are funded by an Ecology grant

10.2.2.3 INCORPORATED CITIES

RCW 70.95.080 requires each city to either develop a SWMP for integration into.the County
Plan or participate in developing the County’s Plan. In.Frankiin County, all four incorporated
cities and towns are a part of the County’s solid waste management system, through an. _
interfocal agreement (Appendix F). As discussed in Chapter 6, cities can provide solid waste
collection services, however none of the cities do this in Franklin County. - All the cities contract
with BDI for garbage collection. Detailed information about collection in lndxvrdual cities is
included i in Chapter 6 Collectron Systems.
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10.2.2.4 FRANKLIN COUNTY SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (FCSWAC)

The SWAC was developed, as required under RCW 70.95.165, to develop solid waste
programs and policies in Franklin County. The SWAC has a minimum of nine members, which
represent different interests including local govemment, business, and public interest groups.
SWAC members are appointed for 3-year terms. The term of the SWAC shall be at the
pleasure of the Board of County Commissioners (Resolution-No. xx-2007). The FCSWAC
plays a significant role in developing and updating the Franklin County Integrated Solid Plan.
SWAC bylaws are provided in Appendix A.

10.2.3 Private Sector

The private sector also contributes significantly to the proper management of solid waste, and to
the extent possible, public-private partnerships are used to provide the most cost-effective
system. The day to day operations of collecting and properly disposing of solid waste m
Franklin County is currently handled by one company (BDI, Jnc ). :

Collection of HHW at the privately owned transfer station'is very cost effectlve This is an
excellent example of public-private partnerships developed over the past 25:years in Franklin
County

10.3 Current Conditions

Historically, administration of the solid waste system has be_ '
Public Works Department. In all of the mun|C|paI jurisdictions‘involved, staff is assigned solid
waste planning duties as necessary and these responsibilities do notrepresent a majority of
their general job requirements. Currently, in the Public Works Department there is a full time
waste reduction/recycling coordinator. The Publlc Works Director and the Assistant Public
Works Director also work on projects as necessary. With the many new programs that are being
introduced for the solid waste system and the universally complex solid waste management
issues that are arising, itis important that the county and other jurisdictions involved maintain..
organized structures to rem“ in current. Malntalnlng‘”good communication between participating
agencies and the private sector is:esser tial to ensure programs are reasonably conSIstent W|th

one another and’ avord duphcate efforts

In 2007 the FCSWAC was reactlvated to provide the 2008 Integrated Solid Waste Plan It is the
lead adwsory entity for long term management of solid waste issues in Franklin County.
Separate sub-committees a j’specral purpose committees will be established from time to t|me
to address specific solid waste issues as they arise. The need for small subcommittees to
analyze and prowd*"“ ecommendatlons to the FCSWAC wnII be determined on a case by case
basis. ! 5 :

The Health Department offi C|als provide permitting, monitoring 'and enforcement services
throughout the county as provided by state law. The implementation of new standards and
regulations for solid waste handling has placed an increased burden on local health - = -~
departments to monitor and regulate the solid waste system. ' :

irected by the Franklin County

Present Health Department responslbllltles are as follows:
¢ Issuing permits for all solid waste facilities.

¢ Handling complaints and public i mqumes concerning compliance wrth solid waste lssues
and regulations. :

¢ Inspection of facilities to ensure compliance with rules, regulations, and permits.’
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e Granting variances, when appropriate, for solid waste facilites which do not conform to
exlstlng regulations due to unique circumstances.

J Revnewmg groundwater-monitoring data to check for compliance with applicable
standards, and to observe trends.

¢ Reviewing new technical documents for the development and management of SOlld
waste systems.

‘e Enforcement of illegal dumping regulations.

Tllegal dumpmg
PCS

Tllegal burning
Public Nuisance

Total y:ari.y complaints -{ 9 14
Complaint determined not| 4 1
solid waste issue

Source: BFHD data fro mplaint Recofds? ‘

worthy to note that nearly one'i y comp alnts 'responded to by the health department from

2002 to 2006 "‘as not valit

Illegal dumpmg presents an environmental and pubhc health threat and depnves local B
governments:of taxes and fees from the solid waste system. lllegal hauling of solid waste also .
deprives local governments of those revenues, undercuts the UTC franchise system, and
increases costs forall customers in the system. Sham recycling operations deceive the public,
pose a threat to publlc health and the environment, and increase costs to governments and
customers.

As enforcement activities are enhanced by municipalities in urban areas by dedicating
manpower (code enforcement), complaints to the health department will likely decrease.
However this does not lighten the burden of helping other agencies and municipalities enforce
solid waste regulations. Population projections will continue to drive service requnrements in
Franklin County over the next twenty years.

Environmental issues at solid waste sites can be complex and demanding on local resources.
The permitting process has become more involved and requires additional time and interaction
with Ecology. Monitoring and enforcement responsibilities have also grown. These increased
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efforts place additional demands on Health Department staff and available funds. The Health
Department may need to grow in order to continue to perform their function.

An increased awareness of the public to the problems and needs of the solid waste system may
reduce the enforcement and oversight responsibilities of the county and other jurisdictions in
Franklin County. The opportunities exist to provide educational programs aimed at the
residents of Franklin County. These programs, which provide education on litter control, illegal
dumping, waste reduction/recycling and special waste management, are intended to help the
generators of solid waste in Franklin County to better understand the issues and needs for
proper management. With time, this could result in a lower degree of enforcement, abatement,
and monitoring activities for the County and Cities. Through greater public awareness, it is
hopeful that individual citizens will better understand how the solid waste system operates and
individual citizen responsibilities. s

10.4 Recommended Options for Consideratit;ﬁfb_ﬁyf_hFCSWAC

o Educational Programs: The County should develic;'ip-b,iliingual pa'ifh"p,hblkets on proper waste
utilization/disposal options in Franklin County.  The advantage of this approach is that it
is low cost and may lead to greater compliance with solid waste regulations over time.

o lllegal Dumping, illegal solid waste haulihg, and sham ;réz:ycling:

o Ecology should continue to provide grant funding for BFHD to monitor illegal
dumping. ey

o Frankiin County should establish enforcement of solid waste laws and
regulations as a priority goal. . o

e The County should authorize the local Franchised Hauler to respond to all reports of
illegal dumping and sham recycling operations within Franklin County, and to clean up
and properly manage all wastes that are illegally stored or disposed. The Franchised
Hauler can recover the costs of these response actions through its UTC tariff.

« The FCSWAC Technical Advisory Subcommittee should coordinate with Ecology, uTC
and others 1o identify illegal hauling activities, sham recycling and other violations of
solid waste laws and regulations. It should also support enforcement activities and
identify appropriate roles for local jurisdictions in enforcement activities.

e Littering: The County should consider reinstituting the littering hot line for Franklin
County. The disadvantage of this option is the cost of initializing the program
(manpower and \.mate"rials). The County would also need to determine who would
administer the program.

e BFHD should continue to support monitoring and enforcement for smaller cities in the
County. Under the current system, the County has maintained compliance with solid
waste regulations.

¢ The County should support local code enforcement activities, such as the City of
Pasco’s ongoing enforcement program within the city limits. Under the current system,
the County has maintained compliance with solid waste regulations.
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11.0 . FINANCING AND IMPLEMENTATION
11.1 Introduction o

This chapter presents Franklin County’s six year financial plan for their solid waste program and
a six and twenty year schedule of implementation for the recommendations made in this plan.
The financial plan reviews the County’s sources of funds (revenues) and application of funds
(expenses) for projected future operating and capital costs.

As described in'the previous chapters of this plan, the Franklin County solid waste system
involves a combination of public and private sector organizations. The private sector owns and
operates the county’s solid waste collection, transfer, and dispos_,a"["fUnctiéns. Franklin County’s
role is to plan and manage the regional system, inciuding implementing programs for waste
recycling, waste prevention, toxicity reduction, and management of ‘household hazardous waste.
The four cities of Pasco, Connell, Kahlotus, and Mesa have various planning roles and remain
focused on issues related primarily to waste collection within their boundaries. The SWAC

makes recommendations to policy makers in the cities and county.

11.2 Past Financial History

In Franklin County, most solid waste activities have followed the 1994 Benton Franklin Counties
Solid Waste Plan, with some minor modifications for moderate risk waste activities. The county
N rants to accomplish and continue .
6unty has paid the 25% match to receive
Ecology grant funds. The following two tables repre - and current program expenditures,
and activities associated with those expenditures.” xpenditures have not exceeded
funds available and all monies, -according to the County, have been spent appropriately.

has secured funding from Ecology in the form
implementation of that plan. Historically Frankli

2004 - 2005 L
i $111,934
$132,048
$ 7.892
Lotz $251,874
2006-2007 o
Waste Reduction and Recycling Activities - $118,750
Moderate Risk Waste Activities $136,187 -
Organics’ SR $ 9,750
Total $264,687
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¢ Drop box recycling . Small Quantlty Generator ¢ Home composting

¢ Cooperation and B SQGy .- . e Christmas tree mulching
coordination of sohd Waste le Collectlon events (MRW) | ¢ Public education
issues » e Pesticide reductlon | ® Grant administration

e Litter clean up © education - e Planning’ o

e Litter education (bags, anti- | e Partnerships (product e Grant application for
littering message and ~ stewardship — electronics, , ""logy funds

~ information) with Auditor’s mercury, pesticides, solid
Office —license tabs -. - .|  waste) e

e Waste reduction (SMAR'I) | ® On site business MRW

. program - :  audits .

¢ Program promotlon : | ® Used anti-freeze collectlon :
(Website, Community | ® - Used oil collection -
events, presence being e Toxics reductlon e ucatlon
sustained) and outreach

. Pubhc educatlon * Moderate Risk Waste:

e Pl g . o

e Apply for grant funds

e Grant administration -~ -
¢ E-Waste Colle_cgon Event

11.3 Financial Plan
This section presents the esti
Plan. It also discusses the options available for fundmg and financing those costs. When
citizens can make a direct connection between solid waste disposal and its associated costs,
they are more likely 1 pt the desired behaviors of waste reduction and recycllng, and other
waste man‘ gement best p v

11.3. :I. Costs

The cost estlmates presented i ln th|s section are conceptual planmng-level estlmates The
information in this chapter has been developed to conform to the WUTC Cost Assessment
Guidelines for Local Sc jaste Management Planning (WUTC 2001). The WUTC cost
assessment is included as Appendix G. Franklin County intends to review, revise, and extend
its cost projections periodically, as needed, for good solid waste system management and to
meet requirements of RCW 70.95.110.

Costs include operating and capital costs, and are described in the following sections. All
known or anticipated solid waste system operating costs for the next 6 years are reflected in the
following sections with as much precision and accuracy as possible (planning-level estimates).

Table 11-3 identifies Franklin County’s costs to implement the recommendations in this Pian.
Costs are presented in one-year increments. These annual costs are broken into the three
main categories of the Department of Ecology’s CPG breakdown of Waste Reduction and
Recycling (WR&R), Moderate Risk Waste (MRW) and Organics (ORG).
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2010 2011 2012 2013
Required by
Plan
oM f i N I '
WR&R $2,000 |$2000 |$8,000 |$8000 |$18,000 |$18,000
MRW $1,000 $1,000 $2,000 |%$2,000 |$2,250 |$2250
| ORGANICS | $ 500 $ 500 |$3,000 {$3000 |$8000 |$8,000
- B SUB | $3,500 $3,500 | $13,000 | $13,000 | $28,250 - | $28,250
CAPITAL | . ’ S I
WR&R $0 1 $0 | $3,750 1 $2,500 | $2,500
MRW $1,000 |[$1,000 (%0 {80 $0
ORGANICS $0- 1 $0 $0 . | $0% $0- 18%0
SUB | $1,000 $1,000 $3,750 - | $3,750 | $2,500 $2,500
Existing Programs. e
WR&R $63,917 1721 $64,000 | $64,000 | $65,500 |-$65,500
MRW $77,5643 | $77,543 | $78,667 | $78,667 | $80,167 | $80,167
ORGANICS $3,750 |$3,750 [$4,000 |$4,000 |$5000 |$5,000
SUB | $145,210 $146,667 | $146,667 | $150,667 | $150,667
TOTALS $149,710 -1 $163,417 | $163,417 | $181,417 | $181,417

The activities above are further bro
activity costs associated with the tr

are provided in Table 11=

The SWAC is expected fo make changes to cost ac
within the county.

11.3.1.1 OPERATING ¢

ken down yearly ir

‘4. Additionally the capital

g ,
ve been staged out yearly in the implementation schedule.
ities and schedule as priorities change

2008-2013
e Waste Reduction and Recycling

e Moderate Risk Wastes
e Organics
Franklin County’s estimated new operating costs associated with program enhancements for

the 6-year planning period are presented in Table 11-4. The Plan’s.enhanced operating costs
are anticipated to total $89,500 for the activities presented herein for the next six years.

11-3
Financing and Implementation
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WR&R

Tech. assistance to schools & | $0 $1,250
WR&R businesses
WRS&R Phone Book Inserts $0 $0
WR&R Perform Waste Audits $0 $ 2,500
WR&R' Waste Exchange $0 $0
WR&R 2 Good 2 Toss $0 $0
Selective Purchasing (local .
WR&R governments) $0 $0 $0
Community Survey Evaluate
WR&R: Curbside/Drop Box _»mo<o__:m $3,750 |$ 3,750
MRW New brochure $0 $0
MRW Tailgate Event — Connell $0 $0
MRW Tailgate Event ~ Mesa $0 $0
MRW Tailgate Event ~ _Ams_oEm $1,000 |$1,000
MRW SQG Audits $1,250 |$1,250
MRW Program Evaluation $0 $0
WR&R Evaluate partially staff
transfer station in:C $2,500 |$2500
Investigate alte
ORGANICS | options. $0 $0
| Technical Assistang
ORGANICS | agriculture - $ 500 $ 500
Investigate generation'r
ORGANICS | and reuse of biomass $0 $0 $0 $ 5,000 | $5,000
WR&R | Monitor lllegal Dumping ~ _
White Goods : $0 $0 $ 500 $500 $0 $0
WR&R White Goods Collection Event | $ 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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Bilingual Brochure (Work with

Ecology) - Asbestos $0 $0 $ 1,000 000 |$0 $0
Bilingual Brochure — C&D sy .
WR&R handling dangers $ 1,000 $0 $0
Proper disposal permit fee - ,
WR&R (refunded) - $750 $0 - $0
WR&R Write a disaster debris plan $0 | $.7,50 $ 7,500
WR&R Electronic Wastes Survey. - $0 %0 $0
Electronic Wastes ~ Monitor NELY $0 $0
WR&R liegal Dumping -~ =
Locate additional septage
ORGANICS | facility in Franklin County 180 $2,500 | $2,500
WR&R Bilingual Brochure - Tires $0 $0 $0
Seek Grant for Recycling _
WR&R Demonstration Park $500 - $0 $0
WR&R Finish County tire pile cleanu $0 $0 $0
WR&R Bilingual Brochure — Litter $0 %0 $0
_ _ Yearly Totals $ 13,000 | $ 28,250 | $ 28,250
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11.3.1.2 CAPITAL COSTS

Franklin County’s estimated capital costs for the 6-year planning period (2008 to 2013) are
presented in Table 11-5. The County’s capital costs are anticipated to fotal approximately $1.3
million for the planning period (2008-2028), with only a small amount projected to be spent
through 2013." Table 11-5 also presents capital costs that are anticipated in the 20-year
planning period. Throughout this document, where the need for additional feasibility studies is
known, they have been identified, even though the potentlal outcome and capital expenditure
recommendations resulting from such studies cannot yet be known. It is important to note the
majority of the solid waste management actlvmes rely on the private sector and very few capital

| Materials Exchange

2009 MRW
2010- Littering “Hot Line” Signs - C
2012 - | WRE&R , revention Grant Offset
- BFHD offset enforcement cost
2008 - Recycling Drop Boxes - Sale of recyclables
2013 WR&R -Franklin County DPW
: Coordinated Prevention Grant
Offset
2008-2013 Subtotal
2014- Regional C Public/Private Partnership
2028 (Outreach Agricultural processing,
' constructi Landscaping companies,
equipment regional governmental agencies
ORG b _
2014- ! 1" +"$500,000 Public Private Partnership
2028 S Contractors Association,
Construction companies, :
: regional governmental agencies |
2014- $225,000 User rates
2028 Coordinated Prevention Grant
: - IR Offset
2014- Recycling Drop:Boxes $30,000 Sale of recyclables
2028 (Unincorporated areas @ i Franklin County DPW
- $5,000 statlon) Coordinated Prevention Grant
WR&R. N ‘ . Offset

2014-2028 Subtotal | $1,255,000

11.3.2 Sources of Funding

11.3.2.1 SURCHARGES

Franklin County has a surcharge on solid waste collected in the county’s non-incorporated
areas which pays for planning, educational programs, MRW disposal, and technical assistance.
This surcharge has been paying for all solid waste activities funded by Frankiin County.

Chapter 11 —October 2008 Preliminary Draft 11-6
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Franklin County expects that this fund will be decreasing in the next six years due to anticipated
annexations from urban growth areas into incorporated cities, especially the Pasco area.

11.3.2.2 GRANT FUNDING

Coordinated Prevention Grant Program

Under the Model Toxics Control Act (RCW 70.105D), grants are available from Ecology to local
governments for solid waste management plans and programs, hazardous waste management
plans and programs, and remedial actions to clean up existing hazardous waste sites. Solid
and hazardous waste planning and programs are funded through the Coordinated Prevention
Grants program administered by Ecology s Solid Waste and Financial Assurance Program.
WAC 173-312 governs this program.: The 2008-2009 Coordinated Prevention Grant Guidelines
outlines the Coordinated Prevention Grant program:and the fund -that supports the grants.
These guidelines will most likely change every 2 years for the life of the plan as a new grant
cycle is initiated. It is expected that there will be major revisions wit to 6 years. Much of
the educational and MRW programs are funded through the E grant program.

Offset Cycle Ecology Grants L © ’ ' e
The offset cycle got its name because it is “offset” e year from Ecology s fegular grant funding
cycle. Offset cycle grants will begin on January 1, 2009 and end December 3‘ 2010. Offset
cycle funding consists of: T . :

- 1. The “Beyond Waste” Proviso funds ($4 million) & T
¢ The “Beyond Waste” proviso ré s these funds be used solely for organics
composting and conversion, gree ilding, and moder 'efnsk waste lnmatlves :
described in the state’'s Beyond Waste ’
2. Unrequested/unspent funds from the reg
Jurisdictions that do-not apply for their:
Remaining funds after the “Alternative

Provnso' cons:stent with Iocal organics, green . | elements: .
solid or hazardous building, or . e outcomes.
.waste_ management | moderate risk waste | o potential for. .
initiatives .~~~ | " lessons leamned
' |eretumon -
investment
e partnerships
L | A o _ - . | eneed ,
Unrequested/ Same asabove | e Planning ‘Same as above -
unspent funds ¢ Constructing
facilities
¢ Public Education
e Program
Development
e Special
Collection Event

Chapter 11 —October 2008 Preliminary Draft T 1-7
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¢ Equipment

* MRW
implementation

¢ Green Building

e Organics.
Facilities

e Demonstration
Projects

Applrcants other than a Iocal plannlng authonty apply for solid or hazardous waste planmng and
implementation grants. Applicants are required to do the followin _ :

sibilities outlined in their
ste management pIan

« Coordinate with the county in accordance with the division of:res
comprehensrve solid waste management plan (SWMP), h 'fardou
(HWMP), interlocal agreement, or resolution of adoption:

* Provide documentation that the planning authority (or desrgnated lead ag
- opportunity to review and confirm that the pro;ect is consistent with Ioca| S

waste.management plan(s).

ncy) had the.
or hazardous

Applicants for solid waste enforcement (Health Departme ).grants in the offset cycle are not”
subject to the above coordination requirements. Once the anning authority (or designated
lead agency) confirms. consrstency for sohd;—or hazardous waste Aplannmg and |mplementat|on

Community Litter Pic|
Community Litter-Clean
|Ilegal dumps, as

ragency agreements. -Franklin County has such a
entlre county with local district court funds used to match

organic materials. ‘Applications’ were received and project selections were made in October
2007. Franklin County’received funding to purchase a used trackhoe, fencing, and installation
of an irrigation system for the City of Kahlotus. The compost material from this facility will be ‘
-used by Frankiin County citizens and the local parks in Kahlotus. In the past, the City of Mesa |
has used the funding source for similar activities. The next application date is July 16, 2008
and will be funded from the Offset Cycle grant program.

Chapter 11 —-October 2008 Preliminary Draft : : 1-8
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Franklin County’s projected grant funding from Ecology’s CPG Program for the 6-year pIannrng
period is shown in Table 11-7.

2008-2009 _
2010-2011 A $293 334

201 2—201 3 , . $301 334

recommend additional funding beyond matchlng Ecology bl-annua PG It'is expected- that
Ecology “Offset’ CPG or other type of funding be applled for enhancmg program actlvmes that

72012 - 2013

[WRER $41.500
MRW ~$4,500
Organics —$16,000

Totals | T $61.500

During the next twenty years loca govemments will need to fund the local 25% match for- -
Ecology grant funds based upon a percentage of the population in each entlty An eqwtable

80%

Pasco T v
Franklin County ' ' 13.6%
Connell 5.3%
-| Mesa- - : T% -
| Kahlotus ' A%

If there are substantial population increases or decreases associated with any local jurisdiction,
the population formula above will be updated.  If any new areas become incorporated within
Franklin County, they will be expected to adopt the Plan and participate per the updated

Chapter 11 —October 2008 Preliminary Draft : ~ 11-9
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implementation agreement. This aspect of the Plan will be part of new “Interlocal Agreement for
Plan Adoption and Implementation” found in Appendix F.

The revenues to fund the costs of the plan are presented in Table 11- 10. The local match is
phased in during the next six years. The County will provide 100% for-the years 2008/2009,
decreasing to 50% for the years 2010/2011 and decreasing to 25% for the years of 2012/2013.
Likewise the entities of Pasco, Connell, Mesa and Kahlotus will contribute to the implementation
of the Plan. Starting in 2014, all local entities will pay the local match based upon population.

2012 2013

2008 2009 2010 ,
00 | $113,000 | 113,000

CPG (Ecology) $108,908 | $108,908 | $110,000

CPG Off-set (Ecology) [ $3,375 [ $3,375 | $12.563 _ |‘$23,o§‘3 [$23,063

Local Match for CPG _ v ' ' ]
County $36,303 $36,303 | $20,827 $20,827 | 3 259 - | $13,259
Pasco | $0 $0 $14, 667 ,$1 4,667 | $22.600 | $22,600
Connell | $0 _ $0. ' 59 $1,497 $1,497
.o.-Mesalg0 $0 1 $198 $198
Kahlotus | $ 0 $113 1 $113

Local Match for CPG Off-set
’ County | $1,125

$2.706 | $2.706

Pasco | $0 $4.612 $4,612
Connell ;$111 $306 $306 -
Mesa | 1.$15 $40 $40 -
Kahlotus..{ ¢ $8 $23 - $23

Totals

$149710 $163417 $163,417 | $181,417 | $181,417

gpd,s” EXPENDITURES

2008 2000 2010 2011 2012. 2013 Total

Costs for Re

and O&M) 149,710 149,710 163,416 163,417 181,416 181,417 ' 989,086

885,088

CPG Grant__ 145,210 | 145,210 | 146,667 | 146,667 | 150,667 | 150,667

CPG Offset . 1 4, 16,750 | 16,750 | 30,750 | 30,750 | 104,000

Ecology Subtotal 112,282 112,283 122,563 122,563 136,063 136,063 741,816
County/Cities Subtotal ~ 37,427 37,428 40,854 40,855 45354 45355 247,272
CPG Total (Regular + Offset) 149,710 149,710 163,417 163417 181,417 181,417 989,088
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11.4 Six-year Schedule of Implementation

The following is an informational breakdown in outline form and 6-year implementation schedule
for program enhancements recommended in the plan.

11.4.1 Implementation Activities by Organization

The following is an outline of implementation activities by organization for the 6-year planning
period. ’

SWAC Coordination Activity
Sub committees

Recycling/Waste Reduction
Cities and County (Elected: Ofﬁmals and Staff)
Citizen(s) from SWAC ., i

Transfer/Disposal
Cities and County (Elected Offi CIaIs and Staff)
Citizen(s) from SWAC ;

Technical Advisory ‘ ;
Benton Franklin Health Department Franklin Conservatuon Dlstrlct
Franklin County Public Works Department, Basin Disposal, Inc. and
citizens from SWAC, Department of Ecology

Program Activity by SWAC Sub Commlttees
Recycling/Waste Reduction i
Education
Community Survey : :
Evaluation of drop box versus curbsnde recyclmg programs
Reports to commumty :

Transfer/DlsgosaI o
Evaluate Connell partlally staffed transfer station facility

Evaluate blomass dlsposal options

Technlcal Adv:som
- Enforcement

" Special Wastes
Moderate Risk Wastes
Educational -
Web Site
(http‘:l/www.co.franklin.wa.us/solid_wastelsolid_waste_options.htmI)
~ Newsletter
Bio Med (from BFHD)

Brochures (Bilingual)
Moderate Risk Waste
Asbestos
Construction and Demolition Dangerous Wastes
Tires
Enforcement

Chapter 11 -October 2008 Preliminary Draft 11-11 =
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All SWAC Members
Disaster Debris Plan for Franklin County
Littering Hot Line Signs

Franklin County Public Works Degartment
Waste Audits e

Small Quantity Generator Audits
Website Hosting for Solid Waste

ey

Waste Exchange at MRW Facility .
Evaluation of partlally staffed Transfer Statlon in Connell= -

Chapter 11 —-October 2008 Preliminary Draft L coM-12
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General
Items

Newsletter

wwozoco”ow Ewm_..ﬁm ”

Website

Provide technical assistance to schools

Provide technical assistance to businesses

Waste
Reduction

Form SWAC m.ﬂ.&ooEE,_.,@mo '

Perform Waste ?&;w _

Waste Exchange

2 Good 2 Toss

Selective ?:.ormmEm uo__o_am

Continue Existing wnomnm_sm

Recycling

Moderate
Risk
Waste

Support Buy Back Center -

Small Business wnomamsp

Community Survey

Evaluate Curbside Options

Pilot Curbside Program _

Central facility - composting

Continue Existing Programs -

mgzommosm_ Brochures

Tailgate Even

Tailgate Event —

Materials mxog:mo. Program

MRW

SQG Waste Audits

Support Ag Collection Even

‘Program Evaluation

"New Interlocal Agreement
Chapter 6

Option

2014 - 202

Oo.:m.nmor. __

Continue Existing Programs _

Chapter 11 —October 2008 Preliminary Draft
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Table 11-11 Implementation Schedule for 2008-2013 and 2014-2028

Support collection of sharps at farm supply
stores

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Conduct a survey

Increased education promoting recycling

Construction
and and reuse
o, Increased education about potentially
Demolition e ors
dangerous materials in demolition waste
Central site for recycling and reuse
Require deposit and proof of proper
C&D disposal when building permits are issued
Wastes Green Building
Continue to monitor & enforce with BFHD
Evaluate existing program
Disaster Uo<n:.% &mnm.»ﬁ. management plan
. Establish staging and storage arcas
Debris P
Develop checklist for local governments
BFHD continues to monitor illegal
dumping , i
Electronic HE\.@EMVQ ovwoﬂg_ﬁ.om forcwante
Wastes collection 2& ﬂ@o_ﬁm .
Establish new relationships with col
and recyclers of
Evaluate existing program - "
Petroleum Support private:sector to continue
Contaminated | managing and disposing of PCS with
Soils BFHD oversight
Support continuation of private/public
S management of septage and streetiwastes
eptage : : - -
and Find and permit a regional facility for
Street Waste disposal of septage before no‘options are

available
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Enhance public education - brochures _
U.a<o_ov a oo:momou.m%mﬁoa.mon tires

. City and Ooz:@ Solid iwma mg_m.
' coordination — continue to clean up r:.mm
tire piles- ;
Create City/County go:mm_:m Programs
for Recycling Tires
Conduct an annual waste tire collection
event in‘the:coun

Tires

Continue to support existing practices
Support bilingual brochures/information
packets

Littering Hot Line Signs
Coordination meetings ,SE city and -
county: mSm. :

Enforcement

m ,Em_E_Em\méEﬁ_os. «
§ Period
" Implementati
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Appendix A

L

Franklin County
Solid Waste Advisory Committee
(SWAC)

BYLAWS AND MEETING PROCEDURES

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC)

The Franklin County Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) has been appointed by the Board of
County Commissioners in accordance with Chapter 70.95 (165) RCW. The statute requires the SWAC
to "assist in the development of solid waste handling programs and policies concerning solid waste
handling and disposal, and review and comment on proposed rules, policies or ordinances prior to their
adoption.” These Bylaws will become a part of the County Solid Waste Plan by reference and will
define the SWAC function and rules. o .

A.
B.

C.

E.

The.scope and duties of the Franklin Coﬁnty Solid Waste AdviSbry Commlttee shall be to:

Advise Franklin County on all aspects of solid waste management planning;

Assist Franklin County in the development of programs and policies concerning solid waste
management;

Review and comment on proposed solid waste management rules, policies, or ordinances prior to
their adoption.

MEMBERSHIP AND TERMS

SWAC Members: The SWAC shall be composed of a minimum of nine (9) and no more than
twelve (12) members representing a balance of interests among the following groups: citizens,
public interest groups, business, the waste management industry, and local elected public officials.
Members shall provide on-going public input, coordination and information exchange between the
groups. Nine (9) of the members shall be representatives of the cities and towns of the county and
shall be recommended by their respective councils.

Appointment: Members shall be appointed by motion of the Board of County Commissioners.

Terms: Members shall serve a term of three (3) years or until their successor is appointed and
confirmed as provided in the SWAC by-laws. The terms of office shall be staggered. Members
may be reappointed to serve consecutive terms, but no member shall serve more than three (3)
consecutive terms. Reappointment shall be subject to confirmation by motion of the Board of
County Commissioners.

Vacancies: Vacancies shall be filled for the remainder of the term of the vacant position in the
manner described in the initial appointment.

Participation: Members of the Committee are needed to advise on matters of public policy
formulation and their regular attendance is essential. The Chair may recommend to the Board of

Solid Waste Advisory Committee - : : Franklin County
Bylaws -1- June 14, 2007
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County Commissioners replacement of a member if three (3) consecutive meetings are missed, or
half the meetings in a given year are missed.

F. Training: Members should make themselves available to participate in training workshops
pertinent to current solid waste issues as they become available.

G. Substitution: An appointed member may have a person, representing the absent member's interest,
attend meetings and vote in the member's place for two meetings per year.

HI. MEET]NGS

SWAC Meceting: The committee shall adopt no reconunendatton, except ina meetmg .open to the
public and then only at a ‘meeting, the date of which public notice has been given by notifying
press ‘and radio in the county, and by such other means as may now or hereafter be provided. The

~ committee may ‘adopt recommendations and take other means as necessary, by a majority vote of
the members present at the meeting. The committee shall hold at least one meeting each quarter.
The time and place of the regular meetings shall be set by the Chau‘ in a manner acceptable to the
Committee. The Chair may cancel a meeting. '

~ Solid Waste Advisory Committee | Franklin County
Bylaws -2- , June 14, 2007
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Technical Advisory Committee Workshops: The Chair, or in the Chair's absence, the Vice Chair,
may call a workshop for one specific purpose, provided that proper notice is prov1ded to each
member and other interested parties describing the purposes at least twenty-four hours prior to the
time scheduled for the workshop. TAC members are appointed by thelr own political sub division,
and may or may not be associated with the SWAC.

CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

A. Chair: A majority of the committee shall elect one of its members as Chair. The term of the Chair
shall be for one (1) year. The Chair shall be elected at the first meeting in January and shall serve
for a term of one year. The election year and the term of the Chair will begin at the first meeting in
January of each year.

B. Vice Chair: A majority of the committee shall elect one of its members as Vice Chair. The term
of the Vice Chair shall be for one (1) year. The Chair shall be elected at the first meeting in
January and shall serve for a term of one year. The election year and the term of the Vice Chair

~ will begin at the first meetmg in J anuary of each year.

CONDUCT OF MEETINGS

Roberts Rules of Order: The parhamentary rules known as Roberts Rules of Order shall apply to
and govern the procedures of all meetings of the Committee; prov1ded that the Chair may elect to
allow a more informal discussion format so long as business is conducted in good order and
participation of all members is assured. Consensus of the members is the preferred means to
resolve all questions before the Committee. Consensus is hereby defined as the absence of any no
votes by members.

B. Minutes/Agendas: Minutes of all meetings shall be kept and distributed to the members within
two weeks after a meeting. Meeting minutes will be approved by a majority vote of members
_present. Agendas will be prepared, with verbal approval of the Chair, and distributed to the
members at least seven days in advance of any regularly scheduled meeting.

C. Public Access: All meetings shall be open to the public. Provision shall be made for public
comment at each meeting. Approved meeting minutes shall be available to the public on request.
VL. WAIVER OF THE RULES

Any of the above rules or procedures may be waived by the majority vote of the Committee provided
further that the reason therefore be included in each motion for waiver.

Solid Waste Advisory Committee Franklin County
Bylaws -3- June 14, 2007
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VI. AMENDMENTS

To the extent that such an amendment would not conflict with the purpose for which the Committee was
established, any of these bylaws may be amended or repealed, and new bylaws may be adopted, by
majority vote of the entire SWAC. Members will be provided with proposed amendments at least two
weeks before action is taken to amend these bylaws.

VII. TOPICS OF REVIEW

A. County Solid Waste Plan Formulatmn of the Plan, mcludmg major updates recommendations,
amendments and addenda to the Plan.

B. Moderate Risk Waste Plan: Formulation of the Plan, mcludmg major updates recommendations,
amendments and addenda to the Plan.

C. Legxsla'tlve Proposals: Regulatlons adopted by the Board of Health, and by the Board of County
Commissioners affecting solid waste management and related issues will be assigned to the
Committee for review and comment prior to their adoption.

D. Other Issues: Additional questions pertaining to Franklin County's waste management program
may be addressed to the Commniee by the Board of County Commissioners as deemed
approprlate o :

" Solid Waste Advisory Committee _ ; Franklin County
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Prellminary Landfill Locatlonal Sitmg Evaluation

Locational crrterra are standards establrshed by regulatlons that govem where landfills
can be located in Franklin County. They are meant to protect the environment by
restricting landfills from areas where expenence has shown a risk to public health and
safety. Each of these standards is discussed in terms of WAC 173-351. The siting
review included in this plan is intended as a general prellmlnary step before initiating a
full-scale study for a specific facility.

Restrictions
o Airport Safety (WAC 173-351-130) ‘ C
o Not located within a five mile radius of an exrstmg alrport in Frankhn
County : SRS
. Floodplalns (WAC 173-351-130) - : ‘ '
o Not located within the 100-year unless spemal cntena are. met
o Wetlands (WAC 173-351-130)
o Not located within a wetland unless special cnterla are met
e Fault Areas (WAC 173-351-130)
o 260 foot set back unless special criteria are met
e Seismic Impact Zones (WAC 173-351-130) ' e
o Not located in seismic lmpact zones unless spemal cntena are’
demonstrated to BFHD that all contaminant structures (liners, leachate
collection systems, and surface water control systems are designed to
resist the maximum horizontal acceleratlon |n Irthrﬂed earth matenal for
‘the site.” : :
. Unstable Areas (WAC 173-351-130)

o Must demonstrate to BFHD that engineering measures have been
incorporated in the landfill de5|gn to ensure that the mtegnty of the
structural components will not be drsrupted :

e Ground Water (WAC 173-351- 140) '
o Liner required above 10 feet of ground water (seasonal hlgh level)
Hydrogeologic report required with mandatory sections -
o Preliminary engineering required with mandatory sections
o Design Report required with mandatory sections
o Can not be constructed over a sole source aqurfer
e Surface Water (WAC 173-351-140)
o Not located within 200 feet of surface waters measured honzontally from
_ the ordinary high water mark
o Not located within 200 feet of a dnnklng water source or watershed
control area
. Land Use (WAC 173-351-140)
o . Not located in areas designated by the Umted States FISh and Wildlife
Service or the department of wrldllfe as cntrcal habltat for endangered or
. threaten species.. , ,
o . Not within 200 feet of a reS|dence S
Not within 100 feet of land zoned nonresidential or unzoned Iand
o Must comply with Frankiin County Planning Departments ( Ordmances
Comprehensrve Land Management Plan and BFHD rules

0

o

‘Landfill Siting Criteria _ - i o PageA-1
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» Toxic Air Emissions (WAC 173-351-200(5)(a), '

o must ensure that the units not violate any apphcable requurements
developed under the Washington state implementation plan approved or
promulgated by the Federal Environmental Protection. Agency pursuant to
. Section 110 of the Federal Clean Alr Act as. amended

o Openbuming prohibited = .

¢ Cover Material Capacity (WAC 173-351-200. (2)(a) ‘
o Daily cover of six inches minimum unless demonstrated to BFHD that
alternative measures are acceptable
e Capacity (WAC 173-351-010 (2)(c)
o Compliance with 173-351 is necessary .-
o. : ‘All landfills must adhere
e - Climatic Factors

o Arid lands must meet specnal criteria (WAC 173-351-300 (2)(b)

¢ Natural Soils: : :

o Mustusea lmer 60 mrl HDPE (or equrvalent) above any sorls in.Franklin
County. - - B

Preliminary Evaluation :
Geology assessment of Iocal srte is proposed The srte must meet

seismographic and landslide hazards specrﬁcauy o

Groundwater assessment of local area proposed to meet Franklin County
Ground Water Management Area’s specifications. No portion of the county is
designated a sole source aquifer. . . .

Soils in Franklin County necessltate a liner to be plaoed under the landfill.
Flooding occurs along either the Columbia or Snake Rivers and is controlied by
the USACOE and Grant County PUD. Imgatlon districts operate canals
seasonally and will have to be evaluated on a case by case basis for flooding.
The Columbia and Snake Rivers are used extensively for recreation, navigation,
and imigation. Only the City of Pasco draws water from the Columbla Rlver for
potable drinking.water. . . _

Landfill must be in comphanoe wrth all Federal and State regulattons

Siting Concems
Avondance of lmpacts to surroundmg enwron_ment

Avoidance of hazard prone areas.

Avoidance of potential to contaminate ground water surface water wetlands
Avoidance of potential waste transportatlon corridors lmpacts to publrc and
environment

Benton Franklin Health Department _ o
' Because local health agencies must ensure conformance ofa permrt apphcatlon

with the adopted solid waste plan, they ‘would be the likely mechanism for
conducting such most environmental reviews. A local land use planning agency
and/or planning commission could also serve as a review instrument. it is

~ recommended that these agencies and committees be closely involved in the
development of such a process. Inclusion of land use and health agency
representatives on the Franklin County Solid Waste Advrsory Committee is very
advantageous in this regard. Goals and policies as to the use of this process

" Landﬁllsmng Criteria ' ' .owr . -...Page A -2
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should be developed, and implementation may require the adoption of local
ordinances.

Landfill Siting Criteria Page A -3
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Appendix C

ADDRESS COUNTY SERVED ' CITY BASED IN
uuo#m _um_xm V L ,_v_mnoxm_:m_,
- Mukilteo

Select ABCO Wood xm.n,\n__:m
Select Agco Metalex
American Recycling

Select

Corporation | f_u__nxc_u m.m_.,<_nm .mﬂ_moxm:w

Baker _ o T
mm_mnnnoaaoa_n_mm\mc:=<m_n_m\v k- Grandview
mm_mnn Basin Wmn«a__:o\v_nw c_u _..,_a..HNNH Um,_n;n: Rd. .~ Franklin __ummno
mm_mnnm_cm Planet Recycling & ._ ! _ ._u_...m:x_:

=" Processing-Corp,

C ‘_m_.__.:mcS mn
Select Calbag Metals\Pick-Up ..

| ,Hmou Zm_,_:m <_m<< U_n . Franklin ~ Tacoma

Select Cars for Homes L _'Franklin * g

Select Carton Services : w_p%mp M:ao<m_‘ _um_.x <<mmn Franklin =~ Tukwila

Select Clayton Ward Co/Pick-Up 119 East Albany .., Franklin:s .o ) . Kennewick

Select CMX Medical Imaging 6601 South Glacier : mn_‘mmn Franklin ~ Tukwila

Select Darling International -~ . " 2041 MarcSt """ - Franklin/'" 7 * 7' Tacoma m
SelectDenton Plastics/Pick-up - 4427 NE 158th ><m_._cm _ Franklin 7 Portland

Select Earthworks Recycling/Pick- c_u 1904 E. .m_‘omn_sm«\  Franklin. T “'Spokane

Select Emerald Services, Inc/Pick up 1825 Alexander ><m:cm Franklin =~ = ._.mnoBm

Select Flotation Services/Pick Up 2218 -'109th Ave, NE Franklin- 7 Bellevue

- Tacoma
Auburn’
Detroit
Sammamish

Select Full Container Recovery G.om _uo_._” o.n ._.mnoBm Rd
Select Gless, LLC R .

Select Great Lakes m_mnn_,o:_nm
Select Green Disk

Hallmark Refining
Corporation e
Select HVAC Recovery/Pick Up ... Call For /U Appointrment nklin' 7 Kennew
Select Industrial Container mo_\<_nmm 7152 1st Avenue South Franklin o Seattle
Select Inland ReTech 7203 East Nora Ave Franklin - Spokane .

Pickup service

Select _u_n_c._n service Mount <m_‘=o_._

ick




- dn-yold/ebeAles
, , ‘pue 99315 S,Awwio]
ejejon uipjueld 'py BINGSIORW S LLEYT *ou] ‘jesodsiq a41L195[8S

, dn=o1d/BulpAdeY -

‘oosed - uipjuedd . . uob31Q0 YINOS $06 P35S

_mmEmv_u.m_u E . uipuedy , m,u,_.>._om n_._v_u_n._, 9 |2sodsiq w.:._.uuw_mm

| . aus|y,p 4naod e

aua)y,p IN30D upjuesd § oe uspAeH isomrog j0ds asealn ayl P8RS
, ; dnou

puepuod s uipjuedd .- ,w>< :_mmm N < mNHm_ © UoneAIasuo) >mo_oczumw“um_mm

sy uipjuedy >m>>_._m__._ Asjlep ummm 60/8T M-PRIYSIP9I8S

21ILeas uipjue.y Aep podaty 91/ - Auedwo) |aileg 9j11easS RS

alepsusAey uipiueld 3S ‘Id YILEE €2L0€ m:om 3 elleweluesissEs
) L R . . ue

pueRiod iU Y3001 3S 8ZES sapeln 1aded _um‘_w>u8m_m uum_mm

o 10) ) —

Juey) uipjuesy SNV WILB TZ86T  ,oponnseq o oS w__ﬁwm 5[5

weybuljjeg o uipuedy : TR Bupinsuo) asn-ay1I98S

eWIDRA uipjueld 2NUBAY YoIMpaT TOTT sonse|d Jaiuiey 199125

sy Coupjuedg o S OAY 1L/ SP20T: - - dn Id/DSdPBIBS

JoImauua)] uipjueld _ 8AuQ [ed1WRYD ST9T a:-v_u.n_\m:__uﬁmm 2140ed PIBS

ucm_,t@ni o HIPUBAS B“_ 3[\Ns oN omﬁvu_\.ﬁ  Bujuyey-9y IOPIRS

S . . _ SIPNPOId
puelyre - - uipjueld 1S auNnD 088 m:__u>umm 911 1SOMULION ReETES

i S19[PARY o
, cﬂou_w:m.‘. _ e S _poop Ajunod cowmzuum_mm
;m_Eor_ocm uipjuel wu_>._wm n_s-v_u_n_ >:manU 8 cmE_wnn_>> pAoOI115919S

w Lo _ mc__u>uw~_
m__mm ‘.mnns cotsmz. - _c,_,_v_cm‘.,_.“_,_ nmu_iwm asv_u_n_ _mco_umzv: >mo_oE._um._. uedgayn FeEIES]
ewode] : upjued MS "BAY Ui6E STZ6 - “ '0D 34IL S B TP{RS
4aAnoouep . coodpueat 921A8s dmjald . SD|3se|d 93eISIUIPS

dn old/eWeA
BWPEA uipjuesd BAY PERI 3 Z0ZT 15 apshs Auomeg syersionis POPS

o xipuaddy



Appendix C

Select Total Reclaim 2200 6th AveS = Franklin ~ Seattle -
ﬁ.m Cities Batteries H:n\Eow- NSA 202: #_._ m”_.mm.“ Frankin _wmmno ..

Select Twin City Zmnm_m\_u_nx cw : Amm mmmﬂ w..::mm: Franklin : . Kennewick
Vehicle _uo:mn_o_._ _u_.onmmm_:m R L ‘ I e ,

=="===Center, Inc. :

Select

Select

" Frankiin ;

3 Ro%o_Em Bo_:_m monSomm that process m&ooﬂoa material(s) .

ADDRESS COUNTY SERVED _ CITY BASED IN

Select ABCO Wood _ﬂmn<n__:m ' 3704 E. Dalke : Franklin . - -Spokane
Select Rainier Wood Recyclers . . ..~ Mobile Grinding Service. ~ Franklin . . .  Auburn

Select Rockwall Inc. - Mobile ~ Franklin " " Spokane
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Appendix C

Select Griggs Parking. Lot . .. ... 801 <<mmﬂ Columbia St Frankli:: o7 o = Paseos s,
mm_mnﬁmwnwow:om_oc Elementary ,88 NRoad84 _ ~ Frankin ' Pasco

Select McLoughlin Middle School::.:'2803 N.Road 88 /.. ... Franklin: ‘o ...Pasco

Memorial Park Pool Parking - N. 14th Ave and W.-.. .. . o

mm_mnﬂ_. t Shoshone St - Franklin vmmmo

Select Ochoa Middle School 1801 E Sheppard Street - Franklin Pasco

Select Pasco Senior Center ~ 1315 N. 7th Ave. Franklin ~ Pasco

Select Ranch House .Om_"m. S mnom__ﬁo.,.:_ms,,\m and E Lewis Franklin .~ . «,

SelectRiverview Plaza - %Nnoc__.n Street and N.Road. Franklin
Select Schuck's Auto Supply - - 5426 N. Rd 68 - Franklin
Select Schuck's Auto Supply #Nwm 738 N 20th e Franklin
Select Soccer Field : "WiCourt St and N-Read 48 - Franklin,

Select Tommy's mnmm_ and mm_<m_..om .904 South Oregon

, ) _,.;“_u._\m:x_m:
Select Tri Cities Batteries Inc NHOA, North 4th ms,mmn :

Franklin -

21 Ro%o__:m pickup services that collect Eﬁo:m_@ from gmﬁoaoa SRR

4 >U_u_~mmm . COUNTY: mm_~<m0
Select ABCO Wood Recycling uuo» E. Um_wm Franklin®
Select Cars for Homes = _u_,m:x__s,

Earthworks _ﬂmn,\n.::c\_umnx..; ,

mm_mnﬂc_u __H_moh E. Broadway _u_.m:_a__s _ Spokane

mm_mnﬂmmmnm_‘ Seals Car Donation . ) o _u_‘m:x_:,_, : b
==Program S [ R

Select HVAC _u,mno<m_\<\_u_nx c_u b nm__ mg _u\c >uno_:n3m:~ Franklin SRR xm::mE_n_A

Select Industrial Container mm_.<_nmm 7152 1st Avenue'South . Franklin W Seattle

Select Inland ReTech 7203 East Nora Ave *~ ~ Franklin "t Spokane

SelectL & S Tire Co. 79215 39th Ave. SW % " " Franklin 2 Tacoma

Select Northwest Tire Recycling “880 Curie St. . Franklin -~ - - " 'Richland
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Appendix C

Mesa Crossroads mm_.<_nm

mm_mnnmnmn_o: 113 N First mﬂ_‘mmn . , _<_m_mm

Select Basin Transfer Station. 1721 Deitrich Rd.. Franklin = - Pasco
Select Columbia Valley m_,m:mm W Court St. and N woma mA Franklin __Pasco
Select Schuck's Auto Supply = '5426 N.Rd 68 Franklin. =% " ““Pasco

Select Schuck's Auto Supply #Num 738 N 20th co Franklin : = Pasco



Alternatives to Hazardous Products
for the Workshop, Yard & Garden

Product Needed: Safer-Alternative
Ant Killer Caulk entry points
Kill visible ants with soapy water or
vacuum
e Remove sources of food and water
Brass/copper polish » Paste of equal parts vinegar, salt, flour
e Rinse well
Degreaser e Citrus or vegetable oil-based products’
Fertilizer e Compost
R ¢ Organic fertilizers :
Moss killer ¢ Buildings: zinc-galvanized or copper
flashing and ridges. :
e Lawn: correct plant deficiencies;
thatch; water infrequently and deeply
Oil-based paint e Water-based latex paint
Paint strippers o Use strippers with “caution” label -
Paint thinners o Use water-based paints
Pesticides - e Keep plants healthy through orgamc ‘
fertilization, crop rotation.
e Use biological controls
e Organic pesticides
Roach poison e Removes sources of food and water
¢ Caulk cracks/crevices
e Boric acid
Stainless steel cleaner o Baking soda
e Olive oil for polish
Wood preservative e Keep wood dry
e Use borax-based preservatives
e Use cedar or pressure-treated lumber
Appendix D

Page 1




Alternatives to Hazardous Products
for the Garage or Workshop

Product Needed:

Safer Alternative

Antiﬁ'eeze

Propylene glycol-based antifreeze (less
toxic)

Car battery post corrosion removal

Baking soda and water past.
After reconnecting clamps to terminals,
wipe w1th petroleum Jelly -

=Car Cleaning:

Washing e

2 tablespoons mlld d1sh detergent & 2 '
gallons warm water

Tires

Scrub with brush & mild dish detergent
& baking soda -

Chrome polish |

Vinegar
Or a paste of baking soda & water

Decal remover

Soak in hot water
OR use white vinegar

Hand cleaner (to remove pamt or grease)»

Mineral/baby oil or marganne then use
soap and water -

Grease/oﬂ on ﬂoor -

Sprinkle with kitty litter or cornmeal
sweep hours later

Rug cleaner/ﬁ-eshner Sprinkle baking soda, vacuum
To absorb spills: clean with club soda,
R clear water or soapy water
Appendix D

Page 2




FCSWAGC Evaluation Tables

RECOMMENDATIONS to the Franklin County Plan by rating from the FCSWAC
(The Solid Waste Advisory Committee reviewed the options discussed below and
recommends the following be adopted as prioritized beiow or do not adopt)

MATRIX for Evaluating Options

o Sustainability: to what extent will this alternative provide an environmentally
sound handling, utilization and/or disposal option?

¢ Cost-effectiveness: the degree towhich the alternative is effective in
reducing waste at a reasonable cost is also an important factor. The SWAC
support of programs that can achieve the greatest amount of waste reduction
for the amount spent.

. Regulatory compliance: to what extent will the altemetive ensure 7that
special waste is utilized or disposed in a manner which meets or exceeds
federal, state, and local regulations?

e Rétommendatidne:_ Adopt with'prioritization or Do Not Adopt in Franklin
County as put forward by the SWAC (based upon consultant matrix)

Rating Scores for sustainabﬂit&, COst-effecti\ieness, and regulatory &mpliance are High,
Medium and Low

Monitor, High, ongoing | High, does not 1" Adopt with
manage and and presently add additional ~ | achieving prioritization
update as working well costs, ongoing compliance ‘
necessary L v ) ’ .
FCDPW prov1de Medlum, may be Medium, will High, expected | Adopt with
technical better - add additional to achieve prioritization
assistance and communicated staff time and compliance
education by the Franklin | materials for

Conservation developing this

District or WSU | aspect of the -

Extension program
Investigate High, could Low, land fill High, expected | Adopt with
generation and | provide costs are - to achieve prioritization
reuse of biomass | additional source | presently complianceif |

of biomass $50/ton and utilized as a fuel

energy overthe | biomass energy | along with

next 20 years ‘costs are 1 MSW:

$105/ton

Appendix E Page 1




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Agricultural Wastes

Priority .

Rated by SWAC

BFHD to continue to monitor and regulate aQricuIturaI waste dispoéal

- | FCDPW to provide technical assistance and education as necessary -

{ FCSWAC to form.an exploratory committee on blomass/energy

Seek a grant to conduct feasibility study . . :
Implement as appropriate, incorporating lesson Ieamed from the Benton
County process. o -

' ' ngh,‘ongomg "~ | High, already | Adopt with
support existing | and presenfly | add additional achieving ' | prioritization
framework of | working well costs, ongoing compliance
recycling, and
disposal
practices T N T IR T
Support yearly | Medium, . | Medium, will High, expected | Do Not Adopt

| collection event.. | expectedto - costfor . - . |{toachieve . S
| ' compete with - h‘ansportatlon, ‘compliance .
private sector | CFC removal, )
with subsidized | staff, and special
costs equipment .
Monitor illegal. | High, ongoing | Medjum, staff . | High, expected | Adopt with .-
dumping - and presently = | timeand to achieve prioritization .-
working well | equipment compliance :
involved '
checking out
complaints

Appliances/White Goods

Priority_

Rated by SWAC

. _-Contlnue to support eX|st|ng framework of managlng, recycllng and dlsposal ‘

practices

Support yearly collection event of whlte goods (perhaps in conjunct|on with
another event

Monitor illegal dumping.

Appendix E

Page 2




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Educate Medium, since © | Medium, costs Medium, locally | Adopt wi
homeowners / asbestos isno | will be incurred | there is no Clean | prioritization
Work with longer being fortimeand - | Air Authority in C
Ecology used after awhile | materials along | the County for
it is expectedto | with ongoing proper
be totally program compliance of
removed from maintenance air standards,
the environment expectations are
: ' | not high for
maximpm ,
achievement of
compliance S
Increase Low, after an Low, expect High, expected | Do Not Adopt
enforcement initial start-of costs to be - to-achieve - S
program costs incurred for greater
will be more program compliance
| than desired enforcement, L
results of sound | like additional
handling and manpower time
disposal equipment and
materials : S .'
Monitor Illegal | High, ongoing High, does not High, already Adopt with
Dumping and presently add additional achieving prioritization
_-| working well . | costs, ongoing - | compliance - :
‘Asbestos. . » SR
‘Priority | Rated by SWAC
Educate homeowners on proper handling methods and work with Ecology on.
outreach strategies . .
‘Increase enforcement by Health District or L&
Monitor lllegal Dumping

Additional Medium, the Medium, expect | High, expect Adopt with
Education regulations on additional staff | greater . prioritization - -
this waste stream | time for program | compliance
may change start up and
handling and along with
Appendix E Page 3



FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

disposal options | material and
.| equipment T
Expand Medium, options | Low, special High, expect Do Not Adopt
collection - | may change with | caution in for more sharps : i
programto - - - | regulations waste handlers, | collected, with -
incorporate at - Co “high training proper handling.
HHW Events costs, disposal and disposal
costs must be _—
accounted for ~
Conduct a Low, viewed as | Medium, cost- | Medium, will Do Not Adopt
generator survey | a one time incurred for- nottotally .. -
| activity program start up | ensure proper
and manpower | waste disposal
to initialize
Biomedical Wastes ~
Rated by SWAC

Priority

Educatlon matenals for correct management of resrdentlal medical waste /

Collection of sharps at a farm supply stores or collectlon event in conjunction
with MRW

Conduct a survey

= 2l whomnlde S ALY, bt Zn NG LU

Central site for High, aregional | High, rules of | Low, cost would’{ Adopt, with prioritization

recychng and facility would be | BFHD would | be very high for

reuse:” - satisfactory for: be met - . ‘property,

handling, manpower, |
recycling and equipment
reuse

Increased High, would High, | Medium, cost for | Adopt, with prioritization

education provide the compliance program develop

promoting public with safe expected and manpower to

recycling and handling and maintain

reuse utilization

methods

Increased | . High, would - High,. . | High, someinitial | Adopt, with prioritization
| education about provide the: uppermost costs. =g | ~
| potentially.;s.- .. | public with safe level of -

dangerous - handling and compliance - -
| materials in utilization
| demolition method -

wastes

Appendix E Page 4




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Require deposit High High, Low, high- Do Not
and proof of _ compliance manpower, and : Adopt
proper disposal expected - enforcement - - '
when building : costs
permits are issue : :
Green Building | High, would meet | High, would | Medium, costto Do Not

the safe handling ‘| exceed existing developa . : Adopt

| and utilization of rules . program initially |
“wastes for this " ~arehigh .

Ongoingand ~ | Meetexisting. | Lowcostto - Adopt
Continue sustainable © | rules of BFHD | maintain - = |
Monitoring with B
BFHD

COnstrﬁCtion and Demolition Wastes
Priority | Rated by SWAC

Central site for recycling and reuse

Increased education promoting recycling and reuse

.-lncreased educat:on about potentlally dangerous matenals in demolmon
wastes - '

| Require deposit and proof of proper disposal when building p_erm"it"rsr are issued

| Green Building

Continue to monitor/enforcement with BFHD

Developaplan | High, will =~ | High, initial | Medium,no =~ Adopt, w1th
for Franklin provide a good | costs are small requircments | prioritization
| County- - - | disposal option | toplan - existtoplanbut | - -
o R | aplan would
create disposal
| that meets or

exceeds present

rules
Include in Plan | High, will High, initial Medium, no Adopt, with
Locations for provide a place | costs are very requirements prioritization

Appendix E : - . Pageb




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

staging and for sound minimal, part of | exist to plan but
temporary handling of the Debris a plan would
storage of debris | debris wastes Waste Plan create disposal
1 that meets or
exceeds present
v rules ,
Include in Plan | High, will utilize | High, initial Medium, no. . Adopt, with
Checklists for existing costs are very requirements - | prioritization
government government minimal, part of | exist fo plan but
officials staff, facilities the Debris a plan would
X ’ and provide the - | Waste Plan create disposal
right disposal : that meets.or
choices exceeds present
rules
Disaster Debris
Priority | Rated by SWAC

Develop disaster management plan

Establish locations for emergency staging and temporary storage of debris
generated by natural disasters in this plan. - :

| Develop checklists that summarize the tasks to be undertaken by the local
government who are the designated debris manager and team duties.

Inventory and Medium, cost Medium, not Do Not Adopt
| study available | considered to be | for inventory expected to
opportunities in | one time study /study may not | achieve
county achieve the | complete
greatest amount | compliance
of waste R
| .reduction. - L
“Continue™ ngh, expect to | High, some High, - Adopt, with -
. relatlonsh1ps ... | achieve sound manpower time . comphance . pnontlzatlon
| with programs~ | handlingand = | but minimal | expected =
| andrecyclers. | disposal options | over the next
‘ . five-six years , '
Monitor illegal | High, provides a | Medium, some | High, méets Adopt, with
| dumping safe handling manpower costs | existing criteria | prioritization
and disposal of | for surveillance | in regulations
this waste stream | activities and
| costs if wastes
| are encountered
. Appendix E - Page 6




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Electronic Wastes

Priority

Rated by SWAC

Inventory available opportunities for e-waste collection and recycling

Establish new relationships collector and recyclers of e-waste

BFHD continues to monitor illegal dumping

Continue to High, prov1des High, costsare | High, existing Adopt, with
support existing | safe handling = - | manageable for | system meets | prioritization
programs | and utilization | existing program | compliance.:

| options- e regulatlons :

Petroleum Contamlnated Sblls

Priority

Rated by SWAC:

Private sector to continue to manage and dlspose of PC sons with BFHD
overS|ght

Adopt,with

Find additional | Medium, do not | Medium, High, would
site(s) regionally | know the length | manpower to meet existing prioritization
for Septage - of time famhty | find and permit a |-criteria for - :
o would be facility will cost | compliance
operational do to ‘ o
site lumtatlons
Continue High, already - | High, site High, meets Adopt, with
existing providing a safe | already existing criteria | prioritization
program(s) . . | handlingand | permitted for compliance -
' disposal system '
for wastes
Support Pasco’s | High, already | High | High, meets Adopt, with
Street Waste providingasafe | = existing criteria | prioritization
Program handling and ' ’ '
disposal system
for wastes
Appendix E Page 7




FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Septage and Street Wastes

Priority

Rated by SWAC

Find and permit a regional facility for disposal of septage before no options for
septage are available regionally

wastes

Suppoi‘t ébntinuation of pﬁvate / publib fnanagement of séptage and street

‘o | Highs disposal | Medium, staff | High, already | Adopt, with:

Public Education . | options and sound | time for .. | achieving prioritization

Programs~ - - | handling are good | programs - 1 compliance o
options T . G - . L

- Medium, which Low expected | High, expect " | Do Not Adopt

Develop a option to choose — | to cost to | toachieve o o

collection system | disposal or { develop and compliance”

for tires recycling? sustain

, | program | , o

Medium, after the | High, costare | High, expect | Adopt, with

Municipal and four piles are grant driven to achieve prioritization

County Solid Waste | cleaned up options compliance

Staff Coordination |- become limited

—Arequest for | for disposal or -

| assistancein .. .. | recycling

cleaning up tire RN

piles
High, once started | Medium, costs | Medium, may | Do Not Adopt

Create County and | the program to implement | not achieve

City Purchasing would sustain are high complete

Programs for itself by providing compliance

Recycled Tire sound handling '

Products. ' and recycling

N options ' ,

High, will collect | Low, costfor | High, . = | Do Not Adopt

Conduct an Annual | tires for program start | compliance

Waste Tire disposal/recycling, | up (staff time | expected

Collection Event | and provide good | and materials)

for Franklin County | options are high
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Tires

FCSWAC Evaluation Tables

Priority

Rated by SWAC

Pubic education programs

Develop a collection system for tires

Municipal and County Solid Waste Staff Coordination — A request for
assistance in cleaning up tire piles

Create County and City Purchasing Programs for Recycled Tire Products

Conduct an Annual Waste Tire Collection Event for Franklin County

Appendix E

Page 9







Appendix F
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

This agreement is executed by and between Franklin County (“County™) and the
Cities of Pasco, Connell, Mesa and Kahlotus (“Cities”) (hereinafter jointly referred
to as “the parties”) for the purposes of establishing an integrated solid waste
management plan for Franklin County; fulfilling the Cities and County’s
obligations und Chapter 70.95 RCW, and other state federal laws and regulations
governing solid waste management; and contributing to the health and safety of all
Franklin County residents. The parties make and enter into this Interlocal
Agreement (“Agreement”) effective the day of , 2007, for the
purposes and under terms contained herein.

Definitions - : : . :

For the purposes of this agreement and any related agreement, contracts and
documents executed, adopted, or approved to this Agreement, the parties shall use
the definitions found in RCW 70.950.030; 70.138.020, WAC 173-304-100 and
WAC 173-350-100, unless the context indicates otherwise.

Recitals . : _ . ,
WHEREAS, the parties recognize the need and obligation to meet federal and state
mandates for solid waste management planning; and

WHEREAS, the parties believe that the integrated solid waste management plan
(“Plan”) can best be accomplished under the leadership of Franklin County in
cooperation with the Cities, and;

WHEREAS, programs of solid waste reduction and recycling can be most effective
when carried out pursuant to a coordinated Plan; and

WHEREAS, the County has secured adequate grant funding to meet the ﬁjiangial
obligations for solid waste planning as required by law; and

WHEREAS, the parties are authorized and empowered to enter into this agreement
pursuant to Chapter 39.34 RCW.

THEREFORE, in consideration of mutual promises and covenant herein, it is
hereby agreed: '

Franklin County:
e Prepare and submit for approval on behalf of the Cities and County
a comprehensive integrated solid waste management plan as
provided in RCW 780.95.080 and related provision of law. Such
interlocal Agreement for Solid Waste Planning - 2007 . P
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Cities:

plan as finally prepared, amended or modified shall be binding
upon the parties in its solid waste management.

Implement, in cooperation with the Cities, waste reduction and
recycling programs within such Cities, as well as in unincorporated

~ areas, all as enumerated in the Plan. Where appropriate and

agreed, the County may provide funding to the Cities to 1mp1ement
such waste reduction and recyclmg programs.

Cooperatively help prepare the Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) for Franklin County by participating
in the Franklin County Solid Waste Advisory Committee.”

Review draft plan and respond for your city with comments to‘be

~ adopted into the plan prior to formal FCSWAC recommendations.

Any recommendation in the plan, which would result in a cost to
any governmental entity shall be pre-approved by the local
government before presentation to County Commission for
adoption into the plan.

Where appropriate and agreed, receive funding from the County to
implement such waste reduction and recychng programs as -
outlined in the ISWMP.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREQF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement'} to be
executed by their duly authorized governing authorities as of the day and year first

above written.

(1) ATTEST: CITY OF PASCO  SIGN FOR: CITY OF PASCO

City Clerk

Mayor

Interlocal Agreement for Solid Waste Planning - 2007




COST ASSESSMENT QUESTIONN_AIRE
Please provide the information requested below:
PLAN PREPARED FOR THE COUNTY OF: Franklin
PREPARED BY: H])R, INC. and Franklin County ﬁépartment of Public Wprks (DPW)

CONTACT TELEPHONE:
HDR, INC. 1-509-546-2065
Franklin County DPW 1-509-545-3551

DATE: October 2008

DEFINITIONS
Please provide these definitions as used in the Solid Waste Management Plan and the Cost
Assessment Questionnaire. S ‘ ’ :

Throughout this document:
YR.1 shall refer to 2008
YR.3 shall refer to 2011
YR.6 shall refer to 2013

Year refers to calendar: Jan 01 - Dee 31




1. DEMOGRAPHICS: To assess the generation, recycling and disposal rates of an area, it is
necessary to have population data. This information is available from many sources (e.g., the
State Data Book, County Business Patterns, or the State Office of Finance and Management).

1.1 Population |

1.1.1 'What is the total population of your County/City?

YR.1 66,110 YR3 72,240 YR.6 76,640
1.1.2  For cdﬁnﬁeé, What is the pépulaﬁon 6f the area under your jurisdiction?
YR.1 8,991 YR.3 9,825 YR.6 10,423

1.2 References and Assumptions: State of Washington - OFM GMA Projectlons (11/02/07) -
Medium Series

2. WASTE STREAM GENERATION: The following questions ask for total tons recycled and
total tons disposed. Total tons disposed are those tons dlsposed of at a landfill, incinerator,
transfer station or any other form of disposal you may be using. If other please identify.

2.1 Tonnage Recycled

2.1.1 Please provide the total tonnage recycled in the base year, and projections for yeérs three

and six.
YR.1 27,582 YR.3 32,689 YR.6 37,072
2.2 Tonnage Disposed |
2.2.1 Please provide the total tonnage disposed in the basé year, and projections for years
three and six.
YR.1 73,304 YR.3 80,032 YR.6 82,515

2.3 References and Assumptions
Recycle rate estimated at 27% in year 1, 29% in year 3; and 31% in year 6

3. SYSTEM COMPONENT COSTS: This section asks questions specifically related to the
types of programs currently in use and those recommended to be started. For each
component (i.e., waste reduction, landfill, composting, etc.) please describe the anticipated
costs of the program(s), the assumptions used in estimating the costs and the funding
mechanisms to be used to pay for it. The heart of deriving a rate impact is to know what
programs will be passed through to the collection rates, as opposed to being paid for through
grants, bonds, taxes and the like.




3.1 Waste Reduction Programs

3 1.1 Please list the solid waste programs which have been mplemented and those programs

3.1.2

3.13

which are proposed. If these programs are deﬁned in the SWM plan please provide the
page number. (Chapter 11) :

IMPLEMENTED PROPOSED
Public Education Bilingual Brochures
Moderate Risk Waste . Mater’ials Exchahge/W aste Audits
Outreach " Web Page Enhancements
What are the costs, capital costs and operating costs for waste reduction programs
implemented and proposed?
IMPLEMENTED (Currently sustainable)
YR. 1 $50,824 YR. 3 $51,355 YR. 6 $52,735
PROPOSED (Additional Operating Costs)
YR.1 $7,000 - .. YR.3 $13,000 YR.6 §$ 28,500

PROPOSED (Additional Capital Costs

YR.1 $2,000 YR.3 $7,500 YR.6 $35,000

Please describe the funding mechanism(s) that will pay the cost of the programs in 3.1.2.

PROPOSED TO BE IMPLEMENTED

YR.1 Grant/Surcharge
YR.3 Grant/Surcharge/New Interlocal

YR.6 Grant/Surcharge/New Interlocal



3.2  Recycling Programs

.3.2.1 - Please list the proposed or implemented recycling program(s) and, their costs, and
proposed funding mechanism or provide the page number in the draft plan on which it is

discussed. (Chapter 11)

IMPLEMENTED

PROGRAM COST  FUNDING
Drop Box ' $12,102 - - Grant(75%) / Local Match (25%)
Oil/Anti-freeze $12,102 Grant (75%) / Local Match (25%)
Out-reach $12,102 . Grant(75%)/ Local Match (25%)
PROPOSED | |

PROGRAM cosT FUNDING
Outreach $9,500 . Grant, New Interlocal, County surcharge
MRW A $13,0000 ° Grant, New Interlocal, County surcharge
Community Survey $7,500 -~ Grant, New Interlocal, County surcharge

3.3 Solid Waste Collection Programs

3.3.1 Regulated Solid Waste Collection Programs

Fill in the table below for each WUTC regulated sohd waste collectron entity in your
jurisdiction. (Make additional copies of thxs sectlon as necessary to record all such entities in
your jurisdiction.) : _

WUTC Regulated Hauler Name: Basin Disposal INC.

G-permit #: 118
YR.3 YR.6

RESIDENTIAL

- # of Customers 5,767 6,136

- Tonnage Collected 4,783 4,941
COMMERCIAL

- # of Customers 594 600

- Tonnage Collected 5,846 6,038




3.3.2 Other (non-regulated) Solid Waste Collection Programs Fill in the table below for other
solid waste collection entities in your jurisdiction. (Make additional copies of this section
as necessary to record all such entities in your jurisdiction.)

Hauler Name NA

# of Customers
Tonnage Collected

34 - Energy Recovery & Incmeratlon (ER&I) Programs
(If you have more than one facility of this type, please copy thls seetlon to report them.)

3.4.1 Complete the following for each facility: NA

Name:
Location:
Owner:
Operator:

3.4.2 Whatisthe permltted capaelty (tons/day) for the faclhty"' NA

343 If the facmty is not operatmg at capaclty, what is the average dally throughpuf?
YR.I1 NA YR.3 NA YR 6 NA

344 | What quantlty is eshmated to be land ﬁ]led Whlch is elther ash or cannot be processed
YR.INA YR3 NA YR6NA

3.4.5 What are the expected capltal costs and opera’cmg costs, for ER&I programs (not including
ash disposal expense)?

YR.1 NA YR3 NA YR6NA
3.4.6 Whatare the e’xpecteo costs of ash disposal?
YR.1 NA YR3 NA YR6NA
34. 7 Isash d1sposa1 to be: NA ____ on-51te‘7
in county?

long-haul?

3.4.8 Please describe the funding mechanism(s) that will fund the costs of this component. NA




3.5  Land Disposal Program
(If you have more than one facﬂlty of this type please copy thlS sectlon to report them.)

3.5.1 Provide the following information for each land disposal facility in your _]unsdxctlon
which receives garbage or refuse generated in the county.

Landfill Name: NA
Owner:
Operator:

3.5.2 Estimate the approximate tonnage disposed at the landfill by WUTC regulated haulers.
If you do not have a scale and are umable to estimate tonnages, eshmate using cubic
yards, and indicate whether they are compacted or loose.’

YR.1 NA YR3 NA YR6 NA-

3.5.3 Using the same conversion factors applied in 3.5.2, please estimate the
approximate tonnage disposed at the landfill by other contributors.

YR.1 NA YR3 NA YR6 NA

3.54 Provide the coet of operating (including capital acquisitions) each landfil in your
Junsdlctlon. F or any faclhty that is privately owned and operated, skip these ques’uons

YR.1 NA YR.3 NA YR.6 NA
3.5.5 Please describe the ﬁmdmg mechanism(s) that will defray the cost of this component.
3.6  Administration Program

3.6.1 What is the budgeted cost for administering the sohd waste and recyclmg programs and
what are the major funding sources? _

Budgeted Cost

YR.1 $149,710 YR.3 $163,417 YR6 $181,417
Funding Source : Co :

YR.1 Grants and County surcharge
YR.3 Grants, County surcharge, New Interlocal Agreement Contributions
YR.6 Grants, County surcharge, New Interlocal Agreement Contributions

! Compacted cubic yards will be converted at a standard 600 pounds per yard. Loose
cubic yards will be converted at a standard 300 pounds per cubic yard. Please specify an
alternative conversion ratio if one is presently in use in your jurisdiction.




3.6.2

363

3.7

Which cost components are included in these estimates?
Cost components are as follows: salaries, wages, personnel benefits, supplies, other
services, mtergovernmental payments, capital expendltures

Please describe the fund.mg mechanism(s) that will recover the cost of each component
Funding mechanisms are grants, county surcharge, and interlocal agreements

Other Pro grams

For each program in effect or planned which does not readlly fall into one of the prev10usly
described categories please answer the following questions. (Make additional copies of this

section as necessary. )
3.7.1 Describe the program, or provide a page number reference to the plan.
Chapter 11 and Table 1 Insert
3.72 Owner/Operator' Franklin County
3.7.3 Is WUTC Regulation Involved? No If S0, please explam the extent of involvement in
section 3.8..
3.74 Please estimate the anticipated costs for this program, including capital and operating
- expenses. ' :
YR.1 $37,303 ° YR3 346,668 YR.6 $79,668
3.7.5 Please describe the funding mechanism(s) that will recover the cost of this componenn
Grant, New Interlocal Agreement, County surcharge ‘
3.8 References and Assumptions (attach addmonal sheets as necessary)
Chapter 11
4. FUNDING MBCHANISMS This section relates spec1ﬁcally to the fundmg mechamsms

currently in use and the ones which will be implemented to incorporate the recommended
programs in the draft plan. Because the way a program is funded dn'ectly relates to the-
costs a resident or commercial customer will have to pay, this section is crucial to the cost
assessment process. Please fill in each of the following tables as completely as possible.




Table 4.1.1 Facility Inventory

Facility Name Type of = Tip Fee __Hﬂmzmw.ﬁmq ._._,.,m_sm*mq._mﬁ_.mmo: Final Disposal Total Tons Total Revenue Generated
Facility *~ perTon. -~ Cost*™ - - Location Location * -~ _Disposed (Tip Fee x Tons)
BDI Transfer Station  [Trans. - [$50.00 | $0 1721 Dietrich Rd. _um_.__me::mm. Or. 80,689 $4,034,450

Station , Pasco, WA

Table 4.1.2 Tip Fee Components

Tip Fee by _...me_.==< Surcharge City Tax County Tax - Transportation oum_,_.m:msm_ Cost b,_ns_:.w:mﬁ.om
: v _ _ _ Cost - " Cost

Closure Costs

BDI Transfer Station 3.6% WAST [Variable ~ |3.0% 0 50.00 - 0
. Refuse Tax . )




Table 4.1.3 Funding Mechanism

Name of Program  Bond Total Bond BondDue GrantName  Grant Amount Tip Fee Taxes Other Surcharge
Funding Mechanism Name Bond Rate Date
will defray costs Debt
BDI NA NA NA NA NA NA 100% 0 NA
Table 4.1.4 Tip Fee Forecast
Tip Fee per Tonby  Year Year Year Three Year Four Year Five Year Six
Facility One Two
BDI $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00 $50.00




- > - ’ )
. "
i




4.2 Fundmg Mechanisms summary by percentage: In the following tables, please summarize
the way programs will be funded in the key years. For each component, provide the
expected percentage of the total cost met by each funding mechanism. (e.g. Waste
Reduction may rely on tip fees, grants, and collection rates for funding). You would

. provide the estimated responsibility in the table as follows: Tip fees=10%; Grants=50%;
Collection Rates=40%. The mechanisms must total 100%. If components can be classified

" as “other,” please note the programs and their appropnate mechanisms. Prov1de
attachments as necessary . S

Table 4.2.1 Funding Mechanism by Percentage

: YearOne - : : - -
Component Tap Fee % Grant % Bond % Collection Tax Other % Total
Rates %

Waste Reduction| C17%% . | 25% - . 100%
Recycling 75% 25% 100%
Collection 100% ‘ 100%

__ER&IINA NA NA NA NA 100%
Transfer 100% 100%
Land Disposal 100% 100%
Administration 75% 25% L 100%
- Other|NA “INA NA - NA - O INA 100%

Table 4.2.2 Funding Mechanism by Percentage

Year Three
Component TipFee% Grant% Bond % Collection Tax Other % Total
Rates %

Waste Reduction 75% 25% : 100%
Recycling 75% 25% 100%
Collection _ 100% 100%

ER&I|NA NA NA NA NA 100%

Transfer 100% 100%

Land Disposal 100% 100%

_ Administration 75% 25% 100%
Other{NA NA NA NA NA 100%

11



Table 4.2.3 Funding Mechanism by Percentage
. v Year Six v
Component TipFee% Grant% Bond% Collectlon Tax - Other% . = Total

‘ ‘ . : _ Rates % e
Waste Reduction| 75%: | 25% S . _ : 100%
Recycling S 75% 25% R , 100%
Collection 100% : 100%
ER&I|NA NA NA NA NA 100%
Transfer 100% 100%
Land Disposal{ - S . e 4100% . ..100%.
Administration} = -~ |{7%% |- - 126% ¢ oo oot 0 100%
Other{NA NA NA NA NA 100%

4.3  References and Assumptlons :

Please provide any support for the mformatwn you have prov1ded An annual budget or sxmllar ‘

document Would be helpful

4.4 Surphls Funds - ST T -
Please provide mformatlon about any surplus or saved funds that may support your operatlons

Franklin County maintains a fund balance in one solid waste enterprise fund to guard against
extraordinary or unexpected expenses, but these should not be viewed as surplus funds.

12




Table 1 Insert

Additional Franklin County Solid Waste Programs

Year Number 1 2 3
Recycling $36,303 $36,668 $37,668
Moderate Risk Waste $36,303 $36,668 $37,688
Administration $21,782 $22,001 $22,601
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Franklin County — 2008 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

A. BACKGROUND

1.

Name of proposed project, if applicable:

Franklin County 2008 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
Name of applicant:

Franklin County Publzc Works Department
Address and phone number of apphcant and contact person

Tim Fife, PE _
Public Works Director
3416 Stearman Avenue
Pasco, WA 99301
509-545-3500

Date checklist prepared:

September 2008

Agency requesting checkhst

Franklin County Plannzng Department
Washington State Department of Ecalogy

Proposed timing or schedule (mcludmg phasmg, if apphcable)

It is expected that the Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Plan will be
adopted by the incorporated cities and Franklin County Commission in the late
Summer or early Fall of 2008. Once adopted the plan will be submittedto . -
Ecology for final approval and will be implemented over the course of the next.
six years. Specific Plan recommendations will be implemented and are shown -
in Chapter 11

Do you have any plans for ﬁxture addltlons, expans10n, or further actwlty related to
or connected with this proposal‘? Yes. If yes explain. .

The Franklin County Integrated Solzd Waste Management Plan represents a
part of an averall approach to solid waste management including moderate risk
wastes. The recommendations presented in the Plan may lead to decisions.
regarding future waste management policies, services and facilities. Five year
updates are required by Washington State Department of Ecology and as

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST - PAGE 1




Franklin County ~ 2008 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

necessary to bring the plan into compliance for funding and regulatory
concerns.

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will
be prepared, directly related to this proposal. >

At this time, no environmental information relating directly to the Franklin:
County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan has been prepared. However,
implementation of recommendations may lead to decisions requiring an
environmental impact statement or other environmental documentation to
assess the environmental consequences of proposed project level actions.

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other
proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain.

Does not apply

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if
known.

Depending on the outcome of the recommendations in the Plan, government
approvals and permits may be required. Activities that would require approvals
or permits include the development of new or revised facilities for collection,
transfer, or disposal of solid waste, or the collection, processing, or transfer of
recyclable materials. Currently the plan will be reviewed and final comments
included by the following governmental agencies.

o Washington State Utilities avid Transportation Commission

. Washmgton Department of Ecology

11. Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, mcludmg the proposed uses and
the size of the project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist
that ask you to describe certam aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat
those answers-on this page.’

The Franklin County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan descrzbes past
and current practices of solid waste management in the county. 1t puts forth
alternatives in the form of programs prioritized by the Franklin County Solid
Waste Advisory Committee and other activities to be evaluated during the
implementation of this plan. From these future programs, current program
enhancements and future activities the Plan makes recommendations that are
summarized with the following general categories:

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST - PAGE 2
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Waste Reduction. The Plan emphasizes waste reduction through a variety of
educational programs for residential and commercial users of the solid waste
system. These include additional educational material, school and business
material informational materials, and waste audits for small businesses.

Recycling. Recycling programs are recommended to continue and expand as
population continues to expand. This is especially true within the urban growth
are of Pasco, where 80% of the people in Franklin County reside.  Early efforts
expand recycling through educational materials. A community survey and
evaluatzon of curbside recyclmg are planned. - : '

Moderate stk Waste. The current Maderate Risk Waste program is
“incorporated into this Plan as a separate chapter. It used to be a 450 page
document that was a stand alone plan. The Plan continues the existing
program. [t proposes to enhance program activities in education, waste
reductzon and collection events durzng the next six years.

Solzd Waste Collection. Extsnng collectwn ) programs for solzd wa.ste will
continue. The incorporated jurisdictions will examine collection rate structures
-and how they may be revised to promote recycling and waste reduction.

Solid Waste Transfer and Disposal. Existing direct haul, transfer, and export
will continue. The Plan will evaluate the need for a partially staffed
transfer station in Connell. Long term disposal options are closely tied to
economic and political realities regionally.

Alternatives to Disposal, There are no disposal options in Franklin County
other than export. Currently new technologies are evolving for the
inclusion of solid waste into biomass for fuel or power generation.
Currently it is estimated that over half of the biomass energy available in
Eastern Washington is contained within Franklin County and its adjoining
counties.

Special Waste Streams. There are ten separate special waste streams evaluated
as to existing and future program activities by the Franklin County Solid
Waste Advisory Committee. The have been prioritized as to the needs of
each program individually during the next six years. There will be many
enhancements in education, public outreach, and additional planning
activities to be implemented.

Administration and Enforcement. Program administration and enforcement
will be continued through Franklin County Department of Public Works and
Benton Franklin Health Department (BFHD). Cooperation and
coordination among the participating jurisdictions will be encouraged.

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST - PAGE 3
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There is a new interlocal agreement for cooperation and financing certain
Dplan elements planned during the next six years. BFHD will continue
review and enforcement und solid waste programs. Enhancements are
expected to include increased public awareness of illegal dumping and
littering.

Financing and Imglementatzon. A six and twenty year financial plan ﬁ)r
programs and a schedule of their implementation are put forth. These.
recommendations were made by the Franklin County Solid Waste Advisory
and prioritized as to current needs and available financial resources. Six
Yyear operations cost are expected to increase for new programs along with
additional capital costs acquiring signage material for enforcement.. A
comprehensive cost assessment questionnaire is provided with the plan for
the Washington State Utilities Commission. :

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the
precise location of your proposed project; including a street address, if any, and
section, township, and range, if known. If'a proposal would occur over a range of
area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site
plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should
submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or
detailed plans submltted wﬂh any permit apphcahons relarcd to tb1s checkhst.

Each of the proposed action will take place in Franklm County

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST - PAGE 4
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

1. Earth

a.

®

General description of the site (highlight one) Flat, rollmg, hilly, steep
slopes, mountainous, other

Does not apply.

What is the steepest slope on the site (approx:mate percent slope")
Does not apply.

- What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand,

gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils,
specify them and note any prime farmland.

Does not apply.

Are there surface indications or hlstory of unstable soils in the 1mmed1ate

vicinity? If so describe. . :

Does not apply. - : ‘

Describe the purpose, type and approximate quantmes of any ﬁllmg or

grading proposed. Indicate source or fill. _

Does not apply

Could erosion occur as a result of clearmg, construction or use‘7 If so,

generally describe?. - : :

Does not apply.

About what percent of the site will be covered w1th 1mperv10us surfaces after

project construction (for example, asphalt or bmldmgs)?

Does not apply.

Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other 1mpacts to the earth,

if any: :

Does not apply.

What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust,
automobile odors, industrial, and wood smoke) during construction and when
the project is completed? If any, generally describe and glve appmxmate
quantities if known.

Does not apply. :

Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may effect your
proposal? If so, generally describe. :

Does not apply. : :
Proposed measures to reduce or comrol emissions or other impacts to air, if
any:

Does not apply.

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST - PAGE 5




3. Water

Franklin County - 2008 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

Surface.

1. Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site
(including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, and
wetlands)? If yes, describe type and prov1de names. Ifappropnate
state what stream or river it flows into.

Does not apply.

2. Will the project require any work over, in, or ad_]acent to (within 200 feet)
the described waters? Ifyes, please describe and attach available plans.

Does not apply.

3. Eshmatetheamountofﬁ]landdredgematenalthatwoﬂdbeplacedm
or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the
site that would be aﬂ'ected. Indlcate the source of ﬁ]l matenaL

Does not apply. - '

4. Willthe proposal require surface water w1thdrawals or dlversmns?
Give general descnp’uon, pmpose, and approxlmate quanuues if’ known.

Does not apply.. e

5. Does the proposal lie within a 100-year ﬂoodplam? Ifso note locauon
on the site plan.

Does not apply. -

6. Does the proposal mvolve any dlscharges of waste matenals to surface
waters? If'so, descnbe the type of waste and antlclpated volume of
d]scharge‘) : . =

Does not apply.

Ground.

1. Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground

water? lee general descnptlon, purpose, and approxxmate quantmes
-~ ifknown. -

Does not apply. : '

2. Describe waste matenal that wﬂl be discharged into the gmlmd from
septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage;
industrial, containing the following chemicals . . .; agricultural; etc.)
Describe the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the
number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals
or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.

Does not apply.

‘Water Runoff (including storm water).
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1. Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of
collection and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). - Where
will this water flow? ~ Will this water flow into other waters? If so,
describe.

Does not apply.

2. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? Ifso, generalty
describe. .

Does not apply

Proposed measured to reduce or control surface ground and runoff water

impacts, if any:

Does not apply.

4. Plants

a. Check or circle the types of vegetation found on the site:

~N_ deciduous tree: Russian Olive, Black Cottonwood, Willow, other
~N_ evergreen tree: Juniper, other
N shrubs
N gress
N pasture -
N cropergrain
N_ wet soil plants; cattail, sedges, bulrush, canary reed grass, other
A water plants: milfoil, star-grass, other
~N_ other types of vegetatlon
Does not apply. :
b. ‘What kind and amount of vegetanon Wﬂl be removed or altered? '
Does not apply. :
c. List threatened or endangered specxes known to be on or near the s1te
Does not apply.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or
enhance vegetation on the site, if any:
Does not apply.

5. Animals

a Highlight any birds and animals, which have been observed on or near the
site or are known to be on or near the site:
birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, waterfowl, quail, pheasants other
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other
Does not apply.

b. List any threatened or endangeted species known to be on or near the site.
Does not apply.
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d
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Is the site part of a migration route? Is S0, explain.

Does not apply.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance Wﬂdhfe, if any:
Deoes not apply.

6. Energy and Natural Resources

a.

b.

C.

7. Environmental Health

a.

- Does not apply.

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be
used to meet the completed project's energy needs? Descnbe thther it will
be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. .

Does not apply.

Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent
properties? If so, generally describe.

Does not apply.

What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of thls
proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts,
if any:

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic
chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill or hazardous waste that could
occur as a result of this proposal? Isso,descnbe :

Does not apply. : Co

1. Describe special emergency services that mlght be requu'ed.

Does not apply. '

2. Proposed measures to reduce or control enwronmenxal health
hazards, if any: R .

Does not apply.

Noise

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project - .
(for example: u'afﬁc, equlpment, operahon, other)?

- Does not apply.

2. What types and levels of noise would be crea’ced by or assomated
with the project on short-term or a long-term basis (for example:
traffic, construction, operation, other)‘? Indlcate what hour s noise
would come from the site. .

Does not apply.

3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise 1mpacts, 1f any

Does not apply. S :
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8. Land and Shoreline Use

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

Does not apply.

Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.

Does not apply.

Describe any structures on the site.

Does not apply.

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

Does not apply.

What is the current zoning classification of the site?

Does not apply. :

What is the current Comprehenswe Plan de51gnauon of the site?

Does not apply. e
If applicable, what is the current Shoreline Master Program 'des1gnation of
the site? :

Does not apply.

Has any part of the site been classified as an enwronmentally sensmve
area? If so, specify. :
Does not apply.

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed
project?

Does not apply.

Approxlmately how many people Would res1de or work in the completed
area? . ‘ .

Does not apply

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce dlsplacement impacts, if any

Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatlble w1th exxstmg and
projected land uses and plans, if any .
Does not apply

9. Housing

a.

Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?_ Indicate
whether high, middle or low-mcome housmg

Does not apply. '

Approximately how many units, if any, would be ehmmated" Indicate
whether high, middle, or low-income housing. ‘

Does not apply.

Proposed measures to reduce or control housmg 1mpacts if any:

Does not apply. :
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Aesthetics

What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including
antennas; what is the principal exterior building matenal(s) proposed‘7
Does not apply

What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
Does not apply.

Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any

Does not apply.

Light and Glare

What type of light or glare will the proposal produce‘7 What tlme of day
would it mainly occur? -

Does not apply.

Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or mterfere
with views?

Does not apply.

What existing off-site sources of light or glare may aﬂ‘ect your proposal?
Does not apply.

‘Proposed measures to reduce or control hghI and glare lmpacts if any'7

Does not apply.

Recreation

What des1gnated and mformal recreatnonal opportxmmes are in the 1mmed1ate

vicinity?

Does not apply. S

Would the proposed pro_]ect dlsplace any ex15t1ng recreatlonal use? If so,
describe. -

Does not apply. o

Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreauon, including
recreation opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:
])oes not apply.

Historic and Cultural Preservatlon - ' f

Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, nauonal state or
local preservation registers known to be on or next to the sﬁe"‘ If SO,
generally describe. _

Does not apply.

Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of hlstonc, archaeologlcal
scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site.-

Does not apply.
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15.

16.
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Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
Does not apply.

Transportation

Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed
access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.

Does not apply.

Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate
distance to the nearest transit stop?

Does not apply.

How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many
would the project eliminate?

Does not apply.

Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to

existing roads or streets, not including driveways?  If so, generally describe-

(indicate whether public or pnvate)

Does not apply. .
Will the project use (or occur in the unmedJate vicinity of) water rail, or air
transportation?

If so, generally describe.

Does not apply.

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed -
project? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur.

Does not apply.

Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

Does not apply. ,

Public Services

Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for
example: fire protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)? If so,
generally describe.

Does not apply.

Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if
any.

Does not apply.

Utilities
Highlight utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas,

water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other.
Does not apply.
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b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing

the service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the .
immediate vicinity which might be needed.
Does not apply.

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge I understand
that the City is relying on them to make its decisions.

Signature _

Date Submitted: . 2008 -
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction :

with the list of the elements of the environment. When answering these questions, be
aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities likely to result from the
proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the
proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms.

1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air;

production, stomge or release of toxxc or hazardous substanc&s or productlon of
no1se‘7

The lmplementatlon of sol:d waste recommendat:ons in the Plan will not be
likely to increase discharges or emissions of pollutants. In fact, the Plan’s:
recommendations are intended to reduce the risks of environmental

contamination. Some additional noise will be generated by Ioadlng recyclables .

and by vehicles used to collect recyclables.

The waste reduction and recycling, moderate risk waste, collection, and
education programs included in this Plan would lead to an overall decrease in
the release of contaminants to the environment. The production of these
wastes decrease, on average, zf waste reductmn educatzon is eﬁ”ectwe A S

Proposed measures o av01d or reduce such increases are:
The Plan itself is mtended fo reduce discharges of contamlnants or matenals

which could lead to environmental contamination. No other measures are
proposed.

2. How would the proposal be hkely ’oo affect plants ammals, ﬁsh, or manne hfe? -

It is likely that the Plan w:II have beneficial eﬁ’ect on plants, anlmals and ﬁshery: -
resources in Franklin County. -Programs included in the Plan are intended to. -
result in improved collection, handling, and disposal of solid waste so that the
resources such as plants, animals, and fish may be better protected from lllegal

dumping or discharges of these wasles..

Proposed measures to protect Or conserve plants animals, ﬁsh, or marine hfe are:

The Plan itself is infended to reduce the potential for plant anlmal and ﬁsh

exposure fo solid waste contaminants.
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3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

The Plan’s fecommendatlons would not be likely to deplete energy or natural
resources. - .

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

The Plan would promote protectlon of natural resources such as ground and
surface water through the lmplementatlon of improved management
technlques for solid waste. . :

4, How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as
parks, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habltat, :
historic or cultural s1tes, wetlands, ﬂoodplams or prime farmlands? S ER

None -of . -components of the .Plan would - be llkely lo use or affect‘ |
environmentally sensitive areas or areas designated for govemmental
protection.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to av01d or reduce 1mpaets are:

Specific s:tes developed as a result of the plan will be subject fo enwmnmental -
review in order to avoid or reduce impacts to these areas.

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, lhcludmg
whether it would allow or eneourage land or shorehne uses mcompauble Wlﬂl:

existing plans?

The plan would not affect land and shoreline use in Franklin County. Any
specific facility or site proposed as a result of the plan will have an. -
environmental evaluation prior to siting. Under cumrent Franklin County
environmental ordinance, specific conditions may be placed on site locations fo -
mltlgate adverse lmpacts The plan is compatlble w:th exlstlng land uses and
plans . : o 3 e

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:

Because the Plan would not affect land or shoreline use in Frankiin County no -
measunes ale pmposed fo avo:d or reduce these lmpacts

6. How would the proposal be hkely to increase demands on txansportatmn or pubhe‘ '
services and utilities?

The demand for public services in Franklin County would increase under the
Plan due lo the need to implement solid waste education, moderate risk waste
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education, compliance elements and special waste programs of the Plan. The
implantation of these programs would be under the authority of Frankiin
County, the cities of Pasco, Connell, Mesa, and Kahlotus, Benton Franklin
Health Department respectfully. Additional transportation requirements will
result fro collection of recyclables as new drop-off points are created in the
cities and county

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

The increase in demand for transportation and public services to resulf from the
Plan would be met by expanding the responsibilities of the govemmental
agencies. It will be necessary for cooperation and coordination of solid wasle
activities in the future to insure that programs are adequate and received well
by the public. Financing for expanded roles and responsibilities will be
available from local and state sources.

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal
laws or requirements for the protection of the environment.

The Plan does not conflict with any existing local, state or federal laws or
requirement for the protection of the environment. Specific projects to result from
the requirements contained in this plan will need to be considered in terms of their
compliance with local, state, and federal environmental laws and requirements.
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"~ Comment

Oo::c\ Draft mo__,a Emmﬁm

Plan Comments

WAC Qw wm\_ Bmm_d_zm landfill regulations need to be included
because of the closure of New Waste, Inc. landfill.

d mm wmmzo: ,.A _w.N

> n_mmo_._uﬁ_o: :mm amm: maam

ltem 1.3.4, the Waste Not Washington Act, is no longer funded.

Added the mﬁmﬁmsma that Em E:asm was m::mmnma in 1996.

Question about why Oregon wastes were addressed.

They are addressed because the local hauler uses an Oregon landfill.

Question about why the qmooBBmzamn_o:m aos._ the 1977 m<<_<=u were
included.

These were included to v_,o<_am history of 'solid Emm»m Bmzmmmama in
the County.

Question regarding whether or not a_muomm_ .nmo___:mm 3_8: m::cm_
tonnage to the Health District.

This is a requirement to report to- moo_om< m:a the Imm_E District.
Disposal facilities must qmom_<m a vm_,B_ﬁ Es_o: must um qmzmimn
annually.

Chapter 2 Comments

At this time there seems to be a 20% _moqmumso_\ in _uovc_m:o: *_mcqmm
for Franklin County. They do not want to see anything above Snx._ but
would like to have it down to a 2'to 3% discrepancy.

| <<m :,,m<..m :vamﬁa the _uoc:__,w:o_: mmc_,mm,i,_n: mmﬂ_imﬁ,mm ﬁa_sko_.u_s__m

2007 medium series population projection.

Section 2.1.1 (Non-agricultural Economy) — the list of non-agricultural
employers does not seem to reflect all major employers. The PUD,
school districts, and the City oﬁ Pasco were :on oo:mamaa m:a there
are probably more.

Table 2-1 has been updated.

Section 2.3 (Land Use) -

Is there an actual increase in farming
operations? g : R

Yes, this is maaammma in wmo=o= N.A 2 m:n mmgo: N.N

Section 2.3 (Land Use) — Is agricultural waste different?

Yes, but ,<u_om=< farms are good at managi g Em_q own émmﬁmm
internally. They.also have to run-under their own management u_msm
For instance, dairies are required to have a‘Nutrient Management
Plan, which may include a land application *oq some 9, ﬁ:m__. wastes.

Section 2.4.1 (Physical Description) — States a high of 75.7° Fasan
average temperature. Add a sentence to read that it is not unusual to
reach triple digits during summer months.

Section 2.4.2 :mw cmm: :_unmﬁma..

Section 2.6 (Waste Sfream Analysis) — Will we be addressing historic:
and future disposal costs?

Historic m:a E,Eq.m__&mnom_m_ oomﬁm are addressed in Osmvﬂ_. 1.

Section 2.6 (Waste Stream Analysis) — Is there a breakdown of
residential, commercial, and industrial wastes, m:a if so, ma 5m<
going to be dealt with in the plan?

BDI accounted for waste as m_ﬂsm., commercial or residential. A °
sentence :mm amms added in Section w 1.

Section 2.6 (Waste Stream Analysis) - It was mcmommﬁma Emﬁ Chapter

Chapter 2 was mmnmqmﬁmn into Background of the- _u_m::__._m Area m:a

2 be divided into two separate osmEma
Chapter 3 Comments. .

‘<<mm~m Stream >:m_<m_m chapters.

See Chapter 2 comments

‘Chapter 4 Comments -
Franklin County Solid Waste Plan Page 1 of 6
Preliminary Draft Plan Comments October 2008
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BRR

process.”

Section 4.4.5.2 - Suggest removing “County landfill” from the 4
paragraph

“This _usqmmm has been 330<ma m:a qmv_moma with ..:m:ﬁm_. station.”

Section 4.4.5.4 — Suggest adding the phrase “when done properly” to
the 1* sentence of the last vmqmmqm_uz to read, “The easiest yard
waste...outlay, when done properly.”

This _u:qmmm :mm cmm_,_ maama

Section 4.5 — Suggest changing the 5™ bullet under recycling
recommendations to read, _:<mm=mm6 creating a pilot curbside
recycling program in Pasco.”

This sentence has been changed.

Section 4.5 — Suggest adding beautification to drop box centers.

| This _..mm cmm: maama mm a _aooaam:nm»_o:

" Darrick Dietrich’s Comments

A full cost accounting would be necessary to show the impact of
“making recycling at least as affordable” as disposal.

OOBBma :o»ma ._.z_m is ”_,.m m»mﬁm s _m:mcmmm

| would like the Plan to specifically support “the disposal m<mﬁm3._ fi _.m»
and foremost before applying the “waste reduction, reuse, and
recycling” strategy. This simply keeps health issues as the primary _
goal before other priorities are established in the Solid <<mm,m _u_mz_.__:u
process.

the County, as well as support for the WUTC system that provides for
universal disposal options for the County.

Support could come in the form of enforcement of mo_a Emmﬂm reg's by .

The 00::2 s u_,__.:mé mom_ is Em _._mm_ﬂs of its qmmam:ﬁm maoqom:._m:"
of disposal is addressed in Chapters m_. 10, and 11.

Depending on where are actual 336__:@ qmﬁm is, <<m 3m< consider
adopting a goal of 30%, etc.

The County s;___ adopt a goal of 50%.

It would be nice for the Plan to m__B_zmﬁm _.wmzm_, out oq :m:a Let Em
market place determine what goes where.

However, it would be positive to investigate the cost structure of a
composting facility potentially supported by the entire County -
collection system. Funding could be collected through the UTC rate
structure if defined as such in the Plan. Could be a real sticky issue
though if cost is not reasonable.

Comment noted.

The costs of a composting facility is addressed in Chapter 11.

My personal opinion is that artificial pricing structures are economically
harmful. If the SWAC agrees; it may be beneficial to have the Plan
make a statement against such measures.

Comment noted.

| support the inclusion of concrete to recagnize the investment of
Poland & Sons into this infrastructure. The Plan must be mindful,
however, of promoting sham recycling, or allowing marginal facilities to

>&=_o=m_ narrative was manma mnmq ._.mc_m 4- A ._.mc_m 4- A will :oﬁ be
addressed at this time.
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BHR

,00::@ to see how this is funded, how many businesses utilize this
service annually, and :oé B:os So=m< is m_uma

‘Chapter. 6 Comments

Add a Table number for Em ﬂmc_m on umm -5.

._,.:,,m table has been numbered Table 6-2.

In recommendations, state that when the County population reaches

“This language has been updated.

100,000, investigate curbside recycling.
Combine qmooq:_sm:am"_o:m cc__m»m 1 m:a w

‘Chapter 7. Comments

“The bulets have been updated_

No comments

_Chapter 8 Comments

No comments

_ z\>

“Chapter 9 Comments

Add Department of >m:oc_=.=m 6 Em mmm=o< Emﬁ <<___ ooa_zcm to
monitor and regulate agricultural waste disposal and not just the
Health District. Also, nitrated water has not been addressed in the
comp plan and needs to be.

._.:m _umum:Bma o* >o=oc_E6 :mm umm: maama z;_.mﬁmn Emﬁm_. <<___ :o”
be addressed in this plan because it is not a solid waste issue.

Appliances/White Goods: Change the priority order in the chapter to
list “Monitor illegal dumping through Community Litter Cleanup
Program” as No. 2 and “Support yearly collection events of white
goods” as No. 3. Would also like to add to No. 2 that we will promote
awareness of BDI's white goods pickup policy and its availability.

The activities have been reordered and the language has been
updated.

Asbestos: Change the priority order in the chapter to list “Monitor
illegal dumping” as No. 2 and “Increase enforcement by Health District
of L&I” as No. 3. To this point, this has not been a real issue. It was
suggested that we put a list of asbestos removal contractors in the
Appendix or website.

The priorities have been reordered. The County is encouraged to put
a list of asbestos removal contractors on their website.

Biomedical Wastes: It was suggested that No. 1 have language
added that we would develop of a program for correct management
and disposal of residential medical wastes, such as needles. The
Health District will supply HDR with suggested language. It was
pointed out that if this language is put into the plan the WUTC would
then have to regulate permit holders in the state.

This language has been updated.

Construction and Demolition Wastes: Change order as per SWAC
notes and remove “central site for recycling and reuse.”

This section has been updated.

Electronic Wastes: With the new law coming into place, local
businesses will be required to take back electronic wastes if they want
to continue to be able to sell those types of electronics.

Section 9.8 has been updated.
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