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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update (Plan) is a tool for managmg sohd waste
systems within the planning area for the next 20 years, from 2005 to 2025. The Plan:

Establishes goals to guide decision makers who oversee and monitor solid waste systems.
Documents current solid waste.activities, programs, and facilities. ‘ .
Identifies and evaluates practical opportunities for improving existing systems.
Recommends programs that will help the County achieve its goals. . : :
OQutlines implementation strategies for recommended programs, including a 6-year
implementation and funding plan. . ,

Planning Area

The above discussions are framed within the context of State and Federal regulatory compliance,
using current state and federal regulations as a foundation for updating the Plan. These regulations
emphas1ze environmentally sound approaches that effectively reduce disposed waste through waste
reduction and diversion (reuse and recychng) In an ideal world landﬁlls would be unnecessary

The County has a total land area of approx1mately 2,680 square miles, with a populatlon density of
approximately 29 people per square mile and 15 incorporated cities and towns.

CouleeCity = Grand Coulee Quincy .

CouleeDam =  Hartline Royal City ~

Electric City . Marlin (Krupp) - Soap Lake -

Ephrata Mattawa ‘Warden

George | Moses Lake ~ Wilson Creek
Goals Of The Plan

Through the SWAC, Grant County and the incorporated cities established the following goals and
objectives to guide plan development. - These goals have equal priority, and emphasize three -
principles: 1) responsible management of solid waste, 2) utilization of existing resources where - :
possible, and 3) involvement of all sectors of the commumty in the planning process and program
unplementatlon

o Encourage waste reduction and recycling in Grant County.

.= Provide easily available and convenient recychng opportunities for re51dents and |

- businesses.
* Promote and prov1de incentives mcludmg tate structures to'séparate, reduce; reuse, and

~ recycle.

= Provide incentives to reduce or eliminate problem wastes.
= Encourage source separation, especially of commercial and industrial waste.
= Target wastes: problem wastes, marketable materials, and ma_lor ‘Wwaste stream

components.
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e Provide cost effective and environmentally sound collection and disposal of solid waste.
= Utilize to the fullest extent possible existing facilities and systems.
* Promote collection services that balance administrative efficiency, cost effectiveness and
aesthetics. '
= Take advantage of non-disposal alternatives for the large volumes of yard-and wood -
waste and inert materials that do not require disposal in a permiitted solid waste landfill.
. Assure the ﬁnancral solvency of all dlsposal operatrons

* Educate and involve Grant County citizens in waste reducnon and recyclmg eﬁorts and in
responsible waste management. ' :
» Educate citizens about the benefits of waste reductron and recyclmg
= Utilize and involve local media and school system in waste reductron and recychng
education efforts.

Waste Compos:tlon and Generation Prolecttons

According to County data a total of 75 ,451 tons of waste was dlsposed by Grant County residents,
businesses and mstltutlons in 2004. In addrtlon, about 1,739 tons of industrial sludge and one ton of
asbestos were disposed. Substantial quantities of agrrcultural waste are disposed or beneficially used
on site or at private facilities. Approximately 81% of the County’s waste was disposed, and the
remaining 19% was recycled. All waste was disposed in county except for about 2,000 tons of waste
from Crescent Bar, whrch WMI collects and transports to the Greater Wenatchee Landfill for
disposal.

The daily per capita disposal rate is. more than four times [5 53 pounds per day (lbs/day)] the per
capita recycling rate (1.27 Ibs/day). Commercial/industrial and residential substreams contribute the
largest amount of disposed waste (31,564 and 26,434 tons, respectively), with an additional 17,453
self-haul tons. Hazardous and special wastes, CDL wastes, and metal categories show the highest
recycling rates at 78%, 52% and 30% respectively. In 2004, the only waste exported from the
County came from Crescent Bar.

Potentially compostable materials, such as food waste and compostable paper make up over 24%. of
Grant County’s disposed waste. When combined, the recyclable (24%) and potentially recyclable
materials (21%), such as mixed paper, ferrous metals, and cardboard comprlse about 45% of the
County’s disposed waste stream. S ‘

Using the per capita and per employee generation and disposal rates, projections of future solid
waste stream generation and disposal needs are summarized on the following page.

Estimated Total Estimated - . Estimated

Year - .. | . .Population’ . ‘Waste Generation (.. Disposal Needs Recycled Waste
" (tons/yr) (tons/yr) " (tons/yr)
2010 88,331 ; 104620 | . 85117 | 19,503
2025 98,395 ) 116,540 94,815 21,725

! Intermediate County Population Pro;ectrons developed for Growth Management Act, Washmgton State Office of
Financial Management, Forecasting Division, January 2002
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Plan Recommendat:ons

Demgnated Recyclables

The list of desrgnated recyclables should be updated when new market opportumtres develop as ‘
technology changes, virgin commodity prices fluctuate, and/or new environmental concerns arise.
Examples are: biodiesel production or burning tires for energy production.. County staff would
propose modifying the list, develop recommendations for SWAC review, and then upd__ate the list as
appropriate. These modifications would not require a Plan amendment. - .

Waste Reduction and Recycling

‘Based on the evaluation and input from the SWAC and staff, the County should unplement the .
following recommendations. The recommendations are grouped into three tiers of priority, wrth the
highest priority to be nnplemented first.

FIRST TIER — includes programs wrth low cost per ton that are relatlvely easier to nnplement wrthm
the first one to two years. - : SR
Programs:
~ " e Develop a more extensive education and promotion campaign.
e Improve and expand collection at fecycling drop-off sites.-
" "o Expand paper collection to more commercial customers: *
e Provide on-site technical assistance to commercial customers. ‘
Diversion: These programs will divert an estrmated 5, 700 tons’ annually and increase the
current recychng rate by 6% : :

SECOND TIER — includes programs with a medium to high cost per ton and require more time to
develop and implement. The County should implement these programs in two to three years. *
Programs:
' e Expand drop-off sites to accept wood and organic waste.
¢ Develop a C&D and glass drop-off facility at the landfill
¢ Implement a pay-as-you throw rate structure.
Diversion: These programs would divert an estimated 9, 900 tons annually and mcrease the
current recychng rate by 11%

THIRD TIER — includes programs with a medium to high cost per ton and that require more time to

develop and implement. The County should implement these programs in three to five years.
Program: Support efforts to increase organics recycling in Grant County by expandmg
compost facilities and developing a residential curbside compost program. :
Diversion: These programs would divert approximately 4,700 tons annually and increase the
current recycling rate by 5%.

If Grant County implements recommendations from all three tiers in the next five years, the current
recycling rate is expected 10, nearly double, increasing from the current 19% to about 40% in Year 5.
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Collection

The current solid waste collection system in Grant County provides adequate service. The
incorporated cities provide service, contract with private companies or allow individuals to arrange -
for service with private companies. WUTC-certified collection companies offer service in
unincorporated areas. ‘Solid waste collection service providers should continue to expand and adapt
as needed in response 10 p0pu1a‘tlon growth and other changes. If, in the future, the County -
designates areas as “urban”, this Plan should be amended as necessary to address nnpacts aﬁ'ectmg
solid waste collection. The amendment should include a descrlptlon of alternatxves '
recommendations, and implementation ‘schedule. :

Energy Recovery and Incineration

Grant County’s Ephrata-Landfill has disposal capacity for at least 20 more years and can meet the -
County's present and future needs during this planning period. The County should consider energy
recovery and incineration as part of an overall disposal options review; if operating the Ephrata
Landﬁll becomes relat1ver costly or for other reasons no longer poss1ble

Transfer Fac|||t|es

Grant County currently operates 12 drop box sites. Since these drop box sites were built in the
1970s, solid waste collection services became readily available in the entire County. Over the past
several years, the number of residents subscribing to services offered by solid waste collection
companies appears to be increasing at a higher rate than the population growth. This shift is
reducing the need for the County’s drop box sites, Grant County monitors usage of each site to
assess the need to revise operations, including reducing or expanding hours, the number of drop
boxes per site or the frequency of emptying the drop boxes. In addition, Consolidated Disposal
Company has a private transfer station in Moses Lake that could be potentially permitted to accept
self-haul public waste and allow the County to eliminate at least one drop box site. |

The current drop box site network adequately meets current and future needs throughout the 20-year
planning period. Grant County should:

¢ Continue to monitor customer acnvxty
e Periodically evaluate the need for drop boxes consxdermg
= Reduce potential duplication of services with private service prov1ders
- Maintain a reasonable level of service.
» Consider nnpacts to users of proposed changes in level of service.

Fees should be adJusted as necessary to contmue covermg the costs of drop box 51te operatlons and
maintenance.

Waste Import And Export

RBOM members outside Grant County may find the option to send waste to Grant County’s Ephrata
landfill more feasible than elsewhere once the Delano landfill closes. The Grant County Board of
Commissioners (BOCC) has tentatively agreed to allow current out-of-county RBOM customers to
dispose waste at the Ephrata Landfill. The BOCC will require written approval from each of the
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other countres before acceptmg waste for dlsposal

The RBOM needs a long-term waste dlsposal optlon to replace the Delano Landfill, which wrll close
the next year. The RBOM should consider evaluating long-term dlsposal alternatrves mcludmg o
waste export to an out-of-county regional disposal site. -

The 1998 disposal alternatives study completed by Parametrix concluded in-county disposal at the l
Ephrata Landfill was the preferred option ‘based on economics and non-cost factors, mcludmg l'lSk
management and local employment impacts. The County should update this study and consrder
waste export again if operatmg the Ephrata Landfill does not appear feasible. ‘

The County should continue to ban out-of-County waste from the Ephrata Landfill, except for out-
of-county RBOM customers, in order to conserve disposal capacity.

A private firm may want to site, construct, and/or operate a private landfill in Grant County. If a
firm expresses interest, the County, in conjunctron with Ecology and the Health Dlstnct should
develop a process to evaluate acceptability of out-of-County wastes for dlsposal ata prrvately-owned
landfill. The acceptance requirements should be included in the Condrtlonal Use Permrt for the o
privately-owned landfill c

Landfills

Within its currently permitted area, the Ephrata Landfill is projected to have disposal capac1ty for the
entire County beyond the current 20-year plannmg perrod If the landfill becomes too costly or -
infeasible to operate, the County should update its 1998 disposal options review to identify a more
cost-effective option. Asa backup measure, the County should also negotiate an agreement with
another landfill in the event of an emergency

The Delano Landfill is pro;ected to close wrthm the next year ‘"The RBOM i is currently evaluatlng
disposal options to replace the Delano Landfill. The BOCC tentatlvely agreed to accept waste from
out-of-county RBOM customers provided the counties with these customers reside in provide
written approval. The RBOM is in the process of obtaining this permission.

The RBOM should complete its disposal options review in order to compare the costs of having a
transfer station on the old landfill, exporting waste out-of-county or sending waste to the Ephrata
Landfill The review process should include input from the Health District, Ecology and otheér
resources to define regulatory requirements, costs and other relevant factors.

Special Wastes

Biosolids, biomedical, mdustrral sludges and: asbestos wastes do not generally represent a drsposal
problem in Grant County. The existing system 1s adequate to handle these materials at the present
time and can expand to meet future needs

Agrrcultural, food processing, and demohtron wastes, tires, large apphances and hvestock carcasses
are common items found illegally disposed throughout the County. The primary needs in dealing
with illegally disposed materials are to: (1) develop region-wide effective education and enforcement
programs, and (2) provide more convenient opportumtres for proper disposal of some materials.
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Tires represent an operational problem for the County when attempting to dispose of them in the
landfill. The County no longer has a shredder to ease disposal of tires, and would prefer to recycle
them, However, recyclers are several hours drive from the: County. The County should conduct its
proposed study for recycling tires in order to reduce operatronal problems and divert tires from the
landfill

Inert and demolrtron wastes ean be volurmnous and consume valuable drsposal capacity at the
Ephrata Landfill. Preferably, these inert and demolition wastes wouild be recycled or reused, but few
opportunities exist currently in Grant County The County should consider conducting a feasibility
study with respect to diverting inert and demolition wastes from the Ephrata Landfill. The study
would focus on evaluatmg optrons dlscussed above and others that may develop as the study
proceeds.

The County may be asked to accept diseased animal waste and associated by-products for disposal at
the Ephrata Landfill. Acceptmg these wastes could reduce landfill capacity and site life, and expose

- workers to potentral health and safety issues they do not normally encounter. The Plan recommends

" banning these wastes from the landfill and drrectmg disposers to regional facllrtres wrth more capacrty
and familiar with handling such wastes =~

Administration and Enforcement

Administration

The administration and enforcement burdens on local agencies increase wrth the increasing _
complexity of envrronmental regulatrons facility operating requirements, and emphasrs on waste
diversion reductron programs. Each agency must take the time and effort to fully understand and
address the requirements of new laws as they are enacted. Inter-]unsdrctlonal coordination becomes
increasingly important because the majority of solid waste issues have a county-wide or regional
impact. Grant County, the cities within Grant County, the Health District, the SWAC, and other
parties. responsrble for solid waste management have established an effective network of
commumcatron and coordmatron Thls network contmues to improve a.nd expand as needed.

For long-term program development and commitment, the County should identify more dependable
long-term sources of funding to maintain and expand the solid waste coordinator position. Future
grant : funds may decrease or disappear, depending on state-wide economy and legislative fundlng
pnontles Addmg staff: tlme will help the County effectrvely nnplement proposed programs.

Enforcement

The Grant County Health District focuses mostly on enforcement rather than education because of
limited available staff and funds, spending most of its efforts resolving the most problematic sites.
The Health District is evaluating funding options to expedite cleanup efforts and coordinate cleanup
work with the Public Works Department Solid Waste Division. Lack of communication with other
agencies and training in investigative procedures challenge the Health District’s ability to enforce
unlawful disposal restrictions. The following recommendations support the agency’s current efforts.
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The Board of County Commissioners should recommend to the Board of Health that it create an
independent Task Force under the jurisdiction of the Grant County Health District. The Task Force
should focus on coordinating enforcement activities and developing programs to:

Assist property owners with cleaning up waste illegally dumped by others.

Improve enforcement procedures and effectiveness.

Educate the public about the problems caused by unlawful disposal.

Provide incentives to encourage proper disposal of wastes.

Involve citizens and businesses in cleanup activities.

Continue to evaluate funding options, such as collection districts, to pay for enforcement,
cleanup and education activities. >

The current half-time staff position appears to be adequate for responding to complaints. The Health
District estimates a one-quarter-time staff position will be needed to implement education activities
and coordinate efforts with the Public Works Department.

Potential Funding Sources

Potential funding sources and mechanisms that the County can consider using for implementing Plan
recommendations include:

Potential Fee or Tax-Based Funding Sources

e Fees on solid waste collection services
¢ Solid Waste Disposal District
e Charges for collection services

Potential Grant Funding Sources

Coordinated Prevention Grant (CPG)

Remedial Action Grants

Public Participation Grants

Environmental Research and Education Foundation grants

Bonds

¢ General Obligation Bonds
* Revenue Bonds

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update  Xiv August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06



1 .Introduction

1.1 Purpos_e'

The Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update (Plan) is a tool for managing solid waste
systems within the planning area for the next 20 years, from 2005 to 2025. The Plan:

Establishes goals to guide decision makers who oversee and monitor solid waste systems.
Documents current solid waste activities, programs, and facilities.
-Identifies and evaluates practical opportunities for improving existing systems.

- Recommends programs that will help the County achieve its goals. . ‘
Outlines implementation strategies for recommended programs, mcludmg a 6-year
implementation and funding plan.

The above discussions are framed within the context of State and Federal regulatory compliance,
using current state and federal regulations as a foundation for updating the Plan. . These regulations
emphasize environmentally sound approaches that effectively reduce disposed waste through waste
reduction and diversion (reuse and recycling). In an ideal world, landfills would be unnecessary.

In 1989, the Washington State legislation amended the Solid Waste Management - Recovery and
Recycling Act (Chapter 70.95 Revised Code of Washington [RCW]), requiring local governments to
include a comprehensive waste reduction and recycling element in solid waste management plans. -
The 1989 legislature also required local governments to review and revise, as appropriate, their solid
waste management plans at least every 5 years. :

Since then, State and Federal solid waste regulations continue to change, emphasizing better
environmental monitoring and design of solid waste facilities, management of special wastes, and
other activities, including Chapters 173.350.and 173.351 of the Washington Administrative Code
(WAC). Those responsible for implementing these requirements include the County, municipalities,
and private solid waste service providers.

Waéhhgton State provides grant funding to local governments to help implement fecemmehdatiohs in
solid waste management plans. In order for counties to receive grant funding, programs and projects
must be identified in the adopted solid waste management plan :

In response to new leglslatlon, the Washmgton State Department of Ecolo gy'(Ecol'oﬁg'y) updated its
Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plans and Plan Revisions in
1999.. The Plan reflects these guidelines in addressmg the following. fundamental prlorrtles

Waste Reduction

Recycling

Solid Waste Collection Services
Energy Recovery

Transfer Facilities -

Waste Import and Export
Landfills '

Special Wastes

Enforcement and Administration
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Recommendations to modify existing or create new policies may be within each Plan element. Policy
recommendations considered the need to serve all solid waste system users and distribute fairly
services and costs amongst users. The Plan emphasizes adoption of policies providing long-term,
reliable and economical solid waste services appropriate for the low population density and economic
characteristics of Grant County. . o ‘

1.2 Planmng Area

Grant County is in the central portion of Washmgton State (Flgure 1- l) between foothllls of the
Cascade Mountains and the Rocky Mountains. The Columbia River forms the south and southern
portion of the west boundaries of the County (Figure 1-2). The County has a total land area of
approximately 2,680 square miles, with a population density of approximately 29 people per square
mile, according to Washington State Office of Management and Finance data (OFM). The County
contains 15 mcorporated cities and towns:

Coulee Clty . Grand Coulee | Quincy

Coulee Dam Hartline - - . - - RoyalCity
ElectricCity -~ Marlin (Krupp) =~ . Soap Lake
Ephrata Mattawa Warden

- George © o+ Moses Lak‘e‘ no Wilson Creek

1.3 Local Govemments Involved in The Plan B

State law (Chapter 70.95.080 RCW) requires each County to prepare a solld waste management plan
n cooperatlon w1th local, mcorporated cities and towns A c1ty may

e Prepare its own plan for mtegratlon into the Countys plan
~* Enter into an agreement with the County to do a joint city- county plan.
e - Authorize the County to prepare a plan that includes the city.

Any city preparing an independent plan must provide for disposal sites wholly within its jurisdiction.

The 1995 Plan; as adopted, contains resolutions from incorporated cities within Grant County. With
the exception of Moses Lake, the cities within Grant County adopted resolutions authorizing the
County to include them in preparing the Plan. The City of Moses Lake adopted a resolution
authorizing the City to enter into an agreement with the County to prepare a joint city-county Plan.
Moses Lake part1c1pated in preparing this Plan. Each city amends these resolutions when necessary,
approvmg amendments and updates to the Plan. Resolutions adopting this current Plan are contained
in Appendix A.

1.4 Solid Waste Advisory Committee

Plan development begins with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWACQC), whose members
represent local governments, business, interest groups, the public, and solid waste industry (Chapter
70.95.165 RCW). The SWAC shall have at least 9 members, which the County Board of

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 2 o ) " August 14, 2006
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Commissioners appoints. The County cannot receive State funds to prepare, update or amend the
Plan without the active partlclpatlon of the SWAC.

The SWAC responsibilities include:

LA WN-

Comment and advise on issues addressed during plan development
Act as a liaison to their communities.
Review and comment on drafts of the Plan.
Assist with public involvement.
Recommend the Plan for adoption. -

Table 1 lists the members of the 2005-2006 Grant County SWAC.

Table 1-1

Solid Waste Advisory Commlttee
Member Affiliation o - Area

Bob Bernd Citizen (retired from d1sposa1 busmess) Moses Lake

Ray Halsey Mayor Electric City

Pat Dunston Citizen - Ephrata

Dennis Francis Citizen Electric City

Bill Lamphere Citizen Quincy -
- Mark Wash Citizen/Disposal Busmess ‘ Ephrata

Dick Zimbelman Mayor ‘ Quincy

M. G. McLanahan szen/Consultant Moses Lake
~ Gerald Campbell Grant County Health District - Grant County

(open — to be filled) i

1. 5 Goals Of The Plan

Through the SWAC, Grant County and the mcorporated cities established the followmg goals and
objectives to guide plan development. These goals have equal priority, and emphasize three
principles: (1) responsible management of solid waste, (2) utilization of existing resources where
possible, and (3) involvement of all sectors of the community in the planmng process and program

implementation.

. bncourage waste reduction and recyclmg in Grant County
» Provide easily available and convenient recycling opportunities for res1dents and

businesses.

= Promote and provide mcentlves including rate structures to separate reduce, reuse, and

recycle.

= Provide mcentives to reduce or eliminate problem wastes.
* Encourage source separation, especially of commercial and industrial waste.
» Target wastes: problem wastes, marketable materials, and major waste stream

-components.

. Provide cost eﬁ’ective and environméntalljz sound collection dnd di&posal ofsolid waste.
= Utilize to the fullest extent possible existing facilities and systems.

Grant Cotmty Solid Waste Management Plan Update 5
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®* Promote collection services that balance adtmmstratlve efficiency, cost eﬂ‘ectlveness and
aesthetics.

» Take advantage of non-disposal alternatxves for the la:ge volumes of yard and wood waste
and inert materials that do not require disposal in a permitted solid waste landﬁll

= Assure the financial solvency of all disposal operations.

e Educate and involve Grant Coumy cztzzens in waste reducnon and recyclmg eﬂorts and in
responsible waste management.
= Educate citizens about the benefits of waste reductlon and recyclmg :
= Utilize and involve local media and school system in waste reduction and recychng
education efforts.

1.6 Summary of Solid Wééte Regulaﬁons

1.6.1  Federal Regulatlons |

The Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and subsequent amendments
form the foundation of Federal and State solid waste management regulations. The objectives of
RCRA are ensuring protection of human health and the environment, and conserving valuable natural
resources. The enactment of RCRA recogmzes resource management and waste generation are
national issues while solid waste management is primarily the function of each state, regional and
local government. Relevant RCRA sections include: : :

¢ Subtitle C, which addresses management of hazardous waste materlals in quantltles greater
‘than small quantity generator (SQG) levels.
Subtitle D, which establishes criteria for managing solid waste.
Subtitle U, which addresses practices and facilities for solid waste management.

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) created national policy and
procedures for managing sites contaminated by releases of hazardous substances and financing
remedial activities. SARA also specifies emergency planmng, community rlght-to-know and toxic
release reportmg requlrements , : s , o

1.6.2  State Regulations

The Solid Waste Management-Waste Reduction and Recycling Act, Chapter 70.95 RCW, assigns
primary responsibility for solid‘wast_e management to local juri'_sdiction's. The Statefs_- duties include:

¢ Establishing a statewide comprehensive plan for solid waste handling, recychng and waste
reduction to preserve lands, prevent pollution and conserve resources. =
Adopting and enforcing minimum standards for solid waste handling.
Providing technical and financial assistance to local governments to plan, develop and
implement solid waste handlmg programs

Local governments are required to develop and adopt a 20-year comprehensive solid waste
management plan that guides solid waste facility development, and update it at least every 5 years.
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The act also included Mrmmal Functional Standards (MF S) for solld waste handlrng facrhtres (Chapter
173.304 WAC). The MFS strpulated performance and operatlonal criteria for storing and dlsposmg
of solid waste.

In response to stricter Federal standards enacted under Subtitle D in the early 1990s, Washington
State updated the MFS with Chapter 173. 1351 WAC, Criteria for Mumcrpal Solid Waste Landfills.

The standards set new performance criteria for siting, designing, and monitoring of solid waste
landfills, restricting their locations near airports, geolo gically unstable areas, wetlands, above sensitive
aquifers, and similar areas of concern. In addition, new design criteria were added for bottom liners,
final covers, and landfill gas management Landfill permitees are requxred to monitor and maintain a
landfill for at least 30-years after closure and estabhsh a ﬂnanc1al assurance mechamsm to finance
closure and post closure care.

The State later enacted Solid Waste Handlrng Standards, Chapter 173.350 WAC which clarifies
waste management issues and facilities not fully addressed by Chapter 173.351 and other regulations.
The wastes addressed in Chapter 173.350 WAC mclude contammated soils, moderate risk waste,
wood waste and sludge and compostmg facrlrtres

Related State legislation includes:

Waste Not Washington Act of 1989, Chapter 431 RCW
Hazardous Waste Management Act, Chapter 70.105 RCW
.Dangerous waste regulations in Chapter 173.303 WAC :
Hazardous Waste Planning Area Facility Siting Act of 1985, Chapter 70. 105 RCW
Solid Waste Disposal regulations, Chapter 36.58 RCW
_ Model Litter Control and Recycling Act, Chapter 70.93 RCW

The WU IC has certain responsrbrhtles to regulate solid. waste collectron rates and services (Chapter
81.77 RCW) in umncorporated County areas or where cities choose to have the WUTC regulate
these services. : , , o

Ecology developed Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plans and
Plan Revisions to help local governments prepare solid waste management plans and comply with
solid waste regulations. Ecology updated these guidelines most recently in 1999. Solid waste.
management plans are intended to help local governments unplement coordmated comprehensrve
solid waste programs based on established goals and policies. :

1.7  Other Plans Related To The Solid Waste Management Plan

Solid waste management programs and policies can affect, or are affected by, elements of other plans
adopted by Grant County and the incorporated cities and towns. Recommendations for programs and
polices in the solid waste management plan should be viewed as elements within of the overall
p]anmng process for all jurisdictions in Grant County The following paragraphs identify key plans
affecting the Plan. _

1.71 Hazardous Waste Management Plan

The Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Act required local governments to prepare a
plan to manage moderate risk wastes in their jurisdiction. Moderate risk wastes are hazardous wastes
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produced by households and by businesses and institutions in small quantities. Grant County
participated in developing a tri-county reglonal Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP) that
was completed in December 1991. The local governiments that participated in the HWMP mcluded
Grant, Adams and Lincoln counties and their incorporated cities.

The g",oala’in the HWMP that ,re]lateto the solid waste management ‘syst'em include: .

. ,Protectmg the environment and public health from the adverse effects of i improper handlmg
and disposal of moderate risk wastes (MRW),
e Increasing public awareness about proper management and dlsposal of MRW.
¢ Managing MRW to be consistent with, in order of priority, waste reduction, recychng and
reuse, treatment, and residuals disposal; and elimination of improper MRW disposal. '

The HWMP recommended a baseline approach with programs addressing household collection,
public education for household hazardous waste (HHW) and small quantity generator waste (SQG),
development of an ordinance for hazardous waste disposal, regronal coordmatron, and development
of vehicle battery and used oil collection facilities. A more extensive approach was also
recommended that included the baseline programs plus a labeling law, regional mobile collection,
permanent HHW and SQG facilities, and on-site hazardous waste assistance for SQGs.

1.7.2 Comprehensive Plans

The Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990 requires Grant County and its mcorporated cities to
develop comprehensive plans. Section 15 of the GMA requlres that local governments 1dent1fy land
useful for public purposes, such as landﬁlls o : :

Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy’ prepared thelr own comprehenswe plans The Grant County
Comprehensive Plan was first adopted on August 23, 1977, and most recently updated in 1998.
Grant County works with the smaller commumtles n preparmg its own' land use plan '

The current County Comprehensrve Plan addresses solid waste management m four primary areas::
capital facilities, utilities elements, essential public facilities, and natural setting. The comprehensive
plan sets level of service goals for collection, drop off, and disposal based on the: 1995 Plan. The
County’s Ephrata Landfill is classified as a Type II essential publxc facmty whrch Is one that serves
residents or property in more than one jurisdiction. N

173  Water Quallty Plans -

Grant County does not have a surface water quality plan. The County is within the Columbia Basin
Project, which is managed by the Bureau of Reclamation of the U.S. Department of Interior. The
U.S. Geological Survey is conducting long-term watershed studies for the Columbia Basin Project

. areato help charactenze potentlal water quality 1mpacts of u'rrgatlon and other agncultural actrvrtles.

Grant County is part of the Columbia Basin Gtound Water Management Area (GWMA), which also
includes Adams and Franklin counties. GWMA is implementing water quality monrtormg, public
education, and other programs and implementation strategies developed by a series of committees and
approved by the Boards of Commissioners in each county. . =
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1.8 Planning History

Comprehensive solid waste management planning began in the State of Washington in 1969 with the
passage of the Solid Waste Management Act (Chapter 70.95 RCW). The first Grant County
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was prepared in 1973. The Solid Waste Management
Plan was updated in 1987 and 1995. The County and incorporated cities and towns amended the
1995 Plan in 1999 to include a disposal options study completed in 1998. The disposal options study
fulfilled one of the recommendations of the 1995 Plan. Appendlx B contains a summary of the status
of this and other recommendations.

1.9 Plan Review Processes

The Plan must be reviewed and revised, as appropnate at least every 5 years. Between updates the
Plan can be amended to include mmor changes ,

-1'.9.1 : :Current Plan Update Process

Participating municipalities, the County and Ecology must approve the Plan. The WUTC must
review the plan's cost assessment and make comment during the preliminary draft phase, but does not
have the authority to approve or disapprove the plan. ‘The SWAC must actively part1c1pate in the
Plan in order for. the County to be eligible for State grant funding.

Between June 2005 and April 2006, the SWAC met to discuss existing conditions, review
alternatives, develop program recommendations, establish an implementation schedule for the
recommended programs, and review the draﬁ; Prelunmary Draﬁ Solid Waste Management Plan
Update (see Appendix 0.

The Preliminary Draﬂ Plan was released for public comment on May 15, 2006. The pubhc comment
period closed 20 days later, on June 13, 2006. - Two public meetings were held at 2 p.m. and 6 p.m,,
May 22, 2006, to obtain input from the public and cities on the Preliminary Draft Plan. By the end of
the comment period, the County did not receive comments that affected the Preliminary Draft Plan.

The Preliminary Draft Plan was sent to Ecology for agency review on August 16, 2006. Comments
received from Ecology and the public were incorporated in a final draft of the Plan. A public hearing

- for County adoption of the Final Draft Plan was held 2006. Adoption of the Plan by the
incorporated cities occurred between _and . ., 2006 The Final Draft Plan, as adopted, was
submitted to Ecology on ___, 2006. The Final Sohd Waste Management Plan Update was completed
on 2006.

1.9.2 Plan Amendments

Requests for plan amendments will be received by the Grant County Public Works Department and
forwarded to the SWAC and affected jurisdiction(s). After review, if the SWAC recommends
approval, the plan amendment will then need approval from the affected jurisdiction(s) and the Grant
County Board of Commissioners. Once the affected jurisdiction(s) adopt a plan amendment, it will be
submitted to Ecology for approval. After approval is received from Ecology, the amendments will be
incorporated in the Plan.
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1.93 Future Plan Updates

A complete update w1th formal review perlods such as bemg completed for th1s current Plan, is .
requlred when changes are made in: :

- Goals or policies
Final disposal option (unless accounted for in ex1sttng plan)
Financing methods and funding levels
Recycling program implementation

The chart on the following page illustrates the update process.

Review and revision of the Plan by public officials, representatives, the SWAC and the public, occurs
throughout the process. After the SWAC and participating local governments have reviewed and
accepted the revised preliminary draft plan, it is sent to. Ecology and the WUTC for review. Ecology
has 120 days to comment on revisions necessary for plan approval. After revision, the plan is
resubmitted to Ecology for a second review, during which Ecology is allowed to comment on the -
revisions. After this step, plan is ready for adoption by each local jurisdiction participating in the
plan. After adoption, the County sends the plan to Ecology for final approval. “The: plan is considered
approved if Ecology takes no action within'45 days or responds with a letter of approval to the
responsible Grant County ofﬁcml

194 State Envnronmental Pollcy Act (SEPA)

The State Envuonmental Pohcy Act (SEPA) requlres an evaluatlon of potentlal envnonmental
impacts that may result from programmatic or non-project actions that involve decisions on pohc1es
plans or programs (Chapter 197.11.310 WAC).. This requirement includes solid waste management
plans and plan updates. A SEPA checklist (Appendix D) is used for an initial determination of
adverse impact. If a review by the lead agency finds actions identified as having potential adverse
impacts, applicants must complete the more extensive, detailed environmental impact statement
(EIS).

Once Ecology has completed its initial review and the plan is revised, the SEPA process can begm

The SEPA checklist involves a 30-day public comment period and formal public hearmgs In general
solid waste management plans do not go beyond the SEPA checklist. :
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Chart 1 - Plan Update Process
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2 Planning Area Description

2.1 Earth

211 Topography

Grant County has variable topography, ranging from low rolling hills in the north to smooth, south-
sloping plains in the south. The plains and hills are dissected by channeled scablands and coulees.
Ground surface elevation ranges from about 380 feet Mean Sea Level at the south end of the County
along the Columbia River to about 2,880 feet MSL at Monument Hill. Figure 1-2 shows the major
topographic features found in Grant County.

The Grand Coulee, which contains Banks Lake, Park Lake, Blue Lake, Lake Lenore and Soap Lake,
dissects the hills along the northwestern County line. The Columbia River flows along the
southwestern and south boundaries of the County.

Beezley Hills, which are west of Ephrata and north of Quincy, trend generally east-west along the
transition between the rolling hills and plains. Frenchman Hills separate the plains south of Quincy
and Royal Slope. Crab Creek lies between Royal Slope and the Saddle Mountains to the south.
Wahluke Slope is bounded by the Saddle Mountains and the Columbia River. Evergreen Ridge,
Babcock Bench and Babcock Ridge trend generally north-south along the east side of the Columbia
River.

21.2 Geology and Soils

Grant County lies within the Columbia Basin physiographic province. The bedrock geology of Grant
County is dominated by a sequence of volcanic lava flows and sedimentary interbeds of the Columbia
River Basalt Group. The basalts flowed from large fissures or rifts in the ground surface and spread
in all directions. With time, the Columbia Basin area subsided, warping the basalt flows to create the
east-west trending hills.

As the area subsided, the Columbia River eroded through the basalts to develop the Columbia Gorge.
This down-cutting action and shifts in the river channel created terraces along the river valley. The
Columbia River also formed broad floodplain deposits of coarse- to fine-grained soil when it
periodically overflowed its banks. The action of wind transported the fine-grained soil (i.e., silt and
clay) from the floodplains to cover the basalts. These wind-blown deposits are called loess. Normal
stream activity created similar terraces and floodplains along tributary stream valleys.

During the Pleistocene the movement of continental ice sheets periodically dammed the Columbia
River near the north end of Grant County. The damming created large glacial lakes that extended
east beyond Washington State. The lakes broke through the ice dams periodically, catastrophically
releasing great quantities of floodwaters. The rapid passage of the floodwaters stripped the loess
mantle in many areas, creating scablands, and eroded the basalt flows, forming Grand Coulee, Dry
Falls, Moses Coulee, potholes and similar features. The retreating floodwaters left behind large flood
deposits containing boulders, as well as other earthen materials.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 12 , August 14, 2006



The U.S. Soil Conservation Servrce has generally characterized the surficial soils in Grant County as
very shallow to very deep and well-drained to excessively drained. The soils are typically classified as
sandy, silty or stony loam. These soils are formed in glacial outwash, loess, lake deposits, and alluvial
and colluvial deposits from rivers, streams and surface water runoff. In some areas, the surficial soils
are overlain by a thin mantle of fine-grained silt and clay.

213 Geologlc Hazards

According to the Washmgton Department of Natural Resources Drv151on of Geology and Earth
Resources, there is a low incidence of landslides or earthquakes in Grant County. The Washington
State Earthquake Hazards (Information Circular 85) shows that the majority of Grant County is
within Seismic Risk Zone 2. The 1991 Edition of the NEHRP Recommended Provisions for the
Development of Seismic Regulations for New Buildings suggests that Grant County is in an area that
has a 10% or greater probability of experiencing a max1mum horizontal acceleration of 0.1g or
greater at a recurrence interval of 250 years.

The U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigation Report 87-4238 shows thrust-faults
along the Saddle Mountains and at the east end of Frenchman Hills. Circular 85 does not show these
faults as being active within the last 10,000 years.

2.1.4 Vegetation and Wildlife

Primary migratory routes for bald eagles, sandhlll crane; waterfowl and other birds cross Grant
County. The native vegetation in Grant County is comprised mainly of grasses, forbs and shrubs.
Stands of Ponderosa pine are scattered throughout northern Grant County.

The floodplains, terraces, and hills are used primarily as rangeland. These areas also support irrigated
crops, non-irrigated crops and orchards. The channel scablands, with very shallow soils, are the least
productive areas of the County.

Potholes lakes, wet meadows and other wet areas prov1de suitable habltat for beaver muskrat,
waterfowl and wading birds. These areas are also sources of food, drmkmg water and cover for
upland wildlife. The drier areas support sage grouse, coyote, sage thrasher, sage sparrow, blacktailed
jackrabbit, burrowing owl and prairie falcon. Croplands interspersed with rangelands or wetlands
provide habitat to support California quail, gray partridge, pheasant and other nonnative game birds.

2.2 Air
2 2.1 Cllmate

In Grant County, the chmate is. generally mild and dry In wmter the maritime influence is strong
because of the prevailing westerly winds off the Pacific Ocean. The Rocky Mountains shield the area
from most of the arctic air masses that move down from Canada into the Great Plains and eastern
United States. During the summer, thermals block temperate westerly winds, so summer days are
typically hot and dry. According to U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration records,
the dry air results in a rapid temperature fall in the evening, particularly noticeable in the early fall and
late spring. Table 2-1 summarizes the long term averages for temperature, precipitation, and snowfall
averages recorded at the Ephrata Airport.
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The long-term average monthly precipitation in Grant County ranged from 0.25 inch in August to
slightly more than an inch in December. The long-term average annual prec1p1tatlon is approximately
8 inches.

Table 2-1
Average Temperatures, Preclpltatlon, and Snowfall
December 1, 1949 to March 31, 2005

Temperature (F) Average Total Average Total
: 'Mon th .Average: - | Average Precipitation . Snowfall
- - | Maximum | Minimum | (inches) - | . (mch&s)

January --.337 4 213 .} - 094 . .. 5.9
‘February - 42 26.5 - 0.7 2.7
March 53.1,. . 32.5 .. 0.69 1
April - 63 | 39.1. . 0.51 0
May 72.6 47.6 . 0.56 .0
June 80.6 55.2 0.57 0

July 88.7. | 615 .. 034 0.
August - - 87.2 60.1 . 025 0
September 78.1 51.5 . 0.33 0
October 63 40.1 0.52 0
November 45.1 30.2 0.99 2.2
December 35.2 235 1.17 6.8

| Annual 1- 618 40.8 7.57 - 18.6 -

-Source: ‘Western Region Climate Center Webs1te August 23, 2005 g

! Data are from Ephrata Airport. - _

2.2.2 . AirQuality .

The Federal Clean Air Act and subsequent amendments place most of the responsibilities on states to
achieve compliance with the air quality standards. In Grant County, the eastern regional office of -
Ecology implements Federal and State legislation and monitors air quality state-wide. Ecology and
the U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency (EPA) have d&slgnated Grant County as an area currently
m attamment for air quality standards

Grant County does not have permanent or mobile momtormg stations. Ecology is not currently
monitoring air quality in Grant County, -

The Clean Air Act affects municipal solid waste landfills because of landfill gas emissions, which
contain particulates, methane, and other gases of concern. The Federal Code of Regulations 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart WWW establish a landfill gas emission limit of 50 megagrams per year of
nonmethane organic compounds for municipal solid waste landfills. If this limit is exceeded, owners
of municipal solid waste landfills must to mstall a landﬁll gas collectlon system and then burn or
utilize the captured landﬁll gas&s . =

23 Water Quality o
231  Surface Water | | -
Grant County is within the Columbia River Basin. The Washington State Department of Natural
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Resources (DNR) reports that this watershed area is classified as agrrcultural and is not subdivided
into drainage basins.

Portions of Grant County are part of the Columbia Basin Project managed by the Bureau of
Reclamation of the U.S. Department of Interior. The area is divided into four irrigation districts:
Quincy Columbia Basin, Moses Lake, South Columbia Basin and East Columbia.. Wasteways collect
and convey water ﬁom 1rr1gated lands within the mrgatron districts.

The Potholes Reservoir and Banks Lake are storage reservoirs in Grant County. The Columbra R1ver
*is dammed at several locations to create flood storage and/or for power generation. These reservoirs
are used to augment summer flows for irrigation, control flows for instream habitat, and reduce -
flooding durmg winter storms and spring snowmelt

Ecology categonzes streams as Class AA (extraordlnary) Class A (excellent) or Class B (good)
using the Washington State stream classification system. In Grant County, one stream, Crab Creek, is
classified as Class B on the basis of elevated temperature and pH measurements. Class B streams
should not be used as a source of domestic water supply nor for primary contact recreation, such as
swimming or water skiing. Crab Creek is on Ecology's proposed list of water quality limited streams.

2.3.2‘ Ground Water

The major aquifer systems underlying Grant County are the Overburden, Saddle Mountain, Wanapum
and Grand Ronde hydrologic units. The Overburden unit is in recent unconsolidated deposits. The
Saddle Mountain, Wanapum, and Grand Ronde units are in the Columbia River Basalts. Ground
water quality in these systems is good and considered suitable for most uses. Ground water is the
major source of drinking water in Grant County s :

: AgrrCultural-actmtres have affected the ground water system in the Columbia Basin Project area. In
wrrigated areas, near surface water levels have increased, whereas water levels have declined in
adjacent areas. Elevated levels of dissolved oxygen, calcium, magnesium, sulfate, chloride, sodrum
bicarbonate and/or nitrogen have been measured i n: shallow areas of the Saddle Mountains and -
Wanapum umts beneath irrigated areas. : S

In 1998, Ecology srgned an order creating the Columbia Basin Ground Water Management Area =
(GWMA) at the request of Adams, Franklin, and Grant counties. Several committees were formed to
develop recommendations for water quality monitoring, public education, and other programs and
implementation strategies. These were presented to an executive committee and then to the Boards
of Commissioner for each participating county. Recommendations included:

e  GWMA should help develop nutrient management guidelines to reduce soluble nitrate from
fertilizer application and animal waste.

e The livestock industry should voluntarrly adopt best management practices to reduce nitrate
contribution.
GWMA should help facilitate implementation of nutrient management strategres
Darry, feedlot and cattlemen mdustnes should form an advocacy group to facilitate
communications with regulatory agencies, assure representat1on and work with the agencres
to implement fair regulatory practices.

¢ GWMA should sponsor projects evaluatmg hvestock management practlces with respect to
preventing deep migration of nitrate.
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o GWMA should implement a public information and education program on concerns, 1ssues
and strategies related to livestock management.

24 Socio~Economic

241 ‘Population

The 1993 population (the year used for the 1995 Plan) for Grant County was estimated at 60,300,

- and increased to an estimated 78,300 in 2004 (Tables 2-2 and 2-3). Fourteen incorporated cities are
.wholly within the County.. A small portlon of Coulee Dam hes within Grant County, but is estimated

to have zero population in 2004. o o _

Approximately 48% of the County's population lives in incorporated areas. Grant County has three
urban areas: the cities of Moses Lake, Ephrata; and Quincy. The largest city in Grant County is

. Moses Lake, which has approximately 21% of the population, The second largest city is Ephrata
with approximately 9% of the populatlon Approxrmately 7% of the County’s populatlon lives in

Quincy.

Between 1992 and 2004 the CountY's populatron grew by approxrmately 30%. Frgure 2-1 shows the
population distribution by census division using 2000 U.S. Bureau of Census data.

2 4.2 Land Use Patterns

Grant County compnses approxrmately l 7 mrllron acres. The U. S Energy and Development
Administration's Hanford Works occupies about 70,000 acres of southern Grant County. The .
Columbia National Wildlife Refuge comprises about 29,000 acres south and east of the Potholes -
Reservoir. High density unincorporated and incorporated areas comprise less than 1% of Grant
County. The remaining land is used for.agriculture; used as State-and County parks, recreation areas
and w1ldlrfe reﬁxges managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management oris undeveloped

In Grant County, the dominant land use is agrrculture The 2002 Census of Agnculture (U S. :
Department of Agriculture) lists approximately 1.1 million acres, or about 65% of the area of the
County, as being used for rangeland and crops. Approximately 804,800 acres is used for crop
production, including about 485,460 acres of irrigated land. Orchards occupy approximately 50,260
- 'acres. The major crops produced include hay, potatoes corn, wheat, barley, and vegetables

243 : Transportatlon

Figure 1-2 shows the major transportation netvvork serving Grant County. “The transportation system
provides access by highway, rail, and air.

The County is crossed north-south and east-west by two major, Federal hlghways and several state
routes. These routes interconnect, providing excellent access from other areas of the State and within
the County to incorporated cities and recreational sites. The principal Federal hrghway is Interstate
90, which links George and the City of Moses Lake with Spokane to the east and Ellensburg and
Seattle to the west. U.S. 2, which links Hartline and Coulee City, continues west to Everett and east
beyond Spokane. State nghways 17, 24, 26, 28, 155, 170, 243, 262, 281, 282, 283, and 284 cross
Grant County north-south and east-west. Additionally, the County maintains nearly 2, 600 miles of
roads conneécting rural areas with cities and highways. -
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Table 2-2

Grant County Population

Year Population Change |

1940 14,668

1950 24,346 66%

1960 46,477 91%

1970 41,881 -10%

1980 48,522 16%

1990 54,758 13%

1993 60,300 10%

2000 74,698 24%

2010 88,331 18%

2020 98,715 12%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census and OFM.
Table 2-3
Population By Incorporated And Unincorporated Areas
Year
Area 1 2000 2004
. 1980 1990 1993 Census (estimated)

Grant County 48,522 | 54,798 | 60,300 74,698 78,300
Unincorporated 22,005 | 26,406 | 30,456 35,797 37,240
Incorporated 26,517 | 28,392 | 29,844 38,901 41,060
Coulee City 510 568 622 600 6035
Coulee Dam' 2 3 2 4 0
Electric City 927 910 915 922 950
Ephrata 5,359 5,349 5,550 6,808 6,890
George 261 324 336 528 525
Grand Coulee 1,180 984 1018 897 925
Hartline 165 176 180 134 135
Krupp (Marlin) 87 63 60 60 65
Mattawa 299 | 941 1310 2,609 3,265
Moses Lake 10,629 | 11.235] 11,700 14,953 16,110
Quincy 3,525 | 3,734| 3810 5,044 5,255
Royal City 676 1,104 1,145 1,823 1,815
Soap Lake 1,196 1,203 1,260 1,733 1,735
Warden 1,479 | 1609 1,710 2,544 2,540
Wilson Creek 222 189 226 242 245

Sources: Office of Financial Management and Grant County. _
! Population is reported only for the portion of Coulee Dam that is within Grant County.

The County has seasonal load restrictions on roads and bridges. For roads, these restrictions comply
with requirements established by the Washington Department of Transportation. The seasonal load
limits are generally lowered in the winter to reduce road damage resulting from heavy loads during

. periods of freezing weather. Table 2-4 lists seasonable load limits for County-maintained road .
bridges.
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The majority of commercial, freight, passenger and private air traffic is routed through the Grant
County Airport near the City of Moses Lake. Smaller airports, which are used typically by private
planes, exist at Electric Clty, Ephrata and other munlc1pa11tles

A Burlington Northern Sante Fe Railroad (BNSF) line crosses Grant County through Quincy,
Ephrata, Soap Lake, Wilson Creek and Marlin. The BNSF also provides rail access to the City of
Moses Lake, Wheeler and Warden. This line continues south from Grant County towards Connell in
Franklin County. In 1995, the Royal Slope Railroad operated a line from Royal Clty to the BNSF line
at Othello. This line no longer operates, is owned by the Washington State Department of
Transportation, and needs repair. The Port of Royal Slope and WSDOT are discussing possibly
reopening the line to help service a new industrial park owned by the Port.

Table 2-4
Load Limitations For County Bridges
Bridge - Maxlmum Allowed 3
Name Number i ~.Gross Load
: R S . (Tons)
' NE . 118 13
'0O' NE 3 126 . 19
'S'NE L 131 16
'F'NE - 139 13
'15.5' NE ' 155 24
‘4’ SE L 228 | 30
'2.8' SE 251 32
Red Rock Coulee Road 303 18
'E' SE 313 20
T SW 317 22
Division.] NW 322 24
Baird Springs 354 27
V' SW 375 27
'TNW 384 34
'E.2' SW 419 28
Crescent Bar 425 31

244 Economic Trends

Grant County's economic base is in the agricultural, manufacturing, retail and service sectors. From
1992 (the year used for the 1995 Plan) through third quarter 2004, employment increased
approximately 18% in the agricultural, forestry and fishing sectors and 38% in nonagricultural
sectors. The nonagricultural industries with the largest increase in number of employees were
finance, insurance and real estate; manufacturing, and government. Employment in the wholesale and
retail trades decreased approximately 7%. Unemployment decreased from 11% to 8.2% of the total
civilian labor force. Table 2-5 lists the employment distribution by industry in 1992 and average of
the first three quarters of 2004.
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~ Table2-5
Empl_oyment Distribution

Category - Employment Dlstnbutlon Change
Agriculture, Forestry o ‘ -
and Fishing S ‘ 8,320 9;854 18%
Manufacturing ' 3 3,200 4,101 ° 28%
Construction & Mining .~ | 1,030 946 Bk -8%
Transportation, Warehousmg, - o ' : ‘ ,
Ulilities C 790 S 791 . 0%
Wholesale Trade 1,350 993 -26%
Retail Trade © . 3,630 3,003 -17%
Information R T PG RN . =
Finance, Insurance, . ‘ o
Real Estate, & Mlscellaneous 300 . 821 64%
Services 2,610 3,164 21%
Health Care & Socxal Assistance | - 2,344 ’
Arts & Entertainment . 372
Accommodations & Food Service 1,846
Government 5390 - 6,930 , 29%
Total Civilian Labor Force 30,140 38,650 17%
Unemployment : 3,320 (11%)" 3,300(8.2%)' |

Source: Washington State Employment Security Department
! Percent of the total civilian labor force.
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'3 Waste Composition

Ecology guidelines requite the analysis of waste stream composition, sources; quantitids and
projections. This information helps identify the County’s spemﬁc waste reduction- and reCyclmg
needs, facﬂrtatmg program development

According to County data, a total of 75,451 tons of waste was disposed by Grant County residents,
businesses and institutions in 2004. In addition, about 1,739 tons of industrial sludge and one ton of
asbestos were disposed. These tonnages represent municipal solid waste (MSW) that is disposed
within Grant County landfills. Substantial quantities of agricultural waste are disposed or beneficially
used on site or at private facilities. Recycled tonnages are based on responses to Department of
Ecology statewide survey. Local collectors who did not respond to the survey were contacted to
verify that their quantities were included in Ecology totals. Total waste quantrtles are listed in Table
3-1. Approximately 81% of the County’s waste was disposed, and the remaining 19% was recycled.
The daily per capita disposal rate is more than four times the per capita recycling rate.

Table 3-1
Waste Quantities
' Tons | % of Total ~Per Caplta (Ibs/day)
Disposed’ | 75,451  81% '5.53
Recycled 17,288 19% | .. 1.27
Total | 92,739

Exclud&s about 1,739 tons of mdustnal sludge and one ton of asbestos

3 1 Waste Substreams

A substréam is detérmined by the pamcular generatlon, collectlon, or composntlon characterlstlcs that
make it a unique portion of the total waste stream. Three waste substreams were defined for this
Grant County Solid Waste Plan Update: 1) commercml/mdustnal, 2) residential, and 3) self-haul.
Each substream is described below.

e Commercial/Industrial - waste generated by businesses, institutions, and industrial entities
and collected by a municipal or private garbage hauler.

¢ Residential — waste generated by single- and multi-family residences and collected by a
municipal or private garbage hauler.

o Self-haul — waste transported to a landfill or garbage drop box site by someone other than a
municipal or private garbage hauler.

Table 3-2 presents the total disposed 2004 tonnages for each of the three primary disposal facilities:
Ephrata Landfill, Delano Landfill, and the drop box sites. These data were derived primarily from a
survey conducted by Grant County staff during August of 2005 at the Ephrata Landfill. As shown,
the commercial/industrial and residential substreams contribute the largest amount of disposed waste
(31,564 and 26,434 tons, respectively), with an additional 17,453 self-haul tons. In addition, 1,739
tons of sludge and one ton of asbestos were disposed.
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Table 3-2 Dlsposed Tonnages

by Substream and Disposal Site

“Ephrata | DropBox -| Delano
Substream Landfill Sites Landfill Total
Commercial/Industrial | 29,484 1,397 | 30,881
Residential 26,018 . 1,099 27,117
Sclf-haul 13,023 3,843 587 . 17,453
Total 68,525 3,843 3,083 75,451

3.2 Waste Stream Composition

321  Introduction

The figures and tables in this section summarize the composmon of waste dlsposed in Gfant County
in 2004, including the total waste stream and the three substreams (defined in Chapter 3.1). A pie
chart and a top ten table are presented for each waste stream. ‘The pie chart presents an overview of
waste composition for five material categories, based on recycling and composting potential. ‘The five
material categories are defined below. .

1. Recyclable — materials that are currently recycled in Grant County. These materials are
shown in dark blue in tables and charts in this report. .

2. Potentially recyclable — materials that are currently recycled in Washmgton State, but not in
Grant County. These materials are shown in light blue in tables and charts in this report.

3. Compostable - materials that atte ounentiy composted in Grant County. These materials are
shown in dark green in tables and charts in this report.

4. Potentially compostable - materials that are currently composted in Washington State, but
- not in Grant County. These matenals are shown in hght green in tables and charts in this
' report - : : : . S o ‘
5. Other — materials that ‘are not currently r‘ecy‘cled or composted in Grant County or’
Washington State. These materials are shown in black in tables and charts in this report. -

Table 3-3 lists the individual materials in each of the recychng and compostmg categorxes descrlbed
above.
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Table 3-3

Individual Materials, by Recycling and Composting Category

. ‘ POTENTIALLY 1 ‘ ; : c
~ RECYCLABLE " RECyCLABLE | ~ OTHERMATERIALS
Newspaper Other Groundwood Paper Remainder/Composite Paper
Cardboard Mixed/Low-grade Paper . Process Sludge/Other Industrial
High-grade Paper PET Boilles ' Other Rigid Plastic Packaging
Magazines Plastic Bottles Types 3 - 7 Other Plastic Products
HDPE Bottles, Clear Expanded Polvstvrene Remainder/Composite Plastic
HDPE Bottles, Colored Green Glass Beverage Plate Glass
Plastic Film and Bags Green Glass.Container Remainder/Composite Glass
Clear Glass Beverage Natural Wood Non-glass Ceramics
Brown Glass Beverage Treated Wood Aluminum Foil/Containers
Clear Glass Container Dimcasional Lumber Remainder/Composite Metals
Brown Glass Container Engineered Wood. Septage
Aluminum Cans Wood Packaging Remainder/Composite Organics
Other Aluminum Other Untreated Wood Painted Wood
Copper Drywall Wood Byproducts
Other Non-ferrous Metals | Soil, Rocks and Sand Remainder/Composite Wood
Tin Cans Ceramics Shocs
White Goods Houschold Batieries Furniture and Mattresses
Other Ferrous Metals Latex Paint Carpet
Carcasses, Offal COMPOSTABLE Carpet Padding
Computers Yard Garden and Prunings Rejected Products

: ‘ POTENTIALLY " - o .
Other Electronics - COMPOSTABLE 0 0 Returned Products :
Tires and Other Rubber ‘Compostable Paper Other Composite Consumer Products
Asphalt- Food Waste Insulation :
Concrete Manures Roofing Waste ,
Used Oil Crop Residues Remainder/Composite CDL
Qil Filters Pesticides and Herbicides
Antifreeze Oil Paint
Auto Batteries Medical Waste
Fluorescent Tubes Asbestos
' ‘Other Hazardous Waste

Other Non-hazardous Waste

Ash

Dust

| Fines/Sorting Residues
Sludge and Other Industrial

The table that follows each pie chart below lists the ten most predominant individual materials in the
waste stream, by weight. Please refer to Appendix E for definitions of all individual materials.

The composition estimates were derived using data from the 2003 Washington State Department of
Ecology Rural Waste Characterization Study. Appendix F presents the detailed composition results
for the County’s overall waste stream and the three substreams. Appendix G describes the calculation
methodology used to create composition profiles for each substream.
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3.2.2 Waste Composition, Overall County

Figure 3-1 provides an overview of all waste disposed in Grant County in 2004, including residential,
‘commercial and self-haul wastes. Potentially compostable materials, such as food waste and
compostable paper make up almost one quarter of Grant County’s disposed waste. When combined,

the recyclable and potentially recyclable materials, such as mixed paper, ferrous metals, and cardboard
‘comprise about 45% of the County’s dlsposed waste stream.

Figure 3-1. Overview of Grant County Waste Composition
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As shown in Table 3-4, food waste, yard garden and prunings, and remainder/composite metals were
‘the three largest individual materials by weight in Grant County’s disposed waste in 2004. When
combined, these three materials make up about one third of the County’s waste. Food waste is a
‘potentially compostable material, while yard, garden and prunings are currently compostable through
‘the City of Quincy’s compost facility. Remainder/composite metals includes items made of a mixture
.of ferrous and non-ferrous or a mixture of metal and non-metallic materials, and include items such as
‘small appliances, motors and msulated wire. Please refer to Appendix E for definitions of all

individual materials.
’ Table 3-4
Top Ten Materials in Grant County Waste
s *Cumulative
Matenal Percent Tons Percent
Food Wasic 19.9%, 149945 10.9%,
Yard Garden and Prunings 6.5% 4,869.6 26.3%
Remainder/Composite Metals 6.1% 4,639.0 32.5%
Plastic Film and Bags . 4.8% 3,632.2 37.3%
Other Ferrous Metals 4.7% 3,520.5 42.0%
Dimensional Lumber 4:3% 32450 - 46.3%
Mixed/Low-grade Paper 4. 1% 311764 50 4%
Compostabic P aper +.0% 3.021.2 54 4%,
Cardboard .. - 3.9% 2,970.6 58.3%
Remainder/Composite Plastic | = 3.0% | . 2,236.1 61.3%
Totals . 61.3% | . 46,246.2 |
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3.23 Waste Compositi'ov"hv Commercialindustrial Substream

Figure 3-2 prov1des an overview of the commercm,l/mdustrlal waste dlsposed in Grant County in
2004. The recyclable portion made up about 30% of all disposed waste, and included individual
materials such as plastic film and bags and cardboard Potentially compostable materials also
comprised a relatively large portion of commercxal/mdustnal waste in the County at approximately
25% of the total. Food waste and compostable paper made up much of the potentially compostable
material.

Figure 3-2. Overview of Commercial/Industrial Waste Composition
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As shown in Table 3-5, food waste, plastic film and bags, and cardboard were the three largest
individual materials by weight in Grant County’s commercial/industrial disposed waste in 2004.

When combined, these three materials make up about 32% of the waste. Food waste, which is a
potentially compostable materlal, makes up appromnately 19% of the County’s commercial/industrial
disposed waste stream

‘Table 3-5
Top Ten Materials in Commercnal/[ndustrlal Waste
. o Cumulatlve
Matenal ‘ Percent v Tons | . Percent

Food Wasic 18.7% 5.788.2 18.7%
Plastic Film and Bags 7.2% 2,235.5 ’ 26.0%
Cardboard ' 6.1% 1,885.7 32.1%
Remainder/Composite Metals 6.0% 1,865.6 - 38.1%
Compostable Paper - 5.1% 1.5382.1 43 3%,
Remainder/Composite Plastic 4.7% 1,451.1 ~ 48.0%
Other Ferrous Metals . 4.4% 1,368.2 52.4%
'| Tires and Other Rubber - 3.8% 1,183.6 : 56.2%
Mixed/Low-grade Paper 3.7% 11541 60.0%

Drvwall 3.5% 1.085.3 63.5%

Totals 63.5% 19,599.3
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3.24 Waste Composmon, Residential Substream

Figure 3-3 provides an overview of the residential waste disposed in Grant County in 2004,
Potentially compostable waste made up the largest portion of residential waste at about two-thirds of
the total, with materials such as food waste and compostable paper makmg up the largest
percentages. Recyclable materlals are the second latgest portion of the residential substream

(20 0%) with relatlvely large amounts of plastlc film and bags cardboard, and newspaper.

Figure 3-3. Overview of Residential Waste Composition
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As shown in Table 3-6, food waste, yard garden and prunings, and disposable diapers were the three
largest individual materials in Grant County’s residential substream in 2004. When combined, these
three materials make up nearly 47% of the waste. Food waste alone, a potentially compostable

material, comprises about 3 1% of the County s res1dent1al waste.

Table 3-6
Top Ten Materials in Residential Waste
Material Percent Tons Clll)mulatlve
N o ercent

Food Waste . Sl 30.9% 8.372.3 . 30 9%
Yard Garden and Prumngs 9.2% 2,491.8 40.1%
Disposable Diapers 6.4% 1,732.0 | 46.5%
Mixed/Low-grade Paper 6.0% 1.632.3 52.5%
Compostablc Paper 5 2% 14202 37.7%
{ Plastic Film and Bags - 4.7% | 1,274.4 62.4%
Cardboard - _ 3.3% -888.6 65.7%
Soil: Rocks and Sand 2.9% 7966 68.6%
Newspaper : 2.2% 599.3 70.8%
Other Groundwood Papcn 1.9% 506.6 T72.7%

Totals , 72.7% 19,714.3
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3.2.5

Waste Composition, Self-haul Substream

Figure 3-4 provides an overview of the self-haul waste disposed in Grant County in 2004. Potentially
recyclable materials, such as dimensional lumber drywal], and engineered wood make up nearly 34%
of all self-haul waste disposed. Other materials comprise about 33% of the total self-haul waste, with
materials such as remainder/composite metals, furniture and mattresses, and other plastic products.
Remainder/composite metals includes items made of a mixture of ferrous and non-ferrous ora
mixture of metal and non-metallic materials, and include items such as small appliances, motors and

insulated wire.

Figure 3-4.. Overvnew of Self-haul Waste -

Recyclable
18.4%

Compostable
10.2%

Potentially
Recyclable
33.7%

As shown in Table 3-7, remainder/composite metals, dimensional lumber, and yard garden and
prunings were the three largest individual materials by weight in Grant County’s residential disposed
waste in 2004. Remainder/composite metals includes items made of a mixture of ferrous and non-
ferrous or a mixture of metal and non-metallic materials, and include items such as small appliances,
motors and insulated wire. When combined, these three materials made up about 36% of the waste
stream. Dimensional lumber is potentially recyclable and yard garden and prunings are compostable.

“Table 3-7

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update

Top Ten Materials in Self-haul Waste

Material " Percent Tons Cumulative
: » s . Percent
Remainder/Composite Metals 13.3% 2,315. 7 13.3%
Dimensional Lumber T 12.3% 2.178.2 23.7%
‘Yard Garden and Prunings 10.2% 1,776.1 35.9%
Other Ferrous Metals 9.9% 1,727.9 45.8%
Divwail ' 6.4% 1.123.9 32.3%
Engincered Wood 6.2% 1.075.9 58.4%
Furniture and Mattresses 4.9% 856.6 63.3% |
Food Waste 4.8% 834.0 68 1%
Other Plastic Products 4.1% 721.3 72.3%
Wood Packaging '3.8% 6663 - 76. 1%
Totals 76.1% | 13,275.9 '
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3.26 Recycling Rates

To better understand the recycling potential for those wastes currently dlsposed, Figure 3-5 and Table
3-8 compare quantities of recyclable materials currently recycled versus the amount disposed for each
of the nine major material classes: paper, plastic, glass metal, organics, wood wastes, consumer

' products CDL wastes, and hazardous and speclal wastes. Hazardous and special wastes, CDL
wastes, and metal classes show the highest recyclmg rates at 78%, 52% and 30% respectively. The
individual materials included in each of the | nine material classes are listed in Appendix E.

Table 3-8
Disposal and Recycling Quantities, by Material Class

Category Paper Plastlc Glass Metal Orgamcs Wood Consumer CDL Haz/Spec Residuals

Tons Recycled 4,125 76 25 4,156. 2905 381 67 4,725 828 0
Tons Disposed 13,292 9,413 1,735 9,524 22408 7,940 5,976 4,437 235 489
Recycling Rate  24% 1% 1%  30% 11% 5% 1% 52% 78% 0%

Figure 3-5. Disposal and Recycling Quantiﬁes, by Material Class
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3.2.7 Waste Stream Projections

The methodology used to project solid waste generation rates for the next 6 and 20 years utilized
current per capita and per employee waste generatlon rates and population prOJectmns (provided by
the Office of Financial Management). .
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Waste and recycling quantities for 2004 were provided to the consultant team by County staff, solid
waste collectors, and recycling and disposal site staff. According to this information, a total of
92,739 tons of waste were generated in the County in 2004 This number excludes 1,739 tons of
sludge and one ton of asbestos. The residential waste generation projections for 2011 and 2025 are
based on a per capita disposal rate of 0.96 tons, or 1,340 pounds, per person per year, a per capita
recycling rate of 0.22 tons, or 442 pounds, per pefson per year and a 2004 population base of 78,300.

Using the per capita generation and disposal rates, Table 3-9 projects future solid waste stream
generation and disposal needs: Disposal needs assume there will be no'change in the rate above
present levels for recycling or waste reduction, which is a very conservative assumption.
Improvement in recycling and waste reduction rates pursuant to the goals established in Chapter 4 of
this plan will reduce both the total generation quantities and the disposal needs in the future.

SO Table 3-9 '
' Waste ‘Generation Projections, 2010 and 2025 ,
, Estimated Total Estimated | Estimated
"Year - | Population' ‘| Waste Generation | Disposal Needs | Recycled Waste
(tons/yr) (tons/yr) (tons/yr)
2010 88,331 104,620 » 85,117 19,503
2025 98,395 116,540 94815 0 | 21, 725

Intermedlate County Population Projections developed for Growth Management Act, Washington State Office of
Financial Management Forecastmg D1v1s1on January 2002 divisionhttp://www. otm wa.gov/pop/, gma/mdex htm

3.28 Intér-cou}nty Waste Transfer“ |

Not all Waste generated by Grant County residents, industries, and institutions is disposed within the
County. In 2004, only waste from Crescent Bar was exported from the County. WMI transported
about 1,400 tons of waste from this area to the Greater Wenatchee Landfill for disposal. :

Waste is also imported from outside the County. In 2004, out-of-County waste came from the
Bureau of Land Management and the Parks Department. Additionally, waste from Elmer City and
Coulee Dam, members of the Regional Board of Mayors (RBOM) is delivered to Delano Landfill.
Quantities are not avallable at the current time.
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4 Waste Reduction And Recyclmg

4.1 Goals for Waste Reductron and Recyclmg

Begmmng in 1989 with the adoptron of Chapter 70.95 RCW (the Waste Not Washmgton Act)
County governments were required to include waste reduction and recychng (WR&R) elements in
their solid waste management plans. This chapter provides the current WR&R strategies as well as
recommended strategres developed through the process of updating the Plan.

To comply wnh state law, conserve resources and protect its quahty of llfe Grant County. has
established the following WR&R goals: ,
¢ Divert material from the Ephrata Landfill to prolong dxsposal capacrty
e Insupport of the State’s goal to achieve a 50% recycling rate, implement WR&R programs to
increase the current recycling rate above 19%
e Encourage WR&R in Grant County by providing opportunities and incentives, encouraging
source separation, and targeting problem wastes, marketable materials and major waste
.. stream components
_.e  Educate and involve Grant County c1tlzens in WR&R efforts and in responsible waste
- management.

- 4.2 Regulatory Framework

The Waste Not Washmgton Act estabhshed WR&R as the top two strategres for handlmg sohd
waste. A goal of 50% recycling by 1995 was set for the State. However, the target year was
changed to 2007 since the original target was not met. While the amount of material recycled in
Grant County has increased from about 10,500 tons in 1995 to almost 17,300 tons in 2004, the -
recycling rate has remamed at 19% because waste generatlon has increased at the same rate as
recychng A = 5

4.3 Waste Reductron

Waste reduction is the State's preferred method for managing solid waste.. Ecology deﬁnes 1t as
reducmg the amount or toxrcrty of waste generated, or reusmg materlals S

Waste reductlon focuses on using resources more efficiently, such as elmunatmg excess packagmg
and buying durable products instead of disposable items. It can be the most effective, economical and
environmentally sound way to manage waste. Waste reduction avoids the need to develop and
finance systems to collect, process, market, manufacture, recycle, and/or dispose of recyclables and
garbage.

4.3.1 Current Programs

The two County programs that are intended to increase waste reduction in Grant County are
described below.

WR&R EDUCATION & QUTREACH/COLLECTION
In order to maintain and increase awareness of waste reduction opportunities, the County conducts
the following activities as part of the WR&R Education & Outreach/Collection program.

e Establishing a presence at community events, such as farmers markets, the Grant County Fair,
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_ ‘and festivals, to prov1de information on waste reduction.
e Offering education for backyard oompostmg, m part by continuing to conduct an annual

~ backyard composting workshop.
Evaluating implementation of tire recycling at the landfill
Mailing letters to teachers twice per year regarding waste reductron tips, Household
Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection events, and available classroom presentations.

e Visiting classrooms to conduct presentations on recychng and waste reductlon '
Publishing and distributing brochures listing recycling sites. :
If funding allows, increasing publicity about current programs.

COMMERCIAL WR&R EDUCATION & OUTREACH/COLLECTION

Through the Commiercial WR&R Educatlon/Outreach program, the County plans to work with
schools to decrease their waste generatlon Additionally, the County mails newsletters to medium-
and large-sized businesses to raise awareness about WR&R. This program provrdes the fundlng to
respond to WR&R questions if businesses contact the County.

4.3.2 Key Issues

As dlscussed in Chapter 3.2.7, the County s waste generatron is projected to increase by about 26%
over the next 20 years unless additional progress is made toward waste reduction. Currently, the
Delano Landfill is near capacity and predicted to close in 2006. Ephrata Landfill expanded recently
and has an estimated site life that exceeds this 20-year planning period. Waste reduction can help to
slow the growth of waste generation and allow the County to extend the life of Ephrata Landfill.

Addltronally, waste reductlon decreases the quantrtles that recycling programs must handle This is
advantageous, because Grant County is distant from most recyclables markets whrch, in conjunction
with current low market pnces for many commodities, reduces or eliminates revenues from the sale of
recyclables. These factors limit the number of economrcally viable recyclable commodrtles Waste
reduction avoids the need to develop and finance systems to collect, process, market, manuﬁtcture
and/or dispose of recyclables and garbage. Because waste reduction is such an efficient and
economical tool, the County would benefit from nnplementmg broad- based waste reductlon programs
and encourage city governments to plan complementary programs.

When developing the program, the County should be aware that waste reduction is generally not as
well documented or understood as recycling and will require extensive educational components.
Additionally, some waste reduction tactics, especially those. involving product and packaging waste,
are controlled by economic, political and educational forces beyond the County's control.

4.3.3 Options
Several possible programs to achieve further waste reduction are presented below.

EDUCATION AND PROMOTION PROGRAMS

Descnptron ‘Provide general education brochures utrhty bill inserts, newspaper articles, media
ads, new program kick-off events, website, etc, to promote reuse and recycling in Grant
County. Adding $1.00 in expendrtures per household can add 3% to recycling rates
(Resource Recycling, July 2002). Educational materials could give a general overview of
reuse and recycling opportunities for traditional recyclables and household hazardous waste
(electronics, motor oil), by listing a brief description of available services and where to call
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for further information. Brochures could be inserted in County tax bill or utility bills once a
year, distributed at public facilities, libraries, grocery stores, etc. Ads could be purchased
once a quarter for general education. Press releases and flyers would be used to announce
special events.

Targeted Waste Stream: Res1dent1al commercial, and self- haul

Materials Recovered: All materials that can be reduced or reused _

Estimated Diversion: 2,750 tons per year (3% of current recycling rate) »

Estimated per Ton Costs: $6 per ton (assumes expenditure of $1 per household per year)

Description: Create a local facility or design a user-friendly web page that lists free available
items and items wanted by residents, businesses, contractors and organizations. The web
- page could be organized by material type and expected user to facilitate browsmg
‘ Targeted Waste Stream: Res1dent1al, commercial, self-haul
~ Materials Recovered: All reusable materials (clothes, household goods electromcs ‘bikes,
' appliances, etc.) | v
Estimated Diversion: Low
Estimated per Ton Costs: Low to high. For a web-based exchange program: $5,000-$7,000 for
initial design and set up and $2,500 for annual maintenance. Stores to sell reusable 1tems
such as the Trash-to Treasures program of the Re-store could cost up to $500 000 per srte

CKYARD C T :

Descrlptlon Conduct annual events to distribute free or subsidized bins and provide training to’
eficourage composting of food waste, yard trimmings, and compostable paper, which -
together account for 45% of residential waste. The County should conduct at least 2 annual
events to distribute between 100-200 free compost bins per event and provide training.
Program option includes developing utility bill and/or newspaper inserts to promote the '
events, plus use of volunteers or consultants for educatlon at the events

Targeted Waste Stream: All Grant County households” '

Materials Recovered Yard waste, food, and compostable paper

Estimated Diversion: 750 tons per year

Estimated per Ton Costs: $24 per ton

44 Recyclmg

RCW 70.95 defines recycling as transforrmng or remanufacturing waste matenals into usable or
marketable materials for use other than landfill disposal or incineration. Recycling, then, can be any
technique that turns waste materials into useful products. It includes manufacturing processes as well
as composting.

441 Designated Recyclable Materials and Markets

According to RCW 70.95.010(7)(c), a list of designated recyclable materials must be mcluded in the
Solid Waste Management Plan. Criteria used to determine recyclables included potential for
s1gn1ﬂcant waste stream diversion, state and local recychng goals, local market conditions, and
continuity in materlals collected. The materials designated on the following page are those that are
currently recycled or targeted by program altematlves presented in thrs chapter
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Tin Cans
" PET Bottles -
HDPE Bottles
Yard Waste
Food Waste
Compostable Paper
Plastic Film and Bags
ngh-grade Paper. . .
Mixed/Low-grade Paper, including Groundwood Paper (e , hewspaper)
Aluminum Cans
Cardboard
Newspaper »
Clear and Brown Glass Bottles and Containers
Clean Wood :
Other Non-ferrous Metals
- Other Ferrous Metals
Electronic Waste _
Household Hazardous Waste
Construction and demolition (C&D) materlals including concrete, drywall, sand/soﬂ/rock
and oerarmcs ‘ ,

New market opportunities may be created as new technologies develop, virgin commodity prices
fluctuate, and/or new environmental concerns arise. For example, converting organic materials for
biodiesel production or burning tires for energy production may become economically feasible
recycling opportunities. As such, this list should be considered dynamic and open to modification

~ during the term of the Plan. As opportumtles arise, county staff would propose modifying the list,
develop recommendations for SWAC review, and then update the list as appropriate. These
modifications would not require a Plan.amendment,

The strength and availability of markets determines the success of recycling programs. Table 4-1
 presents the strength of market conditions and current market price for common recyclable materials
as of second half of 2005. Highlighted materials (plastics, mixed/low-grade paper, and asphalt and
~ concrete) are not currently collected for recycling in Grant County. Strong markets indicate a robust
~ and stable market in Grant County. Materials with weak markets frequently have a value near or
below $0 in the County. Markets are strongest for metal, paper, some plastics, and concrete/asphalt,
but many of these materials are not currently recyclable in Grant County. Plastic film and bags is the
only material category listed in the table that is considered to have a weak market condition.
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Table 4-1

Recyclables Markets Assessment

Market Conditions in Northwest Grant County
Grant County Market Price Market Price »
Recyclable (Prices Paid by | (Prices Paid by o :
Material Weak |Moderate| Strong Recyclers) Recyclers) ”N_otes
$60-$80 Loose . .
Tin Cans X (Los Angeles $16 fasreiat‘t‘l";;w‘;l:ce“’“ $16/ton from
Market)® ¥
$340-8380 - ~ . ... - .| Spokane Recyclmg Products pays
PET, clear X AR $100 customers $.05/1b clear PET and .
Baled i :
HDPE
$760-$800 clear
HDPE Baled,
HDPE - $640:$680, | .l :Q::: Rﬂcyclmg Products accepts
colored HDPE, s
Baled' Joo e
City.of Quincy offers free service for
hay bales, yard waste, clean
Yard Waste X 0 dimensional lumber, pallets, and sells
compost at $10/cy, and over 5lcy at
$8/cy ‘
Plastic Film and ) N
Bags X $0 Free service at local grocery stores
. - v |- $125 Hi-Grade oo R
?;gh‘? ade - X | $200-$205 White $0 Lakf;de Disposal provides free
per — . ledget Baled’ _
Mixed/Low- x| $100-8105 Office | $0
grade Paper . D pack Balc-:»ci1 1. 7 o o v
' Lakeside Disposal pays custorners
Aluminum N $1‘,380—$1,420» ' ‘ ' $0.25/16-$0.27/1b, Moses Lake Iron &
Cans X Baled $1.000- |- $500 - $700 ' | Metals pays customers $0.35/1b,
$1,080 Loose' Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc.
T (CDSI) pays customers at $.25/1b
, . T S v -Lakeside Disposal pays customers
Cardboard . X | $6575Baled”. | $0-$10 \'Co ol pays customers $0
. : o | Lakeside Disposal and CDSI provide
Newspaper X $75-$85 Baled® |  $0.- $10 free service to customers, CDSI pays
: ' _ . - __| $10/ton to large generators
Glass % $30-$40 Clear - ’ '$(') Lakeside Disposal provides free
Containers ' $15-$20 Amber” B | 'service for clear glass -
Clean Wood - X L $0' 'Free at Quincy compost facility
Non-ferrous Moses Lake Iron & Metals pays
Metals X $700 - $1,800 | i tomers $0.35-50.90/1b
Asphalt &
Concrete X $0
Moses Lake Iron & Metals pays
Ferrous Metals X $30 - $60 customers $30-860/ton

! Secondary Materials Pricing and Secondary Fibers Pricing. Waste News, January 2006.
bttp://www.wastenews.com/smp/

? American Metal Market, Jannary 2006. http://www.amm.com
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4.4.2 Urban vs. Rural D95|gnat|on _

The Waste Not Washington Act (ESHB 1671) requxres Counties to develop criteria for designating
areas as urban or rural. In urban areas, recyclables must be collected from single and multi-family
residences. Rural areas should have drop-off recycling or buy-back centers. The Act recommends
considering several criteria including anticipated population growth, the presence of other urban
services, density of commercial and industrial properties, and geographic boundaries and
transportation corridors. Grant County used the following three criteria to designate urban areas.

5,000 or more single-family housing units,"
e A population of 25,000 or more,” and :
e Greater than 1,000 persons per square mile.

For the three largest cities, Table 4-2 lists the respective population, number of households, density,
and area. The cities in Grant County do not qualify as urban according to the above criteria and,
therefore, the entire County is considered a rural area. ‘

‘Table 4-2 ;
Comparison of Potential Urban Areas
" Percentof ~© - ‘Percentof ' Demsity =~ = Percent of
: “County ‘- Number of ~ County ' (person/sq Area(Sq County
Population Population Households Households = - ‘mile) .-Miles) - Land
City of Moses Lake o . LI
(city limits only) 14,953 20.0% 4,148 16.5% 1,469 10 0.4%
City of Ephrata . ool C » ‘
(city limits only) 6,808  9.1% 1,996 . 7.9% . 683 ... 10 0.4%
City of Quincy '
(city limits only) 5,044 6.8% 989 3.9% 2,253 2 0.1%

*Note: Figures in table based on 2000 Census data, http://www.census.gov/.

4.4.3 Current Programs
Residential recycling in Grant County occurs primarily:-through a network of County and private
drop-off sites and privately-operated buy-back sites. .

County Programs

Grant County accepts newsprint and aluminum‘cans at 11 of its 12 drop box sites and the Ephrata
Landfill, corrugated cardboard at two drop-box sites and the landfill, and scrap metal at the drop box
sites and the landfill. Other materials have not proved cost-effective to collect because of distance to
markets and lack of markets. For a list of County drop-box sites, please refer to Chapter 7 and

Figure 4-1.

The Delano Landfill accepts newspaper and cardboard only. The County and the Regional Board of

! Matrix Management Group, et al for the Washmgton State Department of Ecology BestManagement

Practices Analysis for Solid Waste, 1988,
? Washington State Department of Ecology. Washington State Solid Waste Management Plan Issue Paper

No. 5 Phase I, 1990.
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Mayors contract with salvage companies to collect metals and large appliances from the Ephrata and
Delano landfills.

In addition to offering drop-off recycling opportunities, the County supports recychng through a
number of programs descrlbed below

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION EVENTS AND PUBLICITY

The County advertises household hazardous waste collection events through newspaper display ads.
Two to three collection events are held each year. Funding from this program provides for auto
battery and waste oil collection at most drop-box sites and antifreeze collection at the landfill.

R&R & QUTREACH/! TION

In order to maintain and increase awareness of waste reduction opportumtres the County conducts
the following activities as part of the WR&R Education & Outreach/Collection program.

o Establishing a presence at community events, such as farmers markets, the Grant County Falr,
and festivals, to provide information on waste reduction.

e Offering education for backyard composting, in part by contlnumg to conduct an annual
backyard composting workshop.
Evaluating implementation of tire recycling at the landfill
Mailing letters to teachers twice per year regarding waste reduction tips, Household
Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection events, and available classroom presentations.

e Visiting classrooms to conduct presentations on.recycling and waste reduction.

e Publishing and distributing brochures listing recycling sites.

¢ If funding allows, increasing publicity about current programs '

SMALL QUANTITY GENERATOR (SQG) EDUCATION

For this Small Quantity Generator (SQG) Education program, County staff conduct the followmg
tasks

Mail out SQG brochures to identified SQGs

Conduct annual workshop on handling and proper disposal of dangerous wastes

Promote SQG disposal events.

Provide opportunity for SQGs to visit HHW events on a spec1a1 day before the event is open
to the public to dispose of waste for a fee. :

MERCURY REDUCTION AND COLLECTION S
Grant County participates in the statewide mercury switch replacement program for auto recyclers
In 2006, Grant County will pay $3 to auto recyclers for recovered switches containing mercury to
_encourage participation. Additionally, the County has formed a partnership with-the Grant County
Health District to distribute non-mercury thermometers in exchange for mercury thermometers.

TIRE RECYCLING

The County budgeted resources in 2006 to evaluate and create a recycling program for tires that are
currently being landfilled.

ELECTRONICS PUBLIC EDUCATION . - : . r o .
Electronics Public Education is aimed at mcreasmg awareness of electromcs recychng opportumtles
In2006, the County plans to create a brochure to-distribute in conjunction with other information
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regarding commercial recycling opportunities. The County might also distribute a mallmg to res1dents
regardmg electromc recychng opportumtles

COMMERCIAL WR&R EDUCATION & OUTREACH/COLLECTION

For the commercial WR&R education and outreach program, the County plans to work with schools
to decrease their waste generation. Additionally, County staff mail newsletters to medium- and large-
sized businesses throughout County to raise awareness about WR&R. If businesses contact the
County with questions, this program provides the funding to address business questions and concerns.

Municipal and Private Recycling Opportunities

Cities and private businesses provide many recycling opportunities to Grant County residents. Please
see Appendix H for a list of these opportunities. Thirty-four private and city recycling opportunities
are available in the County, 22 of which are located in Moses Lake or Ephrata. Although most
recyclers are businesses that accept one or two materials, eight of the opportunities are city or private
drop-box locations that accept a range of common recyclable materials. Newspaper, corrugated
cardboard, aluminum cans, and used motor oil are the most commonly accepted materials.

4.4.4 Koy lissues

Currently, the Delano Landfill is near capacity and predicted to close in 2006. Ephrata Landfill
expanded recently and has an estimated site life that exceeds this 20-year planning period.
Construction of future landfills or long-haul options will be more expensive than current landfill costs.
Expanding recycling will help to meet the County’s goal of dxvertmg waste from the landﬂll, thereby
increasing landfill life. |

As noted in Chapter 3.2.2, the most prevalent materials in Grant County’s waste stream that are
either recyclable or potentlally recyclable are paper and compostable materials. Fortunately, several
local recycling centers already accept a range of paper grades. Similarly, yard and garden waste and
untreated wood can be composted at the Quincy facility and food wastes and compostable paper
could be composted if facilities were available. Future programs. should be designed to"address waste
paper and organics, as well as other materials that comprise a large portion of Grant County’s waste
stream. Other materials could include agricultural wastes that are currently land-apphed unlawfully
disposed, or may be recycled to create feed for livestock.

In January 2006, the Grant Conservation District issued a report, Feasibility Study for an Orgamc
Waste Recycling Program in Grant County In the report, the Grant Conservatlon District concluded
it was feasible for the county to establish an organics recycling program. The study found that
diverting compostable organics from disposal would i mcrease the life of the landﬁll enough to be cost-
effective. Principal recommendations mclude

o  Implementing a landfill ban on compostable organics
Providing curbside collection in larger communities and drop boxes in smaller commumtles to
collect organic material, considering food waste as well as yard waste ‘

¢ Promoting use of compost by agriculture industry.

The following recycling options are included in the Plan because they represent the best altematlves
considering the County’s four criteria of cost, diversion poteritial, availability of existing
mﬁastructure and presence of ex1stmg markets. Chapter 4.5 ranks these optlons accordmg to these
four criteria.
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- 4.4.5 Options

Recyclmg options are orgamzed into four sections: 1) collectlon & drop-olf 2) processmg &
markets, 3) education, and 4) regulatory and financial incentives. Each option is presented with a
description, the targeted waste stream, materials recovered, estimated diversion, and estimated per
ton cost. - Please refer to Appendix I for the methodology for calculating diversion and cost.

Collection & Drop Off

The following- options would expand recychng collectlon and. drop-oﬁ‘ opportumtles avallable n
Grant County.

DESIGNATE TARGETED RECYCLING DROP-OFF AND LANDFILL SITES. EXFAND MATERIALS COLLECTED PROMOTE SITES,
AND IMPROVE SIGNS AND INSTRUCTIONS - ‘ ) ) S _
Description: Offer expanded recyclmg g d 2 _"'"l
opportunities for a wider range of - T e Repyae
materials, including mixed paper, : =S
plastics, and metals at targeted. . ~ _§
recycling drop-box and landfill sites
that serve areas of dense population
in the county. An additional roll-
off and dumpster would be added
to each drop-off site (Coulee City, Ephrata Quincy, Moses Lake (2), Warden, Royal City,
and Mattawa) and each landfill site (Ephrata and Delano). ‘A commercial hauler, who also
would be responsible for marketing the recovered materials, would sort, bale, and transport
the materials to appropriate recycling facilities in Grant or adjacent counties. Additionally,
better promotion at these recycling drop-off facilities would likely increase participation
rates. Improvements would be made to the current signs explaining where to put recyclable
materials, and sxgns would direct customers to the drop-off sites. This option would also
include promotion in pubhc venues, newspapers, utility bills, or other medla outlets
Targeted Waste Stream: Res1dent1al, commercial, and self-haul _
Materials Recovered: Mixed paper, plastlcs # & #2, ferrous metal, non-ferrous metal
Estimated Diversion: 1 7 10 tons per year
Averaged 10-year Costs: $6 per ton

ORGANICS AND WOOD DROP-OFF

Description: Provide ﬁ'ee drop—off collectlon of orgamc materials at eight ta,rgeted County and
. City drop-off sites and the two County landfills. A contractor would be responsible for
- haulmg the materials in 15 or 20 yard roll-off containers to a compost facility. The ‘

composting facility would process, compost, and market the materials.

Targeted Waste Stream: Residential, commercial, and self-haul

Materials Recovered: Food, yard waste, compostable paper, and clean wood (dlmensmnal,
natural, untreated, & wood packagmg) : _

Estimated Diversion: 2,760 tons per year

Averaged 10-year Costs: $68/ton

SPECIAL COLLECTION EVENTS

Descnptlon Organize spec1al collection events to collect spec1al waste materials such as bulky
household waste, electronics, tires, and household hazardous waste. Collection events can
be planned to accept one or multiple materials through regularly scheduled or penodlc
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staffed drop-off events. The materials collected in special events are often those that are not
accepted at disposal or recycling facilities, transfer stations or drop-off sites, but also include
options for residents to drop-off regularly collectéd materials.  Grant County could hold 2
special collection events annually at central locations throughout the County.
 Targeted Waste Stream: Residential, commercial, self-haul

Materials Recovered: Items not normally collected at drop-off centers bulky 1tems C&D,
‘hazardous waste, electronics.

Estimated Diversion: 320 tons per year (0.2 tons per vehicle and 800 vehicles for 2 annual
events. Based on King County program results)

Estimated per Ton Costs $190 per ton ($37-39 per vehicle. Based on King County program
results)

RESIDENTIAL ORGANICS COLLECTION— 3 CITIES

Description: Initiate curbside collection of orgamcs from residences in the County s largest cities:
Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy. Weekly automated collection of combined organic
wastes (yard debris, food waste, and compostable paper) using wheeled containers would be
offered to all residents currently eligible for curbside collection of garbage. A contracted
hauler would be responsible for collecting and transporting the materials to a compost
facility. A flyer describing acceptable materials would be designed, printed, and mailed to
participants and included with delivery of new contamers Indoor collectlon contamers h
. would also be provided to residents. '

Targeted Waste Stream: Residential, in Moses Lake Ephrata & Qumcy

Materials Recovered: yard waste, food, compostable paper '

Estimated Diversion: 1,790 tons per year

Averaged 10-year Costs: $103 per ton

RESIDENTIAL ORGANICS COLLECTION -~ ENTIRE COUNTY ‘

Description: Initiate curbside collection of organics from residences in all of Grant C'ounty7
Weekly automated collection of combined organic wastes (yard debris, food waste, and
compostable paper) using wheeled containers would be offered to all residents currently .
eligible for curbside collection of garbage A contracted and ﬁanchlsed hauler would be
responsible for collecting and transporting the materlals to a compost facility. A flyer
describing acceptable materials would be. deslgned prmted, and mailed to participants and
included with delivery of new contamers “Indoor collect1on containers would also be
provided to residents.

Targeted Waste Stream: Entire res1dent1al waste stream

Materials Recovered: yard waste, food, compostable paper

Estimated Diversion: 4,890 tons per year

Averaged 10-year Costs: $115 per ton

W’i

Description: Imtrate commingled (one contamer) curbside collection of selected recyclables from
residences in urban areas, Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy. Also, design, print, and mail
initial description of program and include introductory materials with delivery of new
containers. The contracted hauler would be responsible for collecting, processmg, and
marketing the recovered materials.

Targeted Waste Stream: Residential, in Moses Lake, Ephrata, & Quincy

Materials Recovered: Paper, plastic #1 & #2, aluminum cans, tin cans, other ferrous metal, and
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. other non-ferrous metal. .
- Estimated Diversion: 2,330 tons per year
Averaged 10-year Costs: $126 per ton

COMMERCIAL ORGANICS COLLECTION

Description: Offer bi-weekly curbside collectxon of orgamcs from large busm&sses in targeted
commercial industries that generate a 51gmﬁcant portion of the County’s food waste. These
industries include restaurants, grocery stores, schools, hospitals, and food processing
operations. This program would be phased in aﬂer local compostmg facility capacity has
been increased to accommodate food waste processmg Commercial haulers would be

‘responsible for collecting the organic materials and transporting them to the compost
facility. The county could provide generators with technical assistance and staff training, or
subsidize the cost of having collection bins on-site. (Technical assistance could be provided

_ by the half time FTE included in the commercial paper ¢ollection option, d&scrlbed below)

Targeted Waste Stream: Commercial, large businesses of targeted mdustrles ‘

Materials Recovered: yard waste, food, compostable paper

Estimated Diversion: 950 tons per year ‘

Averaged 10-year Costs: $9‘5 perton

COMMERCIAL PAPER COLLECTION.

Description: Expand the current cardboard collectlon program and offer curbside collection of all
recyclable paper grades to large businesses in Grant County. The commercial hauler would
collect, haul, sort, and process the materials free of charge and the County would identify,
recruit, and provide technical assistance to the large genetators. An addltlonal half- tlme
employee would be required to provide this assistance to busm&sses

Targeted Waste Stream: Commercial, large businesses '

Materials Recovered: Mixed waste paper, newspaper, high grade paper, groundwood paper .

Estimated Diversion: 870 tons per year

.Averaged 10-year Costs: $29 perton

CgMMlungg C&D AND GLASS DROP-OFF SITES AT EPHRATALANDEILL

Descnptlon Provide free drop oﬂ‘ for commmgled C&D matenals and glass at the Ephrata

landfill and sort and recover wood, metals, other salvagwble ‘materials, and glass. Highly
recyclable loads would be identified at the landfill and tipped in a designated area at the

landfill for processing. A contractor, who also would be responsible for marketing the
recovered C&D materials, would sort and transport the materials to appropriate processing
and recovery facilities in Grant or adjacent counties. Sorting operations probably would be
relatively “low-tech” and would rely on heavy equlpment and manual labor. A glass crusher
would be used to process the glass into road base and pervious and non-s select backﬁ]l
material.

Targeted Waste Stream: Commercial and self-haul

. Materials Recovered: metals (other ferrous & non-ferrous, and other aluminum), clean wood
(dimensional, natural, untreated, & wood packagmg) other C&D (concrete drywall,

. sand/soil/rock, and ceramics), and glass .
Estimated Diversion: 6,230 tons peryear
Averaged 10-year Costs: $97 per ton
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Processing & Markets

The option below would increase the avarlable processmg of recyclable matenals whrch transforms
raw materials ihto feedstocks or end products. : .

ORGANICS COMPOSTING FACILITY , .
Description: Support development of a commercial organics composting facility that- would
handle food waste, yard waste, compostable paper; and agriculture waste. If a large scale
commercial composting facility is not developed in the near future expand, Quincy
composting facility and obtain a permit to accept type 3 feed stocks to allow for composting
~.of food and compostable paper. The facility or expansion should be designed so it could
-eventually accommodate agricultural waste that is currently land-apphed or unlawfully
- disposed. - _
Targeted Waste Stream Re51dent1al, commercral, and self-haul
Materials Recovered: Food, yard waste, compostable paper and clean wood (drmensxonal,
natural, untreated, & wood packaging) . » :
- Estimated Diversion: 1,000-5,000.tons per year :
Estimated per Ton Costs: Projected tip fee of $13.50 per ton

Education
The option below is as an option to provide more recycling education, the key to successful recycling
programs.

ON-SITE AUDITS AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Description: Recruit and provide technical assistance and education to large businesses in Grant

County. The purpose of the program is to set up new recycling programs in:larger
- businesses and work with the haulers or recyclers to efficiently implement these new

programs. After a business is recruited, it would receive at least one on-site-visit. During
the on-site visit; the program staff person would develop waste reduction recommendations,
estimate the reduced disposal costs that would result from the recommendations, and
develop strategies for reaching waste reduction goals. Technical assistance would continue
to be available to participating businesses as they set up and maintain their program.-

Targeted Waste Stream: Large commercial businesses

Materials Recovered: All materials that can be reduced or recycled

- Estimated Diversion: Medium, varies by businesses targeted- ‘ o ’ -

Estlmated per Ton Costs: $300-$600 per audrt ‘or less than $10 per ton over 10 years, based on

- Cascadia expenence

Regulatory & Fmanclal Incentives

The following options provide incentives to increase recycling and/or reduce the amount of waste
discarded. These options are consxstent w1th the Chapter 70. 95 RCW goal of making recychng at
least as affordable as waste disposal.

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

Description: Implement financial incentives to encourage recycling, such as surcharges on
disposed recyclable materials, or free/reduced tipping for recyclables such as clean green and
wood wastes. For example, in Orange County, Cascadia Consulting Group found that
increasing tipping fees for garbage at county landfills by 23%-30% would divert most self-
haul waste to recycling facilities
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Targeted Waste Stream: Residential, commercial, and self-haul

Materials Recovered: All materials that can be reduced or recycled
- Estimated Diversion: variable

Estimated per Ton Costs: Low

PAY-AS-YOU-THROW

Descnptlon Tmplement aggressive variable rates structure for garbage. collectlon based on size of
the can to provide financial incentive for increased WR&R. Recent research has
demonstrated that pay-as-you throw can decrease overall residential waste tonnage by 16%-
17%. Of this, 56% is due to recycling, 4-6% is due to yard waste diversion, and 6% is due
to source reduction (Resource Recycling, July 2002). This option would apply only to cities
that contract for waste collection and would require that the cities offer multiple sizes of
garbage containers at different rates to all residential and commercial customers. Additional
fees would be assessed for customers leaving extra bags of garbage out for collectron

Targeted Waste Stream: Residential and commercial : : oo

Materials Recovered: All materials that can be reduced or recycled

Estimated Diversion: 2,680 tons — 10.5% of waste generation for urban areas (1,500 tons from
increased recycling and 1,180 tons from increased:yard waste diversion). - '

Estimated per Ton Cests: Low

4.5 Evaluation of Options

To evaluate the 16 WR&R program options, a set of four criteria were applied to each programto
determine which would be the most efficient programs to implement.. These criteria are: - :
1. Cost - the estimated cost per ton of material diverted through the program.
2. Diversion — the estimated annual tonnage of material diverted through the program
3. Existing Infrastructure — the availability of exrstmg collection and matenal processmg
facilities and capabilities. . y
4. Markets — the strength of local and regronal markets for the targeted matenals

,These four crltena were. ranked using a 3-pomt scale where 3.indicated a program that best satisfied
the criteria, and a / indicated a program that poorly met the criteria. .

The cost and diversion criteria were applled usmg the cost per ton and annual tonnage output from
the recycling program models. The programs were grouped and ranked based on natural divisions in
the tonnage and costs per ton. If the cost per ton was over $150 the program received a 1. If it was
under $50 it received a 3. All others were ranked as 2s. For diversion, if the annual tonnage was
over 3,000 tons the program received a 3, and if it was less than 1,000 tons it recelved a 1 All others
were ranked as 2s. S : S

For the final two criteria, existing. infrastructure and markets, a more qualitative ranking was applied
using knowledge of the infrastructure and current markets gained through experience and interviews.

Table 4-3 on the following page lists the evaluated programs and their scores.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update ~ 42 o | © August 14,2006



90-+1-8 YeIp wiaid Ad1 NJNMSOD

9007 ¢1 sudny £ o1epdn) uel juowaSeue]y 215BA PIOS AUN0Y) JURID
suond() payuey| _ui.ﬁ. g suond( poyuey puodog suondgy payuey| 1oy
T T T. | oo0c0 | €]  mo |  momp nokse-Aeg
(4 T | I - 9[qetreA € 401 _ o : I SOATIUSOUT [eIouRUL]
z T z wmipow € | WPME/O09 - D
; | -00es | . 0ouBsISSE [EOIO3) 7P SHPUE ANS-UQ
T T z 000°€-000T | € | 0s€i§ | : Aymioey Sunsodmoo sonwSi0)
T 4 5 0€C9 T 16§ _Eﬁaq sgam 1e ssey8 pue () pofSummmo)
€ 3 I 0.8 3 - 678 _ : uonosoo saded [eromuIm0)
1. 1 1 056 (4 $6$ © 7 uonos[oo somreSio [erossunuo))
T T 7 0E€T z 9718 T wonoey[oo Surokoss oprsqIny)
I | £ 068 [4 SITS _ AJINOS OIS - HONOSTI00 SOMESIO [EUSPISSY
T I 7 06T 4 €018 . - 'somp ¢ - TORoSIed SomeSIo [eRUSPISSY
(4 (4 1 0zg I 061$ R - SJUSAS TONOR[[0D [eroadg
T z T 09T z 89§ o o-doxp poom 7 somesiQ
€ T z 01LT" £ 9§ - . , oFeuss |
o>oE§ 29 “sopis sjowoid Pajod[Iod S[ELISTEW Eamxo
. . ‘sous [Typue] 2 Jo-dop Surokoos pajesirey syeuBisoq
L T T 1 0sL | € vs | o 3unsodmoo presyorg
s 1 T T | ™o | ¢ | wmoimo | T jodeq estoy
01 K e T |oosLt | ¢ . 9% . . - smerfoid mouoao.&.vqm uoneonpy
s | s |08 T s |G o) s | [
E0L SIMIRIA] Smercg =c_m..,.o>_n_ | uoISIAKY | 150D u.uop ‘ =00

xuyew Supjuey wondQ YPAM
 EPIqEL



The evaluation resulted in three programs that ranked highest in meeting the criteria for an efficient
program option. The three programs that tied at 10 points were:
e Education and promotion programs;
e Designate targeted recycling drop-off & landfill sites, expand materials collected, promote
sites, & improve signs and instructions; and '
e Commercial paper collection.

These three programs all scored a 3 on at least two of the four criteria. All of them attained the
highest score for having a low cost per ton, While all three programs ranked a 2 or less for diversion,
they were evaluated highly for either having substantial existing infrastructure, making

~ implementation quick and easy, or for diverting materials that have strong markets and would receive
the greatest payback.

Five programs came in second place, with overall scores of 8 or 9. As with the highest ranked
options most of these five programs (all but one) scored a 3 for cost, indicating a low cost per ton.
All of the second place programs were evaluated as having an average existing infrastructure (score
of 2) and had an average or below average score for markets. These programs ranged from / to 3 in
their diversion scores. -

The third ranked options scored mostly Is and 2s, with a few 3s with total scores of seven points
each. Three of these were organics recycling programs, which currently have low markets and low to
average existing infrastructure, and are generally more costly to nnplement

4.6 Recommendatlons

Based on the evaluation and input from the SWAC and staff, the County should implement the
following recommendations. The programmatic recommendations are grouped into three tiers of
priority, with the highest priority to be implemented first. These three tiers are explamed below

FIRST TIER — includes programs with low cost per ton that are relatively easier to implement within
the first one to two years.
Programs:
e Develop a more extensive education and promotion campaign.
o Improve and expand collection at recycling drop-off sites.
¢ Expand paper collection to more commercial customers.
¢ Provide on-site technical assmtance to commercial customers.
Diversion: These programs will divert an estimated 5, 700 tons annually and increase the current
recycling rate by 6%. ’

SECOND TIER — includes programs with a medium to high cost per ton and require more time to
develop and implement. The County should nnplement these programs n two to three years
Programs
- Expand drop-off sites to accept wood and organic waste
e Develop a C&D and glass drop-off faclhty at the landfill
e Implement a pay-as-you throw rate structure. =
Diversion: These programs would d1vert an estunated 9,900 tons annually and increase the
current recyclmg rate by 11%. ' : .
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THIRD TIER - includes programs with a medium to high cost per ton and that require more time to
develop and implement. The County should implement these programs in three to five years.
Program: Support efforts to increase organics recycling in Grant County by expanding compost
facilities and developing a residential curbside compost program.
Diversion: These programs would divert approximately 4,700 tons annually and increase the
current recycling rate by 5%.

If Grant County implements recommendations from all three tiers in the next five years, it is estimated
that the current recycling rate would nearly double, increasing from the current 19% to about 40% in
Year 5.

4.6.1 First Tier Recommendations

¢ Develop a more extensive education and promotion campaign.

= Description: Use utility bill inserts, direct mail, newspaper or media ads, and brochures -
to increase promotion of existing County and city recycling programs and facilities.

= Planning Level Costs: Operating costs of $16,500 in Year 1, increasing to $18,200 in
Year 6.-

=  Expected Qutcomes: County residents and businesses would more frequently choose
reuse and reduction over disposal and purchasing, leading to a reduction in waste
generation of approximately 2,750 tons per year.

=  Qutputs: Annual advertising or brochure distribution of available services and contact
information for existing County and city recycling programs and facilities.

= Performance Measures: Monitor per capita waste generation rates. Expect a decrease
in waste generation rates if waste reduction increases.

e Upgrade and promote recycling at targeted drop-off and landfill sites and expand the

types of recyclables collected at these locations.
Description: Collect plastics, metals, and mixed paper at eight targeted recycling drop- :
off sites, as, circled in FIGURE 4-1, and two landfill sites and improve signage and
promotion at these sites.

= Planning Level Costs: Capital costs of $95,000 in Year 1; no additional costs
anticipated. '

= Expected Outcomes: Increased recycling of approximately 1,710 tons per year at
targeted recycling and landfill sites.

= Outputs: Expanded range of materials accepted at targeted recycling drop-box and
landfill sites. Additional roll-off and dumpsters at each drop-off site. Improved on-site
signs and instructions at targeted recycling drop-off locations and landfills, and promotion
through public venues, newspapers, utility bills, or other media outlets.

=  Performance Measures: Measure the number of tons recycled on a per capita basis at
targeted sites and landfills periodically over the first year following implementation of this

. option.
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e Expand commercial paper collection.

Description: Add high grades, mixed waste paper, and newspaper to the current

~ cardboard collection programs that commercial haulers operate. Also, direct County staff

to assist in recrultmg new customers and setting up eﬂ‘ect1ve programs at large businesses
and institutions.

Planning Level Costs No costs antlclpated for the County.

Expected Outcomes: Increased recycling of about 870 tons per year of mixed waste
paper, newspaper, high grade paper, and groundwood paper.

Outputs: Add mixed waste paper, newspaper, high grade paper, and groundwood paper
to list of acceptable materials in commerc1a1 collection oﬁ'ered to large busmesses in Grant
County.

Performance Measures: Monitor the types and amounts of paper recycling collected per
participating business.

e Provide on-site audits and technical assistance.

Description: Increase County staff capablhtles to provide on-site technical assxstance for
developing new WR&R programs at large businesses. This recommendatlon is intended to

_ provide support for the expanded comrhercial paper collection program.
- Planning Level Costs: Operatmg costs of $23,000 i in Year 1; increasing to $25,400 in

Year 6.

Expected Outcomes: Increased recycling and waste reduction at large businesses.
Outputs: Recruit new businesses to receive on-site audits and technical assistance.
Performance Measures: Survey new participants about their waste reduction activities.
Re-survey participants one year after first contact with the program. To monitor
increased recycling, follow number of businesses participating in paper collection and
other recycling collectnon proorams Also monitor tonnage collected per ‘participating
business.

4.6.2 Second Tier Recommendations
¢ Develop organics and wood waste drop-off sites.

Description: Add free clean wood and yard waste drop-oﬂ‘ opportunities at 8 targeted
recycling drop-off locations and at the landfills.

Planning Level Costs: Capital costs of $50,000 in Year 3; Operating costs of $156,800
in Year 4, increasing to $162,400 in Year 6.

Expected Outcomes: Composting of approximately 2, 760 tons per year of food, yard
waste, compostable paper, and clean wood at 8 targeted recycling drop-off locations and
at the landfills.

Outputs: Roll-off contamers for orgamcs and wood collectlon at selected drop-off sites
and landfills.

" Performance Measures: Monitor tonnage collected in new containers. Measure changes

in participation by measuring per capita tonnage collected through drop-off sites.

e Provide for commmgled C&D and glass drop-off at Ephrata Landfill.

‘Description: Offer discounted tip fees for highly recyclable C&D loads at the Ephrata

landfill. Contract for transporting, pr_opessmg, and recycling of these _materlals
Planning Level Costs: Capital costs of $32,500 in Year 3; Operating costs of $609,100
in Year 4, increasing to $648,900 in Year 6.
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Expected Outcomes: Increased recyclmg of approximately 6,230 tons per year of C&D
materials and glass.

Outputs Designated area at Ephrata landfill to receive commmgled C&D materials and
glass, and contractor selected to sort and transport material.

Performance Measures: Monitor tons collected and contamination rates of material
received in C&D and glass collection area. Measure changes in participation by measuring

. tonnage collected at this drop-off against population change or some other factor, such as
number of or cost associated with building permits issued.

e ~ Implement Pay-As-You-Throw rate structures whenever possnble.

Description: Implement aggressive variable d1sposal rates in incorporated areas for both
residential and commercial waste.

Planning Level Costs: No anticipated costs for the County. '

Expected Outcomes: Decrease residential and commercial disposal by approximately
2,676 tons, while not increasing illegal dumping.

Outputs: Multlple-s1zed garbage contamers made avallable to res1dents and businesses at
different rates.

‘Performance Measures: Monitor waste generatlon rates for resxdentlal and commercial

sectors. Also, compare size of garbage containers used by residential and commercial
customers before implementation of the pay-as-you-throw system and at some period,
such as one year, after implementation.

4.6.3 Third Tier Recommendatlons
o Support development ofa commerclal orgamcs compostmg faclllty

Description: Help develop a commercial organics composting facility that would handle
food waste, yard waste, compostable paper, and agriculture waste. If a large scale
commercial composting facility is not developed, expand Quincy composting facility and
obtain a permit to handle Type 3 feedstock for composting of food and compostable -
paper. The facility or expansion should be designed so it could eventually accommodate
agricultural waste that is currently 1and-apphed or unlawfully disposed. - :
Planning Level Costs: Capital costs of $30 000 i in Year 4; Operating costs’ of $20,000 in
Year 5 and Year 6.

Expected Outcomes: Composting of 1 000-5 000 tons per year of food waste, yard
waste, compostable paper, and agnculture waste.’

Outputs: Help develop a new commercial compost facility or expand the materials
accepted through a new permit at the Quincy compost facility. ,

Performance Measures: Food waste, yard waste, compostable paper, and agricultural

~ waste would be accepted for processing at a fully operative commercial composting

facility or through expanded perrmttmg at the Quincy facility. Momtor tonnage per capita
collected at new facthty

¢ Initiate a county-wide residential curbside organics collection program.

Description: Collect yard waste, food waste, and compostable paper from all county
residential customers. This program will require amendments to mumclpal solid waste
contracts and adoption of a County serv1ce level ordmance '
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. Plannmg Level Costs Capltal costs of $74 000 in Year 4; Operatmg costs of $489,500
in Year 5 and $498,900 in Year 6.
= Expected Outcomes: Compostmg of an estimated 4,890 tons per year of yard waste,
“food waste, and compostable paper from residential customers.
» Qutputs: Offer collection of organics to residential customers. :
=  Performance Measures: Monitor amount of organics collected from re51dent1a1
customers on a per capita basis.

46.4 Addltlonal Program Recommendation

o Consider organizing special collection events.
= Description: Organize events to collect special waste materials such as bulky household
waste, electronics, tires, and household hazardous waste.
= Planning Level Costs: Will depend on type and size of event.
= Expected Outcomes: Reduce illegal dumping by increasing proper disposal of bulky or
hazardous materials and increase recycling of problem wastes, such as tires and electronic
waste, for an estimated 320 tons per year collected.
* Qutputs: Organize special recycling events.
» Performance Measures: Track number of visitors and tons collected at events to obtain
“participation rates by County population. o

4.6.5 Designated Recyclables

The list of designated recyclables should be updated when new market opportunities develop as
technology changes, virgin commodity prices fluctuate, and/or new environmental concerns arise.
County staff would propose modifying the list, develop recommendations for SWAC review, and then
update the list as appropriate. These modifications would not require a Plan amendment.

4.7 Implementation

An implementation schedule and 6-year cost projection for recommended WR&R programs are
presented i in this sectlon ,

4.7.1 Schedule

Based on cost and anticipated time needed for planning and unplementatlon, the following schedule is
recommended (Table 4-4),

4.7.2 Costs

Table 4-5 presents six-year projections for operations and capital costs for the recommended options.
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5 Collection

5.1 Goals for Solid Waste Collection

Within Grant County, solid waste collection services consist of city- or town-contracted, city- or
town-operated, and individually contracted services. Goals related to current and future solid waste
collection semces and needs are:

Collection services shall be avaﬂable to all re51dents of Grant County.
Collection services are compatible with other elements of the solid waste system described in
this Plan.

e The level of available solid waste collection services complies with regulatory requirements.

This chapter focuses on solid waste collectlon services. Chapter 4 of the Plan discusses recychng
collection services and opportumtles S

5.2 Regulatory Framework

The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) regulates solid waste collectlon
companies offering services in unincorporated areas of Grant County. Chapter 81.77 RCW and
Chapter 480.70 WAC establish the extent and limits of the WUTC’s authority. The WUTC does not
have the authority to regulate city- or town-operated or -contracted collection services; i.e., those by
municipalities. Additionally, WUTC authority does not extend to recyclable collection by private
companies under contract to a county. Chapter 81.80 RCW authorizes regulation of commercial
recyclable collection. :

A private solid waste collection company must obtain a WUTC certificate of public convenience and
necessity allowing it to operate in unincorporated county areas or in incorporated areas that choose
not to regulate solid waste collection. The WUTC grants a company a designated service area
(district) based on:

e Cost data

¢ Documented need for service

e The ability or inability of an existing certificate holder to provide service that. satlsﬁes the
WUTC, if the district is already served by a certlﬁcate holder

The WUTC requires collection companies to report their annual gross operating revenues.
Certificates may have terms and conditions attached, and may be revoked or amended after a hearing
held by the WUTC. : : : _

State regulations allow municipalities several options for managing solid waste collection, which are

Contract for collection services for all or part of the municipality. =
Operate its own collection system for all or part of the municipality.
May require mandatory collection within its jurisdiction; i.e., res1dents and businesses must
subscribe to designated refuse collection services.
e Requirea WUTC—certlﬁed collector to secure a hcense from the mumclpallty
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e Choose to not regulate collection within its jurisdiction, with collection provided ona
voluntary basis by WUTC certified collectors.

The above options do not eliminate the right of waste generator to haul their own waste. The
WUTC has jurisdiction over the last two options.

Counties have the right to establish solid waste collection districts for mandatory collection (Chapter
36.58A RCW) and control the waste stream in unincorporated areas (Chapter 36.58 RCW). Solid
waste collection districts cannot include municipalities without their consent. A county must

~ determine mandatory collection is in the public interest and hold public hearings before creating a
solid waste collection district. Under mandatory collection, a collection company may request the
county collect fees from delinquent customers.

A county can provide collection services only if the WUTC determines qualified private collection
services are not available for a district.

5.3 Current Services

Solid waste collection services are available in unincorporated and incorporated Grant County. The
following sections summarize the types of services available in each area.

- 8341 Municipalities

Table 5-1 lists collection services and 2005 residential collection rates for municipalities. The
municipalities providing collection services directly or through a contract with a WUTC-certified
company have mandatory service. George is considering contracting with a private collection

~ company for solid waste collection services instead of having individually-arranged service.

53.2 Operations in Unincorporated Areas

Figure 5-1 shows the WUTC established service areas as of June 2005. Table 5-2 lists the WUTC-
certified collection service providers and their rates.

Sunrise Disposal, Inc. serves the northern portion of the County, including the incorporated areas of
Grand Coulee and Electric City. Waste Management of Ellensburg has the franchise for a small area
east and north of George and the southwest portion of Grant County, excluding the incorporated city
of Mattawa. Waste Management of Greater Wenatchee has the franchise for the Crescent Bar island
in the Columbia River in western Grant County. Consolidated Disposal Service, Inc., serves the
balance of the unincorporated Grant County.
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Table 5-1
Collectlon Servnces

Population

Collectlon

Disposal

Mounicipality .| . (est. 2005) Arrangeme ot Collectmn Company - . Site - - Collection Rate's?
Coulee City” - 600 Individual - ‘Consolidated Dlsposal " | Ephrata $ 7.00 for 60 gallon cart’
: | Service, Inc. ‘ $ 8.60 for 60 gallon cart®
$13.80 for 60 gallon cart
$15.90 for 90 gallon cart
Electric City 950 - Contract Sunrise Disposal, Inc. Delano $14.42 for 2 cans
: $16.05 for 65 gallon cart
o , $20.35 for 95 gallon cart
Fphrata® 6,930 - | Contract Consolidated Disposal | Ephrata | $ 7.70 for 35 gallon cart®
' Service, Inc. $ 9.75 for 35 gallon cart
$13.85 for 65 gallon cart
. $17.95 for 95 gallon cart
George 525 Individual Waste Management of | Ephrata $ 6.30 for mini-can
' Ellensburg $ 800for 1 can
$12.20 for 2 cans
$16.40 for 3 cans
Grand Coulee 925" Contract Sunrise Disposal, Inc. Delano $15.24 for 2 cans
’ $14.90 for 65 gallon cart
. » $19.53 for 95 gallon cart
Hartline” 135 Individual Consolidated Disposal | Ephrata $ 7.00 for 60 gallon cart3
Service, Inc. $ 8.60 for 60 gallon cart!
$13.80 for 60 gallon cart
$15.90 for 90 gallon cart
Marlin® 60 Individual Consolidated D1sposa1 Ephrata $ 7.00 for 60 gallon cart’
Service, Inc. ' . $ 8.60 for 60 gallon cart’’
$13.80 for 60 gallon cart
.| $15.90 for 90 gallon cart
Mattawa’ 3290 | Conitract (S::r’:,ls‘;:dla;:d D‘SP?sal Ephrata - | $15.30 for 90 gallon cart
Moses Lake 16,340 Contract Lakesu:'le Disposal & Ephrata $10.00 for 96 gallon cart
Recycling, Inc.
Quincy” 5,265 Contract Consolidated Disposal | Ephrata | $ 7.75 for 60 gallon cart
: ' : Service, Inc. w0 - $12.45 for 100 gallon cart
$11.70 for 100 gallon cart
_ for yard waste
Royal City? 1.870 | Contract - g;‘:ﬂs‘:dg‘zd Disposal | piprata | $16.30 for a 90 gallon cart
Soap Lake 1,735 Self City Ephrata $ 8.00for 1 can
a ‘ ' | $13.50 for 2 cans
$17.50 for 3 cans
Wardenzv “ 2,575 C'ontfact ' ‘ g:;si‘;lel’dg? PISPO sal ) hphrata ‘ $16_;89 for 90 ggllon" cart
Wilson Creek® 240 . . | Individual - Consolidated Disposal : Ephrata .| 8 7.00 for 60 gallon cart’
Service, Inc. . | $ 8.60 for 60 gallon cart*
' $13.80 for 60 gallon cart
* $15.90 for 90 gallon cart
! Rate is for once a week collection unless otherwise noted.
2 Consolidated Disposal Service, Inc., provides cans to customers.
3 Rate is for once a month collection.
4 Rate 1s for twwe a month collectlon
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" Tables2
WUTC Regulated Collection’ Semces in Umncorporated Grant County

WUTCI Certificatc | = WUTC certificatc - Populatlon Deiisity |~ Monthly Rcsmcntml
- Holder Number : Collection Rate'
Consolidated Disposal - $ 7.00 for 60 gallon
Service, Inc. , | cart® A
P.O. Box 1154 : Co : : $ 8.60 for 60 gallon -
Ephrata, WA 98823 G-190 22 cart®
R $13.80 for 60 gallon cart
$15.90 for 90 gallon cart
Sunrise Disposal . ' $ 8.02 for 1 can
P.O. Box 1267 G-201 - 38 $10.02 for 2 cans
Okanogan, WA 98840 $12.68 for 3 cans
Waste Management of v - $ 6.30 for mini-can
Ellensburg : $ 8.00 for 1 can
P.O. Box 940 G-140 29 $12.20 for 2 cans
Ellensburg, WA - 98926 . : L ' $16.40 for 3 cans
Waste Management of $ 7.90 for 1 can
Greater Wenatchee . - $11.50 for 2 cans
P.O.Box 1440 | - <O®7 L 105 41500 0r3cans
Wenatchee, WA 98807 ' 5 :

! Rate is for once per week collection.

5.4 Solid WaSt_e Collection Services Issues

The current solid waste collection system in Grant County provides adequate service. The
incorporated cities prov1de service, contract with private companies or allow individuals to arrange
for service with private compames WUTC-certlﬁed collection compames oﬂ‘er service in
unmoorporated areas

R&sidents can also take waste directly to one of the 12 drop box sites and two disposal sites within
the County. However, the RBOM expects to close the Delano Landfill within the next year, and

- Grant County may eliminate some or all drop box sites, as discussed in Chapter 7. WUTC-regulated
collection services report upto a 10% increase in the number of subscribers over the past year. If
this continues, the County has less need of drop box sites. If this occurs, residents can subscribe to
available pnvate solid waste collection services, which would expand as needed.

The Washington State Office of Financial Management estimates the population of Grant County at
95,715 by 2025. This growth represents a 59% increase from 1993 and a 28% increase from the
2000 Census. Municipalities providing service and private collection companies within the County
should be able to adequately expand to meet this growth. The current solid waste collection system
can meet the County's present and future needs for solid waste collection. |

5.5 Options

No alternatives were developed because solid waste collection services are available in all of Grant
County, and can expand or adapt to accommodate growth or other changes. Consequently, the
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County does not see value in eonsidering a solid waste collection district or other improvements at
this time.

Alternatives for curbside recycling collection and curbside yard debris collection are not discussed
because these programs are not proposed in. Chapter 4. Promotlon of commercial waste reduction
and recyclmg are also discussed in Chapter 4.

5.6 Evaluatlon of Opt:ons |

The need to expand or adapt solid waste- collectlon services. w111 be driven by economics, avallablhty
of drop box sites in areas without mandatory service, customer service, and similar factors.
Currently all Grant County has access to solid waste collection services.  No other options appear
necessary at this time.

5.7 Recommendations

Solid waste collection service providers should continué to expand and adapt as needed in response
_to population growth and other changes If, in the future, the County designates areas as “urban”,
this Plan should be amended as necessary to address impacts affecting solid waste collection. The

amendment should include a description of alternatives, recommendations, and nnplementatlon

schedule. The Plan amendment process is described in Chapter 1.

5.8 Implementation
Changes in solid waste collection services should be nnplemented as needed and in accordance with

preferred alternatives selected through an evaluation process. Depending on the nature of the
“ changes, a formal evaluation and Plan amendment process may or may not be necessary
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6 Energy Recovery and Incineration

6.1 Goals for Energy Recovery and Incineration

Grant County does not currently have energy recovety (waste-to-energy [WTE])) or incineration’
facilities using municipal solid waste as fuel These types of facilities are located primarily in areas -
with limited landfill capacity, because the process can reduce disposed solid waste volumes as much
as 70 to 90%. However, sparsely populated areas, such as Grant County, typically do not generate
enough solid waste to make energy recovery or incineration facilities practical. Nonetheless,
Washington State ranks energy recovery equal in priority with landfills. -

Goals related to energy recovery and incineration facilities are:

e These disposal alternatives should be considered in more detail if landfill capacity becomes an
issue in Grant County. : S
These facilities should only be built if cost-effective.

o Facilities, if built, should be located on a major transportatlon route but away from local
~ airports to reduce potentlal bird strike issues with air traffic.

e Facilities should be compat1ble with other elements of the solid waste system descrlbed m thls
Plan. : , v

e Facilities shall comply with regulatory requlrements

6.2 Regulatory Framework

173-350-240 WAC and 173-350-040 WAC establish permitting, design, and operating standards for
energy recovery and mcmeratlon facilities. Chapter 173-434 WAC regulates air quality emissions
from incinerators. D1sposal facilities that receive ash are regulated under 173-306 WAC For energy
recovery and incinerator facilities, these standards include:

Operate the facility in a manner that does not threaten human health or the environment.
Comply with water quality standards.

Conform to the local solid waste management plan,

Do not violate air quality standards.

Comply with all applicable local, State and Federal laws and regulations.

Provide for recyclables collection.

Ensure dangerous wastes are not disposed, treated, stored, or otherwise handled at the
facility unless permitted to do so.

e Dispose ash in a lined monofill constructed in accordance with 173-306 WAC.

Facility operators must inspect and properly maintain the sites, confine solid waste before and after
processing, prepare an operating plan, keep daily records of solid wastes received and ash disposed,
report significant operational changes, and submit an annual report to the local health district and
Ecology. Facilities must also have appropriate systems and permits in place to manage process
wastewater. Before closing the site, operators must notify the local health district, submit and
implement a closure plan, and remove waste.
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6.3 | Current Services N

Grant County does not have energy recovery or incineration facilities for disposing municipal solid
waste. The 1995 Plan evaluated the feasibility of incineration, with and without energy recovery, and
estimated costs from $60 to $100 per ton of solid waste, included ash disposal. These costs were
more than twice the cost of disposal using the Ephrata Landfill. As a result, the 1995 Plan did not -
recommend these facilities. The 1998 disposal alternatives study by Parametrix did not include =~
energy recovery or incineration optlons : :

6 4 Dlsposal Issues

'As discussed in Chapter 9, the Delano Landﬁll w111 close in approxunately one year and the RBOM is
planning a transfer station and long-term disposal solution, which could potentlally include energy
recovery Or incineration.

Grant County’s Ephrata Landfill has disposal capacity for at least 20 more years and can meet the
County's present and future needs during this planning period. This disposal capacity would not be
reduced to less than 20 years if the Ephrata Landﬁll received the relatlvely small amount of solid
waste generated by RBOM members..

If the County chooses to close the Ephrata Landfill during this planning period, the County may
consider energy recovery or incineration as a replacement disposal option. The following section
summarizes options for energy recovery and incineration facilities.

6.5 Options

Before selecting energy recovery or incineration, the County should consider the types of solid waste

the facility should process. For instance, incinerating batteries, transformers, certain industrial
wastes, household hazardous wastes and infectious wastes could adversely affect air and ash quality
and are unacceptable materials. Automobiles, non-combustible demolition waste, liquid sludges,
machinery and non-burnable commercial and industrial wastes are also unaoceptable for incineration.
Organic, wood, and paper wastes are generally acceptable.

Incineration can be used to reduce special waste streams that otherwise would require special
processing prior to disposal or perhaps not be acceptable at a landfill. Wastes with this potential
include tires and certain agricultural wastes, sludges, and some industrial and institutional wastes.
The following subsections discuss three types of energy recovery and incineration technologies: mass
burn incineration, refuse derived fuel (RDF), and pyrolysis. -

6.5.1 Mass _B'urn \Incinera‘ti‘on '»

Mass burn incineration involves burning mixed municipal solid waste at a very high temperature,
yielding a waste by-product of ash. Preprocessing typically involves removing large items,
recyclables, and/or toxxc-producmg metals. Mass burn plants used one of two basic types of
furnaces: refractory lined excess air incinerators or water well incinerators. A boiler installed at an
incineration facility is used to remove heat or generate electncxty to produce energy.
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Incineration of municipal solid waste generates fly ash and bottom ash. Fly ash and bottom ash can
be combined for disposal, but must be tested either combined or separately to check concentrations
of heavy metals or other constituents that can make it a hazardous waste. Ash must be disposed in a
monofill, such as at the Roosevelt Landfill in thkltat County, or utlhzed in accordance with
approvals obtained from Ecology

6.5. 2 Refuse Derlved Fuel

Refuse derived fuel (RDF) technologles are snmlar to mass burn mcmeratlon, but mvolve removing
more materials from mixed solid waste to create a fuel (i.e., feedstock) compatible with conventional
boiler systems. In addition to removing recyclables, oversized debris, inert material, and toxic-
producing metals, processing also removes other materials not suitable for the specific type of RDF.
Hog fuel boilers, such as used in the wood processing industry, are a type of incinerator designed for
a specific feedstock (e.g., chipped, clean wood and sawdust) that can be obtained from solid waste.
End products of an RDF system include bypass materials (wastes not suitable for RDF), recyclable
materials, RDF fuel, and ash.

6.5.3 | Pyrolysis

Pyrolysis uses heat in an oxygen deficient atmosphere to decompose orgamc materials and produce
gaseous or liquid fuel. The end product of pyrolysxs is compatible with more types of conventional
incinerators than RDF. Pyrolysis reduces air pollutants durmg the process because it achleves more
complete combustion than mass mcmeratxon '

In a pyrolitic gasification facility, waste is preprocesse'd to remove metals and other materials that
will not decompose. Applying heat reduces the remaining waste into gases (e.g., methane, ethane,
hydrogen, and carbon monoxide), liquids (e.g., tar), and solids (e.g., char and carbon black). Hot -
gases are processed into a fuel or blown into an mcmerator where combustlon takes place Sohd

' residues are dlsposed ata landﬁ]l : : . -

Pyrolysis is still in the development stages. To date, this process -has not proven commercially viable.
6.6 Evaluation of Options

6.6.1  Capital Cost

Since the 1995 Plan, the cap1tal cost of incineration has mcreased primarily as a result of more
stringent siting and air emissions regulations.” A 200 ton per day facility, built in 1992 in: Auburn,
Maine, had a capital cost of $26 million, or about $130,000 per ton of design capacity. The City-of
Spokane, Washington, facility, built in 1991, cost approximately $110 million, or about $137,000 per
ton of design capacity. Ecology grants contributed 50% of the funds to construct the facility.

The volume of dlsposed solid waste in Grant County is prOJected to increase from approx1mately
75,500 tons in 2004 to more than 94,000 tons by, 2013. For Grant County, an energy recovery or
incineration facility should have a nominal des1gn capacity between 230 to 300 tons per day. ‘Capital
construction costs, in today's dollars, could range from about $30 mﬂhon to $50 mllhon, or about
$130,000 to $160, 000 per ton of de31gn capacity.
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6.6.2 Energy Recovery

The average heating value of municipal solid waste is apprommately 5,300 British Thermal Units per
pound (BTU/Ib).

A facility for Grant County could be designed to generate electricity as a revenue source to help
offset operating costs. Steam generation is not attractive as a revenue source because high demand
customers are not available all year long.

6.6.3 Waste Flow

Grant County and the municipalities do not have interlocal flow control agreements directing solid
waste to a disposal facility. Without such agreements, an energy recovery or incineration facility
may not have, or be able to maintain, an adequate supply of waste to operate economically if cheaper
dlsposa.l sites are available. . . .

664 Ash Dlsposal

In 1990, Washington State's Special Incinerator Ash Management Standards (WAC 173-306) were
enacted to address ash residues from municipal solid waste incinerators processing more than 12 tons
per day. These regulations allow fly ash and bottom ash to be commingled for disposal in a lined
monofill waste cell.

The Regional Disposal Company has an ash monofill at its Roosevelt Landfill in Klickitat County,
Washington. In 1993, the City of Spokane paid an ash disposal fee of $36 per ton. The disposal
cost has increased over the years to approximately $44 per ton in 2005. One ton of solid waste
produces approximately 0.3 ton of ash. As a result, the tipping fee ($98 per ton in 2005) charged at
the incinerator includes about $13 per ton to cover the cost of ash disposal. For a smaller producer
of ash, such as Grant County, the disposal cost component of the tipping fee may likely be about $16
to $17 per ton of unprocessed solid waste.

6.6.5 State Grants and Other Funding Sources

In 1987, grant money to cover 50% of the capital cost of incineration was available through
Ecology. The City of Spokane funded the balance of their facility cost through revenue bonds.
Today, state grant programs exist primarily for recycling and management of moderate risk waste,
but not for incineration facilities. Federal tax credit or loan programs currently exist to support
production of “green power”, such as WTE, but most options most options are available only to
companies. The County would most likely need to contract with a private operator or encourage a
company to site, build, and operate a facility in Grant County. For example, the City of Spokane
contracts with Wheelabrator to operate their WTE plant.

6.6.6 Incineration Versus Conventional Disposal

The disposal fee at the Ephrata Landfill was approximately $20 per ton in the 1995 Plan. The
County raised the fee to $26 per ton in 2005 to cover the cost of upgrading the landfill to meet
current regulatory requirements, including lining the new cell. In 2006, the County will increase the
fee to approximately $28 per ton to include funds for landfill gas collection systems at the landfill
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The RBOM would need to complete similar upgrades as the Ephrata Landfill and also increase fees
to cover the higher costs if the Delano Landfill were expanded beyond the existing Cell 1. Future
increases in cost and changes in technology may eventually make incineration a feasible option. -

The average cost of incineration would likely be approximately $100 per ton of solid waste. T'hisr
cost is more than the cost of conventional disposal at the. Ephrata Landfill or an out-of-county
regional site. . ‘ v .

Public opposition to incineration facilities has historically been very strong in Grant County A
review of the incineration disposal option must consider this factor. _ , :

6.7 Recommendations

‘In-county conventional landfill disposal remains more cost-effective and has less public opposition
than energy recovery and incineration facilities. The Ephrata Landfill has more than 20 years of
disposal capacity, and is able to receive the County’s waste and waste generated by out-of-county
RBOM customers. The County should consider energy recovery and incineration options if
operating the Ephrata Landfill becomes relatively costly or for other reasons no longer possible.

6.8 Impleme'ntatio'n o
The County should implement a disposal options review if the Ephrata Landfill is no longer |

reasonable to operate. This review should include energy recovery and mcmeratron options, and
implement these only 1f needed
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7. Transfer Facilities
7.1 _ Goals for Solid Waste Transfer
Grant County has solid waste transfer facilities at several locations to service primarily rural areas

and accommodate the increased solid waste disposal needs during tourist season. Goals related to
current and future solid waste transfer facilities are:

» Enough should be located in rural areas to encourage responsible solid waste disposal
practices by rural residents,
They should be located on major transportatlon routes for ease of transport
Transfer facilities should be compatlble with other elements of the solid waste system
described in this Plan. =~
They should accept recyclable materials whenever practtcal

¢ Transfer facility operations shall comply with regulatory requirements.

7.2 Regulatory FrameWork

Chapter 36-58-030 RCW defines transfer stations to include drop box facilities in counties with a
population less than 70,000 and, for counties east of the Cascade Mountains, also between 125,000
and 210,000. Title 36 RCW also allows counties to-construct, own, operate and set fees for solid
waste facilities, mcludmg drop box sites. - - . ‘

Chapter 173-350—310 WAC, Intermediate Solid Waste Handling Facilities, sets general
performance standards for transfer facilities including drop box sites. These standards include:

Operate the facility i in a manner that does not threaten human health or the environment.
Comply with water quality standards. :

Conform to the local solid waste management plan

Do not violate air quality standards.

Comply with all applicable local, State and Federal laws and regulatlons

Chapter 173-3 50-310 WAC does not define location standards, but establishes minimum design,
operation, and closure standards. Drop boxes must be watertight with a lid or screen to control litter
and reduce access by rats and other vectors. Drop box sites must be securely fenced, kept clean,
attended during operating hours, have an information sign, and charge tipping fees that cover the
cost of operations. Drop box operators must inspect and properly maintain the sites, prepare an
operating plan, keep daily records of solid wastes received and significant operation changes, and
submit an annual report to the local health district. Before closing the site, operators must notify the
local health district, submit and implement a closure plan, and remove waste.

7.3 Current Services

Within Grant County, solid waste transfer facilities consist of county-owned and -operated drop
boxes in rural areas and a privately-operated transfer station in Moses Lake.
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7.3.1 County Sites

The current population in Grant County is between 70,000 and 125,000 residents. The County
operates drop box sites, charges tipping fees to-pay for opetations, and operates the sites in
conjunction with the Ephrata Landfill. The Grant County Health District considers the drop box
sites transfer stations, but permits them as drop box sites. Permit application fees for drop box sites
are less than for transfer stations, reflecting the smaller size of the facility and lower solid waste
volumes.

Grant County currently operates 12 drop box sites at the locations shown in Figure 7-1. Since the
1995 Plan, the County closed three drop box sites because they had relatively little use: Adco, Ruff,
and the I-90 site near Moses Lake.

The current drop box sites are fenced and paved with space for four 40-cubic yard drop box
containers. The tipping areas for waste disposal have a concrete retaining wall separating the upper
level used by customers and the lower level where the County parks the drop boxes. This
arrangement allows for convenient disposal access by customers. The sites accept municipal solid
wastes, except for large livestock carcasses, industrial sludge asbestos and other special wastes. The
County transfers full drop boxes to the Ephrata Landfill, where they are emptied and then reused at
the drop box sites. The drop boxes are emptied on an as-needed ba51s

Table 7-1 lists the 2005 drop box tlppmg fees. Fees reported in the 1995 Plan for 1994 are mcluded
for comparlson

~ Table 7-1

Drop Box Site Tipping Fees -
Category B [T e
Minimum Charge for ¥ cubic yard or less -~ : $4.00 $5.25 -
Non-compactcd (per cubic yard) o 6.50 825
Compacted Yardage (cubic yards) Lo 13.00 | 1575
Refrigeration Units (with or without Freon extracted)® 3.00 725 -
Household Appliances | © 3.00 | 2.00each
Small Animals® o ' 125 | 225
© | Passenger Car Tires’ - . . Lo 275 | 450
| Truck Tires® R | | 600 | 800
Tractor/Implement Tires® - | 625 11.75
‘Heavy Equipment Tires® . . . 1250 17.00
'Includes 4.6% tax. . '
_ 2Includm 3.6% State Refuse:Collection Tax.

*Each
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Table 7-2 lists the 2005 operating hours for the drop box sites. Most sites are open 2 to 3 days each
~ week for at least 4 hours each day. The Alkali site is open during late spring through early fall to
help accommodate the additional waste generated by tourists in the area during these months. The

- County changed operating hours at several sites to improve operations and convenience. Table 7-2
shows the changes in hours since the 1995 Plan for comparison.

Table 7-2
Drop Box Site Operating Hours
Site 1994 2005 - -
Hartline Tues., Sat. &Sun- 9 am -~ 12:30 pm
Coulee City Tues., Fri., Sat. &-Sun- 1pm- 5 pm
Hwy. 28 @ SNE Mon., Sat.-&-Sun- 9 am - 12:30 pm
. Mon., Wed., & Sat. 1.
Alkali Nov—i- April 1 - Sept, 30 Sat-on} 9 am - 12:30 pm
Sat: ‘ 9-am—--5-pm
Warden Wed,, Sat. &-Sun- ~ 1pm-5pm
Royal City Mon., Wed., & Sat. 1pm-5pm
O'Sullivan Mon., Wed., & Sat. 9 am - 12:15 pm
Tues. & Thurs. 1pm-5pm
Gloyd Sun: Sat. Sam-56 pm
Qui ‘Mon. & Thurs. 1pm-5pm
Y ~ Sat. 9am- 5 pm
Fri. & Sat. 1pm-5pm
George Sun. :
Beverly Fri. & Sun- Sat. 1pm-5pm
Mon., Wed. &-Sat- 9am- 1 pm
Mattawa Sat. 9 am — 12:30 pm

Notes: All sites are closed Thanksgiving, Christmas and New Year's Day.
Shaded days and times are new since the 1995 Plan.
Dates that are struck out were dropped since the 1995 Plan.
From November 1 through March 31, all drop box sites normally open past 4 p.m., close at 4 p.m.

One part-time County employee staffs each drop box site during operating hours. The attendants are
responsible for keeping the site clean, screening disposed wastes for unacceptable materials and
providing customer service. The attendants also salvage recyc]able materials, such as aluminum or
scrap ferrous netals. :

7. 3 2 anate Services |
Consohdated Disposal Service, Inc., (CDST) built a transfer station in Moses Lake whlch currently
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serves as a reload facility. The company consohdates solid waste loads from commercial collection
trucks into larger trucks, increasing efficiency of transport to the Ephrata Landfill. This transfer
facility is used by CDSI vehicles and other commercial and industrial customers in the area, with the
County’s permission. The transfer fac1lrty has the potent1a1 to convert to a public transfer station.

7.4 Transfer Facility Issues

The County's network of existing drop box sites provides convenient access for self-haul customers
to dispose of solid waste and is a factor in controlling potential illegal dumping in rural areas. Since
the 1995 Plan, Grant County:

¢ Eliminated three drop box s1tes because thelr use and locatlon did not Justlfy the costof
' operation. '

¢ Changed one to seasonal because the majority of use was during the tourist season.

e Changed hours at others to better balance user and operating needs.

Opportunities for recycling at the drop 'hox sites_ a're_discussed in Cha'pter 4.

The sites are designed to expand, if needed, to meet future needs. Grant County monitors usage of
each site to assess the need to revise operations, including reducing or expanding hours, the number
of drop boxes per site or the frequency of emptying the drop boxes.

Grant County constructed the drop box sites in the 1970s because solid waste collection services
were limited in the County. Since then, solid waste collection services became readily available i in
the entire County. Over the past several years, the number of residents subscribing to services
offered by solid waste collection companies appears to be increasing at a higher rate than the
population growth. This shift is reducing the need for the County’s drop box sites. In addition,
CDSI’s private transfer station in Moses Lake could convert to a public transfer station and eliminate
the need for nearby county drop sites, such as Gloyd. These changes are causmg the County to
evaluate the need for some or all the drop box sites.

7.5 Optiohs :

Grant County’s drop box sites adequately meet current needs and can expand to prov1de more
capacity. However, the trend has been to reduce the number of sites because collection services are
available throughout the County, more residents are using them, and the need for the drop box sites
is less The County 1mp1ements a penodlc evaluatlon of drop box sites, cons1dermg

U Operate the existing system as is (status quo) The County maintains the same number of
drop box sites and operating hours even if use decreases. Operating costs and, thus, fees
could increase over time, if usage decreases.

¢ Reduce drop box site availability to match level of service néeds. The County perlodlcally
reviews drop box site activity level, and reduces operating hours or closes drop box sites to
keep operations cost-effective. Reasons would include closing drop box sites close to
privately operated transfer stations to avoid duplication of services.

e Eliminate drop box sites completely In this option, the drop box sites are not needed
because solid waste collection services exist throughout the County. In addition, a privately
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operated transfer station exists in the largest urban area in the County. The County bullt the
- drop box srtes when county-wxde sohd waste collectlon semces were not avaﬂable

The County is currently evaluatmg the need of some or all the drop box s1tes mcludmg the optlons
discussed above. The evaluation is considering several factors, including:

Availability of private solid waste collection or drop off serwces
Costs of operations and capital improvement needs -~ - '
Level of usage

Impacts relative to level of service policies

7.6 Recommendations

The current drop box site network adequately meets current and future needs throughout the 20-year
planning penod Grant County should complete the current evaluation and

e Continue to monitor customer activity
¢ Periodically evaluate the need for drop boxes, considering:

> Reduce potential duplication of services with private service prov1ders
> Maintain a reasonable level of service. } . -
> Consider nnpacts to users of proposed changes in level of servxce ’ '

Fees should be adjusted as necessary to continue covering the costs of drop box site operations and
maintenance.

7.7 Implementat:on

The County should contmue to review. usage and fees at least annually or more frequently 1f
appropriate. : o

7.71  Schedule

The County anticipates these evaluations will occur when usage continuously drops over time at one
or more drop box sites, more residents and businesses use private collection companies rather than -
sefl-haul, and if new, privately-operated facilities open nearby. Consequently, penodrc evaluatlons
will be performed as usage trends change or new opportumtles anse :

7.7.2  Costs | |
The County typically perforrns most or all of each evaluation using its own staff. Costs will be

developed as needed in the annual budgeting process for the County, regardless if evaluatlons are
performed in-house or with outside assistance. : :

7.7.3  Expected Outcomes
The expected outcomes foreach evaluation process incluélé:

¢ Improved efficiency of service.
e Reduced duphcatron of services, particularly between prrvate compames and the County
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e (Cost savings

7.7.4  Outputs

Specific outputs would consist of closing drop box sites where a private facility exists, reducmg
hours at. drop box s1tes that receive little use, and reducmg costs

7.75  Performance Measures

The County will focus on performance measures that support meetmg level of service goals, estabhsh
specific performance measures for each evaluation process.
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8 Waste Import And Export

8.1 Goals For Import/Export

Grant County currently has sohd waste dlsposal capac1ty beyond the 20-year planmng perlod v
covered by this Plan. If Grant County closed the Ephrata Landfill, solid waste export may be a
viable alternative. Solid waste import may also be a possibility at the Ephrata Landfill for RBOM
members out51de Grant County once the Delano Landﬁll closes.

Goals related to current and futu:e waste unport and export are;

e Waste export should be considered if Grant County finds it more economically and
environmentally advantageous than in-county disposal.

» County-generated solid waste should only be exported to landfills that comply with current
federal and state regulatory criteria and are without environmental issues.

e The County should maximize recycling and reuse to reduce exported solid waste quantities
when practical.

e Waste import should be considered on a case-by-case basis with preference given to RBOM
members outside Grant County.

e Waste export and import should be compatible with other elements of the solid waste system
described in this Plan.

8.2 Regulatory Framework

As a result of a U.S. Supreme Court decision in the 1990s, the County cannot restrict the
importation of solid waste to privately-owned facilities. The County is allowed to establish
acceptance criteria for waste that is imported to County-owned and privately-owned facilities.

8.3 Current Services

831 Waste import

The Grant County Health District receives and processes all requests to send out-of-county waste to
landfills in Grant County. The Health District consults with the site operator and Ecology before
approving such requests.

Grant County has a formal policy that does not allow the County to import waste from outside the
County. Consequently the County does not accept out-of-county waste at its drop box sites or
landfill The Regional Board of Mayors (RBOM) accepts solid waste from select out-of-county,
non-member customers for disposal at the Delano Landfill. These customers include the U.S.
Bureau of Land Management and National Park Service.
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83.2 Waste Export

Approximately 2,000 tons of solid waste is dlsposed out-of-county, primarily from the Crescent Bar
community. Waste Management of Ellensburg, a WUTC-regulated hauler, collects the waste from
Crescent Bar for dlsposal at the Greater Wenatchee Landﬁll in Douglas County :

8.4 Waste Import and Export lssues

84. 1 Waste import

-RBOM members outside Grant Co unty may. ﬁnd the optlon to send waste to Grant Co unty s Ephrata
landfill more feasible than elsewhere once the Delano Landfill closes. The Grant County Board of
Commissioners (BOCC) has tentatively agreed to allow current out-of-county RBOM customers to
dispose waste at the Ephrata Landfill. ' The BOCC will requlre written approval from each of the
other counties before accepting waste for dlsposal

84.2 Waste Export

The RBOM needs a long-term waste disposal option to replace the Delano Landfill, which will close
the next year. The RBOM should consider evaluating long-term dlsposal altematwes including
waste export to an out-of-county regional disposal site. - :

The 1998 disposal alternatives study completed by Parametrix concluded in-county disposal at the
Ephrata Landfill was the preferred option based on economics and non-cost factors, including risk
management and local employment impacts. The County should update this study and consider
waste export again if operating the Ephrata Landfill does not appear feasible.-

8.5 Options

8.5.1 Waste import

One alternative is for the County and RBOM to develop a policy that allows waste to be imported to
the in-county facilities. The amount of waste that could be accepted for disposal would not be
restricted. The County and RBOM would estabhsh acceptance criteria for the unported waste. -
Examples of acceptance criteria are: . .

¢ Requiring generators to implement approved programs for. waste reduction, recycling,
+~ moderate risk waste management and waste screening. : : A
--'» " Requiring information to track sources and types of lmported waste and verlfy
implementation of required programs. _

A second alternative is for Grant County to continue to ban out-of-County waste to Grant County-
owned facilities. The County.could choose to ban all waste from outside the County or could ban a
particular waste stream from outside the County to County-owned facilities. Banning specific waste
streams would require a clear definition of each waste stream. v
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The County could also develop a policy allowing waste from selected adjacent counties or
communities to be imported to the Ephrata Landfill. This is currently done at the Delano Landfill, .
and will likely be applied to out-of-county RBOM members. As in the first alternative, the County
would estabhsh acceptance crlterla for the unported waste.

The County could impose a: surcharge on out-of-County waste to County-owned facﬂmes This.
surcharge must be based on increased costs to the County for accepting the waste. An example of an
allowable surcharge cost is additional screening costs to verify that the exporting jurisdiction is
implementing the acceptance requirements. A surcharge cannot be arbitrarily imposed on out-of-
County waste because of its point of origin. The surcharge must be reasonable and justifiable.

The County can establish acceptance criteria for out-of-County waste that is imported to a privately-
owned municipal solid waste landfill in Grant County. If a private contractor wants to site, construct
and/or operate a private in-county landfill, the County, in conjunction with Ecology and the Grant .
County Health District, should develop a process for reviewing information regarding the amount,
character and source of out-of County waste. The intent of the process.would verify that imported
waste meets the same standards as waste generated in-County. The acceptance requirements could
be included in the Conditional Use Permit for the private landfill.

8 5 2 Waste Export

The County and/or RBOM could export waste toa reglonal, out-of-county landfill if it becomes too
costly to continue operating the Ephrata Landfills because of RCRA Subtitle D requirements. The
closest out-of-county regional landfills include:

Greater Wenatchee Landﬁll mn Douglas County

. Roosevelt Landfill in Klickitat County
Columbia Ridge Landfill near Arlington, Oregon
Northern Wasco Landfill near The Dalles, Oregon
Finley Buttes Landfill near Boardman, Oregon.

8.6 Recommendations

8.6.1 Waste |mport

The County should continue to ban out-of-County waste from the Ephrata Landﬁll except for out-
of-county RBOM customers, in order to conserve disposal capacity. '

A private firm may want to site, construct, and/or operate-a private landfill in Grant County. Ifa
firm expresses interest, the County, in conjunction with Ecology and the Health District, should
develop a process to evaluate acceptability of out-of-County wastes for disposal at a privately-owned
landfill At a minimum, the process should address: -

A limitation on the amount. of waste disposed at the privately-owned facility annually -
The roles, responsxblhtles and authorities of Grant County, the Grant County Health District,
and Ecology

e Essential program elements of sohd waste systems that generators must demonstrably have
in place to be consistent with Washington State regulations and guidelines, including
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County-approved programs for:

= Waste reduction and recycling plans and programs

s Moderate risk waste management

= Waste screening.
e Verification procedures including, but not restricted to, audlts and a check of pendmg
.. actions against generators .
e Verification of the source and the class1ﬁcatlon of the waste

The acceptance requlrements should be included in the Conditional Use Permit for the pnvately
owned landfill. . : : S

8.6.2 Waste Export
The County should evaluate waste export 1f the Ephrata Landfill is too costly or otherwxse not

feasible to continue operating. Waste export could also bé considered for emergency or overﬂow
disposal needs to preserve the’ capa01ty of the Ephrata Landﬁll ‘

The RBOM should mclude waste exp_ort in the disp‘_osa'l options review described in‘Chaptef 9.

8.7 Implementation

The County should develop acceptance criteria for waste import if a private company plans to site,
construct, and/or operate an in-county regional landfill. This should be completed in a time frame
consistent with siting studies and permitting processes for a private in-county landfill

The County should update the 1998 disposal options study and reevaluate waste export if the
Ephrata Landfill is no longer feasible to operate. The schedule for the update should be estabhshed
‘'when the County decldes to pursue other optlons o

The RBOM should complete a d1sposa1 optlons rev1ew in’ Year 1, as descrlbed in Chapter 9
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9 Landfills

9.1 Goals for Landf' IIs

Grant County contains two landfills for dlsposal of mumclpal sohd waste: generated within the county
and from select customers outside the county. - Goals related to current and future landfill needs are:

¢ In-county landfills will continue providing long term disposal capacity for county residents
and business as long as landfills remain cost-effective and protective of the environment. -

e Current landfills will operate in compliance with local, State and Federal regulations
governing solid waste disposal.

e Landfill sites should have receptacles for recyclable material drop off to encourage customers

- to reduce disposed solid waste quantities whenever practical

 Any future landfill(s) will be sited and built in compliance with Jocal, State and Federal
regulations and located on major transportation routes for ease of transport.

 Before siting future landfills, an alternatives analysis should be performed to evaluate other,
higher priority disposal options, such as incineration with energy recovery, provided they
offer the same or greater environmental protection and are reasonable in cost.

e In-county disposal policies should remain flexible to allow for privately built landfills within
county limits.

¢ Landfills should be compatlble with other elements of the solid waste system descnbed in this
Plan.

9.2 Regulatory Framework

The adoption of 173-304 WAC Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling (MFS) in
1985 established comprehensive siting, operation, closure and post closure criteria for solid waste
landfills in Washington State. The MFS increased environmental protection standards in response to
environmental issues created by older landfill practices. New measures included better final cover,
gas migration control, vadose (unsaturated) zone monitoring, and groundwater monitoring. The
MFS requirements increased for operation, monitoring, and post-closure maintenance of existing
landfills.

In September 1991, the U.S. EPA issued Solid Waste Disposal Facility Criteria, Final Rule (40
CFR, Parts 257 and 258) under Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
of 1976. Parts 257 and 258 set forth stringent location, facility design and operations, groundwater
monitoring, corrective action, and landfill closure and post closure criteria. On October 26,1993,
Washington State issued Chapter 173-351 WAC, Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills,
which incorporated the new federal standards. These criteria apply to landfills built, expanded
laterally, or continued after adoption of Subtitle D. Landfills that did not receive waste on or after
the effective date of Chapter 173-351 WAC remained regulated under the MFS. The MFS also
continues to apply to limited purpose landfills that receive inert demolition waste, wood waste,
industrial solid waste, and other solid wastes excluding household waste.

The more stringent measures in Chapter 173-351 WAC caused many communities to close their local
landfills because of the increased cost of compliance, and created a market for large regional landfills.
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State, federal and local standards that apply to landsill inclu_de: |

' Operate the facility in a manner that does not threaten human health or ‘the envuonment
‘Comply with surface water, groundwater, and air quality standards.

Comply with applicable local, state and federal laws and regulations.

Have current site development operatlons closure and post closure plans.

Have an environmental momtorlng plan for surface water, groundwater, and landﬁll gas, as
appropriate.

Implement and report enwronmental momtormg results

Establish and maintain financial assurance to pay for landfill development closure, and post
closure plus environmental studies and related corrective actions for known issues.
¢ Maintain an Operating Record of permits, daily operating records, current plans, water and

air quality monitoring results relevant correspondence dally waste records and similar

... information.
e Conform to the local solid waste management plan

The New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR 60, Subpart WWW) and Emission Guidelines (40
CFR 60, Subpart Cc) regulate air qualrty emissions from landfills. Landfills with disposal capacity
equal to or more than 2.5 million metric tons or ‘cubic meters _must_ implement active landfill gas -
control systems. These systems may include landfill gas wells or horizontal collectors that extract
landfill gas under vacuum to a flare or landfill gas utilization system. Landfills with less capacity
need only submit an initial design report demonstrating emissions will be below regulatory limits.
Waslungton State incorporated these requirements and ermssron limits i n Chapter 173 -460 WAC
Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants. =

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program regulates discharges of
stormwater runoff from point sources (e.g., ditches and culverts) at industrial facilities to surface .
water bodies. Ecology administers the program through a series of general Stormwater Dlscharge
Permits, with one that. mcludes landfills. I Lo

9.3 Current Serwces

Municipal solid waste is disposed primarily at two in-county landfills. Grant County operates the
Ephrata Landfill, which receives about 96% of the disposed solid waste generated in'the County. -
The Delano Landfill, which is near Electric City, is operated by the Regional Board of Mayors
(RBOM). This site receives about 4% of dlsposed sohd waste. Flgure 9-1 shows the locatlons of -
the two in-county landfills. . .

9.3.1 Ephrata Landfill

Grant County owns the Ephrata Landfill, which the Solid Waste Division of the Public Works
Department operates. The entire County-owned property is 120 acres with 60 acres permitted for
the older, unlined landfill, which is currently inactive and closing. Approximately 40 acres is
permitted for the new, lined landfill expansion. In 2004, the County acquired 147 acres of adjacent
property, mostly to the east and south of the original 120 acres.
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The quantity of waste disposed at the site was approximately 75,500 tons in 2004. Private and
municipal collection services that use the Ephrata Landfill include the City of Soap Lake;
Consolidated Disposal Service Inc.; Lakeside Disposal, Inc.; and Waste Management of Ellensburg
The Ephrata Landfill does not accept out-of-county waste. Sohd waste from the County's drop box
sites is disposed at the landfill. Some residents and_businesses haul their wastes directly ’to the site.

In the 1995 Plan, the closure plan for the Ephrata Landfill estimated a remammg capacrty of
approximately 1,932,000 cubic yards from 1990, or about 981,600 tons. The landfill was prOJected
to reach capacity by 2010. The County is closing the old landfill cell because several school
remodels in the 1990s generated demolition waste that filled the old cell to capacity sooner than
expected. In addition, the old landﬁll cell is unhned and appears to be nnpactmg groundwater

quality.

Parametrix, the County’s landfill design consultant, estimates the new landfill expansion will have a
total waste disposal capacity of approximately 2.6 million tons (or approximately 2.4 million
megagrams). The total capacity of the old and new landfill cells exceed the 2.5 rmlhon megagran
threshold in the New Source Performance Standards.

The study completed by Parametrix pro_lected the new expansmn will last until 2033, 2040, or 2046,
depending on waste disposal rate per capita and population growth ThlS site life pro;ectlon exceeds
the 20-year planning period for this Plan, which ends in 2025. '

In 2004, the County constructed the first 18-acre lined cell of the new landfill expansion, which is
now receiving waste. The Ephrata Landﬁll does not discharge stormwater to surface water bodies
and therefore does not have a NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permit. The County is working with
the Health District and Ecology to implement the New Source Performance Standards affecting
landfill gas ermssmns

9.3. 2 Delano Landfill

The RBOM operates the Delano Landﬁll for its member cities, the local hauler (Sunrise Dlsposal,
Inc.) and select customers from neighboring out-of-county communities. Electric City, Elmer City,
Coulee Dam and Grand Coulee comprise the RBOM. Out-of-county, non-member customers
include the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and the National Park Service. The RBOM is
working to convert the landfill perrmt to Chapter 173-351 WAC and achieve compliance with the
new requirements. . v

The RBOM estlrnated that approxunately 3,000 tons were dlsposed at the Delano Landfill in 2004.
The closure plan projected landfill closure around 2030 with remaining capacity of 496,000 cubic
yards from 1990. The permitted landfill property is 44.5 acres in plan area.

The total landfill capacity is below the 2.5 million megagram threshold for the New Source

Performance Standards. The RBOM only needed to submit the initial desrgn report demonstratmg
comphance with regulatory emissions crrterla :
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Like the Ephrata Landfill, the Delano Landfill is in an arid region and does not discharge stormwater
to surface water bodies. Consequently, the landfill does not have an NPDES Stormwater Discharge
Permit.

The active waste disposal cell, Cell 1, was developed before Chapter 173-351 WAC took effect, and
will reach capacity in 2006. In order to develop Cell 2, the RBOM will have to fully comply with all
requirements of Chapter 173-351 WAC. The RBOM recently determined the Delano Landfill cannot
be cost-effectively expanded and plans to close the landfill. Currently, the RBOM is evaluating other
disposal options, including building a transfer station at the landfill and waste export. In the interim,
the BOCC has tentatively agreed to accept waste from the RBOM’s out-of-county customers,
provided they have written approval from the other counties to dispose waste in Grant County.

9.33 Landfill Disposal Fees and Operating Hours

Table 9-1 lists the 2005 landfill disposal tipping fees. Fees reported in the 1995 Plan from 1994 are
included for comparison.

Table 9-2 lists the 2005 operating hours for the landfills and the hours reported in the 1995 Plan for
comparison.

9.4 Landfill Issues

Within its currently permitted area, the Ephrata Landfill is projected to have disposal capacity for the
entire County beyond the current 20-year planning period. It is possible the landfill may close early
or need temporary emergency overflow capacity.

The Delano Landfill is projected to close within the next year. The RBOM is currently evaluating
disposal options to replace the Delano Landfill. The BOCC tentatively agreed to accept waste from
out-of-county RBOM customers provided the counties with these customers reside in provide
written approval. The RBOM is in the process of obtaining this permission.

9.5 Options

The County’s Ephrata Landfill is designed to comply with current solid waste landfill regulations and
has disposal capacity exceeding the 20-year planning period of this Plan. If the landfill becomes too
costly to operate in the future, the County should update its 1998 disposal review study to include
waste export, other in-county landfill sites, energy recovery and incineration facilities, and similar
options. In addition, the County may want to consider negotiating an agreement with a nearby
landfill for temporary or emergency overflow capacity as a back-up measure.

The RBOM is currently evaluating disposal options to replace the Delano Landfill. Options being
considered include a new transfer station at the landfill site and directing waste to the Ephrata
Landfill. If the RBOM can obtain permission from counties with RBOM out-of-county customers,
the Ephrata Landfill may accept the waste. Otherwise, these customers may be required to dispose
their waste at facilities within their own counties.
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Table 9-1

'Landfill Dlsposai Fees
Dnsposal Charges
Category Ephratal ; Delano® -
T _ 1995 Plan. S 2005 1995 Plan 2005
Loose Minimum Charge for % cubic yard or less | $2.75 : $3.000 | -
Loose over ¥ cubic yard 3.75 - 4.00* -
Minimum Disposal Fee (per load) - 2.00 - $6.50
Non-compacted, 400 bs or less (per cubic yard) - - - 11.50
Compacted Yardage (per cubic yard) S 7.50 - 4.00* -
Non-compacted (per ton) . 25,_80 - -
Compacted Yardage (per ton) - 25.80 - -
t(izr;pacted Yafdage #léldé City/Town Limits (per ) ) ) 520 0
Compacted Yardage for Franchise: Area (per ton) - - - - 57.20
: 2.07 each Lo
Household Appliances (each) 3.00 25.80 per toh 7.00 . 0.00:
Appliances (with Freon & Compressors) (each) - 7.25 - 40.00.
Dead Animals — Livestock (each) 24.00 25.80 - 25.00
Dead Animals — Pets (cach) | 125 12.25 - 6.25
Passenger Car Tires (each) 1.75 4.50 1.00 2.10
Truck Tires (each) ©'3.00 18.00 300 | 10.00
TractOr/Implem'ent Tires (e¢ach) " 6.25 11.75 - | :400.00
'Heavy Equipment Tires (each) 1250 17.00 ] _
Burning Barrels® (each) - - - 30.00
Industrial Sludge (per cubic yard) 4.70 25.80 - -
Asbestos 35.00 45.75 - -

IRates include tax. Ephrata, Soap Lake, Quincy, Moses Lake, Consolidated Disposal, and Columbia River Disposal do
not pay tax on city loose or compacted solid waste disposed at the Ephrata Landfill. Other customers pay a 4.6% tax

(1995 Plan) and 3.6% tax (2005).
“Rates include a 15% trust fund contribution.
*Minimum charge applies to less than 1 cubic yard.
*Charge applies to loads of 1 cubic yard or more.
’Accepted at landfill attendant’s discretion.

Grant County Sclid Waste Management Plan Update

79

August 14, 2006




Table 9-2

Landfill Operatmgﬂours
Site - - ‘1995 Plan =~ - 2005
-F
Ephrata M%‘;dtzz da;‘;zday 9am- 5 pm Monday- Friday 7:30 am - 3 pm
) Sundayb . 1pm—5pm Saturday 10am -3 pm
: Tuesday, Thursday ’ Tuesday &Thursday Noon - 5 pm
Delano- - & Saturday dam-Spm Saturday | 8:30 am-—5pm

Notes: Landfills are closed Thanksglvmg Christmas and New Year's days.

- 9.6 Recommendations

The County should continue using the Ephrata Landfill for in-county waste disposal. If the landfill
becomes too costly or infeasible to operate, the County should update its 1998 disposal options
review. The review would help the County identify a more cost-effective option. As a backup
measure, the County may want to consider negotiating an agreement with another landfill in the

. event of an emergency.

The RBOM should complete its disposal options review in order to compare the costs of having a
- transfer station on the old landfill, exporting waste out-of-county or sending waste to the Ephrata

Landfill The review process should include input from the Health District, Ecology and other
resources to define regulatory requirements, costs and other relevant factors.

9.7 Implementation

" Grant County should update the 1998 dlsposal options as needed and deﬁne a schedule scope of
services, and budget for the update before the review begins.

Grant County may want to con51der negotlatmg an agreement for backup capacity at another landﬁll.

- The RBOM should complete its dlsposal options review in Year 1 and unplement the preferred
option on the schedule deﬁned in the review.
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10 Spemal Wastes

10.1 Goals for Speclal Wastes

Grant County has several special waste streams that are not con51de1'ed mixed mumc1pal sohd waste.
Goals for spetial waste management in Grant County include:

e The County, in coordination with municipalities, will contmue developmg convement
opportunities for special waste recycling or disposal '

* Special wastes will be properly handled and disposed in a safe manner consistent with local,
federal, and state regulations.

* The County will encourage reduction and recycling of special wastes, whenever practical, to
reduce disposal volumes.

* Special waste management will be compatible with other elements of the sohd waste system
described in this Plan.

10.2 Regulatory Framework

The WAC addresses special wastes in several rules, depending on the waste type and concern.
Chapter 173-303 WAC, Dangerous Waste Regulat:ons defines spec1al waste as any dangerous
waste that is: o ‘ Co

Solid only (i.e., nonliquid, nonaqueous, and nongaseous);
" Not a regulated hazardous waste under federal regulations; or -
De51gnated as Only dangerous waste in Chapter 173-303 WAC. -

Examples of dangerous waste mclude benzene mercury, and lead

For the purposes of tlus Plan, however spec1a1 wastes are those that do not fit- the deﬁnmon of
mixed municipal solid waste because of their origin or special handling requirements. Using this
definition, special wastes include moderate risk wastes, industrial sludge, large appliances (white -
goods), biomedical wastes, tires, demolition wastes, and similar wastes.

The followmg sectlons summarize regulatlons for managmg these materlals

10.21 Blosollds , _ _

The 1995 Plan included municip'al sewage sludge and septage because these wer_e' regulated as solid
waste under Chapter 173-304 WAC. Subsequently, Washington State recognized biosolids have a
beneficial use and are a valuable commodity. In 1998, the State adopted Chapter 173-308 WAC,
Biosolids Management, which defines biosolids as municipal sewage sludge and septage treated to

meet biosolids standards. Biosolids are no longer regulated as solid waste unless disposed at a
municipal solid waste landfill or they do not meet biosolids standards. '

Chapter 173-308-300 WAC defines the requirements for biosolids disposal at landfills.
Incorporating biosolids into interim or final landfill cover is cons:dered a beneficial use. Usmg
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biosolids in daily cover is considered disposal. Chapter 173-308-300 WAC also requires:

¢ Biosolids not classified as exceptlonal quahty must have an approved site specific land
application plan.
Landfills accepting biosolids for disposal must be in compliance with Chapter 173-351 WAC.
Biosolids disposed in landfills must satisfy liquids restrictions for landfill disposal [Chapter .
173-351-200(9) WAC] and not be a hazardous waste as defined in Chapter 173-303 WAC.

e Persons planning to dispose biosolids in landfills must have written determinations from the
local health district that no other reasonable management option (e.g., land application) is -
available.

10.2.2 Biomedical Wastes
Biomedical wastes include:

Infected animal waste
Biohazardous microbiological cultures
"Highly communicable disease waste from certain viruses
Pathological waste (i.e., human tissue)
Sharps waste (e.g.., needles, syringes, blades, and lancets)
Items such as soiled dressings, sponges, drapes, and surgical gloves

Examples of these wastes include untreated surgical wastes, specimen cultures, syringes, blades, and
glassware from laboratories, hospitals, and medical clinics. When treated (e.g., incinerated or -
properly sterilized by autoclave or chemical methods), these wastes are not classified as biomedical
waste.

Biomedical wastes require special handling practices to protect safety and health of medical and solid
waste disposal personnel. In response to the exposure hazards, Washington State adopted Chapter
296-823 WAC, which incorporates federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
regulations, Occupational Exposure to Bloodborne Pathogens, 29 CFR Part 1910.1030.
Washington State does not have specific regulations addressing disposal of treated biomedical waste.
Local health districts administer disposal regulations and provide guidance for biomedical waste.
Most facilities producing biomedical waste have blomedlcal waste management plans describing
transport, treatment, and dlsposal : s oo -

State and federal regulatory b1omed1cal waste management requlrements mclude

Used needles and sharps in any place of employment must be in puncture-res1stant contamers
Infectious waste must be marked with the universal biohazard symbol on orange labels. Red
bags or red containers may be substituted for labels Treated mfectlous waste need not be
labeled or color-coded.

.. _Waste from infectious dlsease research laboratories and productlon facnhtles must be

. incinerated or decontaminated before disposal.

¢ Hypodermic needles from infectious research laboratones and productlon ﬁcmnes must be

decontaminated and placed n puncture-resmtant containers.
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10.2.3 Asbestos

Asbestos waste is deﬁned as materials containing more than 1% asbestos, and generated primarily
through school and hospital abatement programs and demolrtlon act1v1t1es Asbestos is considered
non-hazardous when properly contamed -

EPA regulates asbestos through the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA), which
addresses asbestos in schools, and the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP), issued pursuant to the Clean Air Act. These acts focus primarily on reducmg human ,
exposure to asbestos. Disposal requrrements for asbestos mclude '

Asbestos must be wetted, placed in 6-mil polyeth‘ylene double bags and labeled.
Once disposed, bags containing asbestos must be covered with soil and cannot be compacted.
¢ Once disposed, asbestos waste cannot be dlsturbed or moved w1thout approval of the local |
" health district.

Landfill owners must record on the deed that asbestos waste was disposed on the property. In
addition, landfill owners must record location, depth, area, and volume of disposed asbestos waste
and note on the deed that these records are available. Owners of inactive disposal s1tes must obtain
written approval before they excavate or otherwise disturb disposed asbestos waste.

10.2.4 Moderate Rrsk Wastes :

Washington State established toxicity reduction as a priority through the Model Toxics Control Act
(MTCA), chapter 173-304 WAC, Dangerous Wastes, and Chapter 173-340 WAC, Model Toxics
Control Act (MTCA) Cleanup. Diversion of moderate risk waste (MRW) from the solid waste steam
helps achieve this goal. The Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Act requires every
jurisdiction to have a local hazardous waste management plan that is mtegrated wrth the local sohd
waste management plan.

The hazardous waste management plan must have programs that address toxicity reduction through:

Household and public education
Household hazardous waste collection
Business technical assistance

Business collection assistance
Enforcement

Ecology’s guidance documents for developing and implementing hazardous waste management plans
include:

o  Guidelines for Development of Local Hazardous Wa»stev Plans ‘(publication 93-99) °
o Implementation Guidelines for Local Hazardous Waste Plans (pubhcatlon 92—14)

MRW includes household hazardous waste and hazardous waste from small quantity generators
which can pose environmental risks, particularly in concentrated quantities, such as can occur at
landfills. Examples of MRW are small quantities of waste oil, paint, thinners, and solvents,
household cleaners, antifreeze, automotive batteries, fluorescent bulbs, insecticides, herbicides, and
electronics (e.g., cell phones and batteries, computer screens, etc.).
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10.2.5 Inert and Demolition Wastes

Chapter 173-351 WAC classifies inert and demolition materials as solid waste, but allows disposal of
these wastes in inert or limited purpose landfills that meet the criteria in Chapter 173-350-400 or
Chapter 173-350-410 WAC, respectively. Inert and limited purpose landfills have less stringent -
design and monitoring requirements than municipal solid waste landfills and, thus, are typically less
expensive to permit, build, operate, and close. Rather than disposal, Ecology encourages recyclmg
these wastes whenever practical. '

Inert and demolition wastes typically result from building and roadway demoﬁtion. These wastes are
generally stable, non-odor producing, consisting of concrete, brick, asphalt concrete, composition
roofing, rock and metals and similar materials. -

Demolition debris includes wood waste such as timbers, tree stumps, and other wood fragments
resulting from land clearing, construction, or unwanted shipping containers such as pallets. Wood
waste is not inert because it decomposes and produces gases, but can be disposed in a limited
purpose landfill. Ecology’s Beyond Waste establishes recyclmg clean wood and land clearing debrrs
as a preferred management approach to disposal

10.2.6 Petroleum Contammated Sorls

Petroleum contaminated soil (PCS) can contain lead, solvents, PCBs or other hazardous
contaminants. PCS is created when hydrocarbon petroleum products, (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, and
oil) leak or spill from a storage tank, tanker truck, pipeline, or other container into the adjacent soil
Local hazardous waste management plans address management of PCS because PCS is considered a
hazardous waste until treated or unless contaminants are below acceptable threshold concentratron
limits.

Ecology and the local health district approve PCS disposal options on a case-by-case ba31s Optlons
include:

Treat PCS in situ or excavate and treat at the ground surface on site.
e Excavate and treat offsite at a permitted treatment facility.

Treatment typically consists of spreading and aerating PCS to volatilize hydrocarbon petroleum
contaminants. Alternatively, PCS may be incinerated to volatize the contaminants. -

10.2.7 Other Special Wastes

Other special wastes include:

Agricultural Wastes (crop and manure)

Food processing (bulk and rejects) -

Industrial Sludge (nonhazardous) :

Tires (passenger, tractor, and heavy equipment)

Large Appliances (e.g:, washers dryers refrlgerators and stoves)
Large Livestock ~ = -~
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State and federal regulations classify the above materials as solid waste and allow their disposal in
landfills without preprocessing, except to remove excess liquid and large appliances with refrigerant
or compressors. Once refrigerant or other hazardous. components are removed, large appliances
(i.e., white goods) can be landfilled or recycled. .Ecology’s Beyond Waste promotes recycling these
wastes whenever practical rather than disposal.

10.3 Current Services

10.3.1 Biosolids

Opportumtles for brosohds recyclmg are prlmanly related to land apphcatlon on cropland Co-
composting with green waste and woodwaste is also an option but typically not as cost-effective as
land application. Co-composting facilities can be relatlvely expensive to permit and operate.

In Grant County, biosolids are typrcally land applled Ecology is the regulatory agency recpons1ble
for permitting biosolids facilities. : , ,

10.3.2 Biomedical Wastes

The Ephrata and Delano landfills do not accept biomedical waste from clinics or hospitals for
disposal. The landfills receive small quantities of sharps from md1v1duals in capped, hard plastlc or
metal container.

CDSI Medical Waste Systems, Inc., of Ephrata, Washington, offers on-call or regular biomedical
waste ¢collection services within its WUTC solid waste service area (Figure 5-1).” CDSI’s WUTC =
certificate includes a tariff for biomedical waste collection.- The company’s service area includes
Soap Lake, Ephrata, Moses Lake, Mattawa, Warden, Wilson Creek, Coulee City, Hartline, Royal
City, and Krupp. Trained personnel collect biomedical wastes for storage in an approved trailer
untila sufficient quantity accumulates for transport for disposal. ' The current state biomedical waste
contractor, Stericycle, transports the waste from Grant County for treatment and disposal. The
hospitals and clinics' within CDSI’s service area are currently utilizing CDSI Medical Waste Systems
collectron services.

Stericycle reported it collects blomedlcal waste dlrectly from the Coulee Commumty Hospltal in
Grand Coulee.

Stericycle transports waste from Grand Coulee and CDSI Medical Waste Systems for treatment at its
autoclaving facility in Morton, Washington, or an incinerator in Salt Lake City, Utah. - ‘

10.3.3 Asbestos Waste
The Ephrata Landfill accepts asbestos waste for a fee (Table 9-1). The County requires a 48-hour

advance notice before the asbestos waste is delivered to the landfill. Generators must fill out an
asbestos shipment record that is filed in the operating record of the landfill. - :
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10. 3 4 Moderate RISk Waste

In 1991, Grant, Adams, and Lincoln counties and their mumclpalmes jointly prepared the Regwnal
Local Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP), which identifies two MRW sources:

o Household hazardous wastes (HHW)
¢ Non-household, private or public, small quantity generators (SQG).

The goals in the HWMP that relate to the solid waste management system include:

e Protect the environment and pubhc health ﬁom the adverse effects of i improper handlmg and
~ disposal of MRW.
e Increase public awaréness about MRW proper management and disposal.
Manage MRW consistent with, in order of priority, waste reduction, recycling and reuse,
B treatment, and remduals d1sposal and ellmlnatlon of improper dlsposal

The HWMP recommended a baseline approach, focusmg on programs addressmg

Household collection
Public education for HHW and SQG waste
- Passage of an ordinance for hazardous waste disposal
Regional coordination
Development of vehicle battery and used oil collection facilities.

The HWMP also tecommended a more extensive ‘approach mcluding the beseline progtamS plusa
labeling law, regional mobile collection, permanent HHW and SQG facilities, and on-site hazardous
waste assistance for SQGs. : v

Grant County implements recommendatlons contamed in the HWMP The County holds two HHW
collection events each year: one in Ephrata in the fall and one in Moses Lake in the spring. The 5
County may hold a third event at a location and time that are. announced, if scheduled.

The County accepts waste oil, antifreeze, automobile batteries, and white goods at the Ephrata
Landfill.. Coulee City, Gloyd, Hartline, Highway 28, Mattawa, O’Sullivan, Quincy, Royal, and
Warden drop box sites accept waste oil, automobile batteries, and white goods. The George drop
box site accepts automobile batteries and white goods. The County contracts with private
companies to remove and transport waste oil, Freon, automobile batteries, and large appliances, and
antifreeze to recyclers. - : :

10.3.5 Inert and Demolition Wastes

Inert and demolition wastes are generated at a rate proportional to the level of construction activity
in the. County, which reflects the economic climate and population growth. Recent school
construction activity generated enough inert and demolition wastes to reduce the life of the Ephrata
Landfill by a few years.
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The Ephrata and Delano landfills accept demolition wastes for a fee (Table 9-1). Generators
unwilling to pay disposal and/or transportation costs illegally dispose demolition wastes where
convenient.

10.3.6 Petroleum Contammated Sons

In Grant County, PCS is typlcally assocrated with underground storage tank removals and spills, .
such as from ruptured fuel tanks in accidents. The Delano Landfill does not accept PCS. Treated
PCS loads, when accompanied by proper documentation, are accepted at the Ephrata Landfill.
Ecology records indicate PCS generated in Grant County is transported and disposed at out—of-
county permltted facrhtles such as the Graham Landﬁll in Spokane County R

10.3.7  Other Speclal Wastes ¥

Agrlcultural Wastes :

Agriculture wastes result primarily from gram, hay, seed crop, frult and vegetable growers Other
agricultural wastes mclude manure from stockyards. Edible crop wastes are used as livestock feed.
Non-edible crop wastes and manure are commonly burned and/or tilled into the soil to enhance
fertility. These wastes do not represent disposal problems for the County. Field burning of crop
wastes helps control insects and rodents, but is perceived as a significant contributor to air pollution.
At some future time, burning may not always be an available disposal option.

The. agrlcultural commumty also generates used msectlmde and herbrcrde contamers that must be
empty and trlple-rlnsed after emptying before disposal. The Washington State Department of
Agriculture, in conjunction with the Grant and Adams Counties Cooperative Extension contract with
a private company to collect and recycle used containers at no charge. Northwest Ag Plastics, Inc.,

in Moxee, Washington, is the current contractor, and collects containers from half-pmts to 55-gallon
drums. Containers can be dropped off at special collection events. The contractor will pick up large
quantities of containers on site.

Food Processing Wastes

Food processing wastes consist of re_]ected bulk and packaged products generated durmg processing
of agricultural crops; e.g., potatoes or french fries. Potato waste, seed grain screenings and other
bulk products are commonly used as livestock feed at stockyards. If stockyards are temporarily
closed, the bulk wastes may be transported elsewhere for use or disposed at the landfills. Packaged
rejects are typically disposed at the landfilis because itis drﬂ'lcult to separate the packagmg material.

Industrial Sludge

Industrial sludge represents the solid portion of processing waste produced by industry. EcoNobel
and Solar Grade Silicon have plants in Grant County and produce sludge dlsposed at the Ephrata
Landfill for a fee (Table 9- 1)

Tires

Grant County and the RBOM accept. tires for a fee (Table 9-]) at the drop—oﬂ‘ sites and landfills.
Tires are disposed in the landfill. In 1987, Grant County was stockpiling tires for recycling. Rising
costs and lack of markets caused the County to discontinue this practice. In the early 1990s, the
County used a tire shredder to reduce disposal problems typically associated with landfilling whole
tires, but the shredder was later sold. Currently the County disposes whole tires in the 1andﬁll and
has encountered problems of tires working up to the surface of the waste fill.
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Tires are a common waste found“illegally disposed 'thro_ughout'thef County. o

Large Appliances (white goods)

As discussed above, the Ephrata Landfill and drop box sites accept large appliances for a fee, and
stockpile them for salvage by private contractors. The RBOM and County arranges for Freon
removal from refrigerators before these appliances are salvaged.- Generators unw11hng to transport
and pay drsposal fees' may- ﬂlegally dump the appliances.

Livestock S
Cattle and other large hvestock carcasses can be dlsposed at the Ephrata Landflll, buned on the
owner's property, or shipped to a rendering plant. The Ephrata Landfill accepts large livestock
carcasses for a fee (Table 9-1). State law allows on-site burial provided the carcasses are at least 5
feet above the ground water table and covered by at least 3 feet of soil. Companies collect livestock
carcasses on site from customers adjacent to or south of I-90 and transport them to rendering plants.
Costs range from $4 per calf to $125 per horse plus a stop charge, which is typically $75 within the
service area. Companies are willing to service customers north of I-90 for a stop charge. The
companies do not accept sheep ot goat carcasses because of health-related risks. Livestock
carcasses are illegally dJsposed by owner's unw11hng to pay dlsposal or rendenng fees and/or unable
to dispose on-site.

To date, diseased animal wastes and infected by-products have not been an issue in the County.
However, the agricultural industry in Grant County may be faced in the future with the slaughter of
large numbers of cattle, poultry and other farm animals in order to restrict spread of potential
disease. This process could include disposal of large volumes of bone meal, and other by-products
and waste products that may potentially be infected. Currently the County and Health Drstrrct do not
‘have detalled emergency plans n place to manage such wastes if they develop R N

10.4 Special Waste Issues

Biosolids, biomedical, industrial sludges, and asbestos wastes do not generally represent a dlsposal
problem in Grant County The existing system is adequate to handle these materlals at the present
time and to expand to meet future needs

Agncultural, food processmg, and demolition wastes tires, large apphances and hvestock carcasses
are common items found illegally disposed throughout the County. The primary reasons for illegal
disposal are discussed in Chapter 11 and include:

e An unwrllmgness to pay the cost of transportatlon and disposal at the Ephrata Landﬁll or
rendering plants B
A lack of conveniently located disposal sites or recycling opportunities
Insufficient staff to enforce illegal dumping ordinances and clean up commonly used sites. .
Lack of knowledge of proper disposal practices, recycling opportumtres and permitting
. Tequirements.

The prlmary needs in dealmg with 1llegally dJsposed materials are to 1) develop regron-w1de
effective education and enforcement programs, and (2) provide more convement opportumtres for
proper disposal of some materlals :
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The occurrénce of mad cow disease and the potential pandemic related to the avian flu could create a
significant volume of livestock and poultry waste and associated, infected by-products requiring
special handling and disposal procedures. The County has established the Ephrata Landfill as a
receptor of primarily residential waste. Receiving such types of infected animal wastes and by-
products could significantly reduce landfill capacity, and thus site life, requiring the county to seek
alternative disposal solutions sooner than necessary. Handling such wastes also exposes workers.to
potential health and safety issues not normally encountered in operating a municipal solid waste
landfill : : : S

Tires represent an operational pr_eblem for.'vchev Counfy when attempting to dispose bo_f them,in the
landfill The County no longer has a shredder to ease disposal of tires, and would prefer to recycle
them. However, recyclers are several hours drive from the County.

Inert and demolition wastes can be voluminous and consume valuable disposal capacity at the
Ephrata Landfill. These materials could be disposed in a less expensive inert or limited purpose
landfill, if they existed, rather than a municipal solid waste landfill. Preferably, these inert and .
demolition wastes would be recycled or reused but few opportumtles exrst currently in Grant
County.

10.5 Options

The primary problem associated with special wastes is nnproper or unlawful disposal  Mechanisms
and processes are in place for managing special wastes, and opportunities exist for proper disposal,
except for tires. Alternatives to minimize unlawful disposal of special wastes include implementation
of education programs, increased enforcement, and developmg a regional approach involving all
communities and the private sector.’ Administrative options for reducmg unlawful disposal are
described in Chapter 11. Other optrons are discussed below.

10.6.1 Tires
Options for diverting tires or easmg their drsposal include;

L Purchase a shredder or contract with a prrvate company to shred trres for drsposal in the Ephrata
Landfill or other uses. This option could include an initial capital cost to the County plus ongoing
maintenance costs, as well as staff time to operate the equipment. Alternatively, contracting with

-a company. creates on ongoing operations cost but relieves the County of the need to purchase,
‘operate, or maintain specialized equipment. A company may not exist within a reasonable
distance for this to be economical. :

2. Deliver tires toa recycler or contract with a private company to deliver them. This option diverts
tires from the disposed waste stream, conserves disposal capacity at the landfill, and uses them in a
beneficial manner. The County would need to purchase, rent or use a spare vehicle in the
County’s flest plus dedicate staff time to deliver tires to a recycler. By contracting with a
company to deliver tires, the County incurs an ongoing operational cost but does not need to
manage the equipment and staff.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 89 - " August 14, 2006



3.

Build a co-generation facility to use tires to generate electricity. This process would be one of the
 costliest options to implement, requlre a multl—year permitting process, and generate considerable
pubhc controversy.

10. 5 2 Inert and Demolltlon Waste

Options for d1vert1ng mert and demolltlon waste from the Ephrata Landﬁll mclude

1.

2.

Set up a central site or sites, purchase or lease eqmpment and separate and process matenals or
contracting with a company to provide these services. Concrete and asphalt can be crushed for
reuse, cleari woad can be chipped, some land cleanng debns can be composted with other green
waste, metal can be salvaged, etc.” :

Design and permit a new inert and/or limited purpose landfill to dispose of these materials.

10.5.3 Diseased Ammal Wastes and. By-products -

Options for managmg these potentrally voluminous, problematlc wastes 1nclude

1.

2.

Restrict the Ephrata Landfill to receiving its normal waste stream and ban disposal of these special
wastes at the landfill. Educate and encourage potential generators to identify an appropriate
disposal site, such as a regional landfill, that has the capacity and procedures in place for properly
receiving, handhng, and disposing of these wastes.

Receiving these wastes at the Ephrata Landﬁll, when and i they occur; develop spec1a1 hand]mg

“and disposal protocols and train staff in appropriate health and safety procedures and emergency

response. The County should be prepared to have an alternative disposal optron 1dentrﬁed n the
event the waste volume results in early closure of the landfill. -

10.6 Recommendations

Recommendations related to admmrstratrve optlons for reducmg unlawful d15posal are dlscussed in
Chapter 11. ‘ : :

The County should consrder conductmg a feasibility study with respect to dlvertmg nert and
demolition wastes from the Ephrata Landfill. The study would focus on evaluating options discussed
above in Chapter 10.5.2 and’others that may develop as the study proceeds. Private materials
recovery facilities for these wastes exist in Washington State that could provide capital, operating,
and mamtenance cost mformatron to help the County determme reasonable optlons

The County should ban diseased animal wastes and assocrated by-products from the Ephrata
Landfill, so these wastes are disposed at regional facilities with more capacity and familiar with
handling such special wastes. The Health District should work with potential waste generators in
identifying appropriate disposal facilities, should these situations. develop
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10.7 Implementation

10.7.1 Schedule
The County plans to begin tire recycling 2006 (Year 1 of the Plan), if this is feasible.

If budget is available, the County could consider conducting a feasibility study for inert and
demolitions wastes in Year 1, or budget this effort for Year 2 (2007). '

10.7.2 Costs

The County’s 2006 solid waste program budget includes $12,000 to recycle tires, if this is feasible.
The budget assumes 75% of the cost will be from the coordinated Prevention Grant for Grant
County and the County will provide the 25% match from tip fees or other revenues.

The cost to conduct a feasibility study for inert and demolition materials and processing is expected
to range from approximately $12,000 to $15,000. The Coordinated Prevention Grant may be able to
fund 75% of the study with the County providing the 25% match from tip fees and other revenues.

10.7.3 Expected Outcomes

The expected outcomes for each study include:

Options for diverting tires and inert and demolition wastes
Planning level capital and operations and maintenance costs associated with each option and
potential revenue offsets
e Non-cost factors for consideration in evaluating each option, such as permitting
requirements, timelines, public acceptance, potential users of processed materials, etc.
Potential impact on the life of the Ephrata Landfill
Cost-benefit analysis of each option
Selection of a preferred option(s)
Implementation steps for a preferred option(s)
Schedule for implementation and funding of preferred option(s).
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10.7.4 Outputs

Specific outputs would include:
¢ Reduced operational issues associated with whole tire disposal

e Increased site life of the Ephrata Landfill by diverting inert and demolition wastes.

10.7.5 Performance Measures

The County will focus on performance measures such as:

e Fewer tires dlsposed in the landﬁll
* A reduction in the quantity of inert and demolition wastes disposed in the landﬁll
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11 Administration and Enforcement

11.1 Goals for Administration and Enforcement

Within Grant County, solid Waste collecﬁon services consist of city- or town-contracted, city- or
town-operated and 1nd1v1dually contracted services. Goals related to current and future sohd waste
administration and enforcement programs in Grant County include:

Administrative agencies should have adequate staff and funding,
The Health District permitting, monitoring, and enforcement programs for solid waste should

 be adequately funded and staffed in order to be effective. ‘

. Orgamzatlonal structures should promote inter-jurisdictional cooperatron for orderly,
efficient, and envxronmentally sound management of the solid waste system.

e Proper monitoring and regulatory procedures are in place to adequately manage the various
waste streams generated in the county.

*.Funding sources are sufficient to support proper management of the solid waste management

- system.

.. Admlmstratlon structure and enforcement efforts should be con51stent w1th solid waste

system elements descnbed in this Plan.

1 1.2 Regulatory. Framework :

11.2.1 - Administration and Enforcement PO

The Washmgton State Sohd Waste Management Act, Chapter 70.95 RCW assigns local
governments the primary responsibility for managing solid waste at the local level. The State is
responsible for assuring effective. programs are established throughout Washington State. Solid
waste handling includes the "managément, storage, collection, transportation, treatment, utilization,
processing, and final disposal of solid wastes, including the recovery and recycling of materials
from solid wastes, the recovery of energy resources from solid wastes or the conversion of the
energy in solid wastes to more useful forms" (Chapter 70.95 RCW). Local health districts or
departments are responsible for permitting solid waste facilities and enforcing solid waste regulations
and local ordinances, including those related to illegal dumping,

As notéd in Chapter 5, the WUTC regulates private solid waste collection companies offering
services in unincorporated areas of a County (Chapter 81.77 RCW and Chapter 480.70 WAC).
Cities may choose to have the WUTC regulate collection services within their boundaries.
Additionally, WUTC regulates commercial recyclable collection (Chapter 81.80 RCW) but not
recyclable collection by private companies under contract to a county. The WUTC has cost
assessment guidelines local governments use for evaluating effects on collection service costs of
programs proposed in solid waste management plans. The WUTC also reviews preliminary plan
drafts. :

Under Chapter 36.58A RCW Counties can establrsh sohd waste collectlon drstncts for mandatory
collection and control the waste stream in unincorporated areas. A county can provide collection
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services only if the WUTC determines qualified private collection services are not available for a
district.

11.2.2 Unlawful Dumping and Littering

Chapters 70.93.060 and 70.95.240 RCW regulate unlawful solid waste dumping practices without a
permit and littering, respectively (illegal dumping), and set penalties at the State level. These RCW
requirements define litter as all solid wastes including, but not limited to, containers, packages,
wrapping, printed matter or other material thrown or depos1ted as prohibited within the RCWs, but
not including the wastes of the primary process of mining, logging, sawmilling, farming or
manufacturing. Several WAC chapters incorporate these RCW requirements, tailoring them to fit
specific facilities or activities, xncludmg those for managmg blomedlcal waste, blosohds and solid
waste.

Litter less than or equal to 1 cubic foot is a Class 3 civil infraction, between 1 cubic foot and 1 cubic
yard is a misdemeanor, and greater than 1 cubic yard is a Class 1 civil infraction and gross
misdemeanor. It is also a Class 1 civil infraction for a person to improperly discard potentially
dangerous litter i in any amount. It is a gross mlsdemeanor for a person to abandon a junk vehicle.

For a misdemeanor violation, the violator must pay twice the cost of cleanup or $50 per cubic foot,
whichever is greater. For a gross misdemeanor, the violator must also pay twice the cost of cleanup
plus $100 per cubic foot of litter, whichever is greater. Alternatively, or in addition to, a court may
order the violator to collect and remove litter. If the violation occurs in a state park, the court can
order the person to perform 24 hours of community restitution in the state park where the violation
occurred, if the park participates in the program. If a junk vehicle is abandoned, the vehicle's
registered owner pays a fine equal to twice the costs incurred in removing the junk vehicle.

Grant County Code addresses litter regulations under Title 8; Health, Welfare, and Sanitation,
particularly Section 8.28.030. In general, these regulations prohibit litter disposal on public places in
the county or private property, or in any waters within the County’s Junsdlctlon except at permitted
disposal sites and litter receptacles, if on private property with the owner’s permission and the
material does not a create a public nuisance, or as part of an approved reclamation plan. Violators
are gullty of a misdéemeanor and subject to fines no less than $10 per oﬁences and may be reqmred to
perform the clean up.

11.3 Current Arrangements -

Several agencies and jurisdictions are responsible for solid waste administration and enforcement in
Grant County. The following sections summarize the current roles and respons1b1ht1es for the
agencies.

11.3.1 Administration

Figure 11-1 shows the general relationships and responsibilities of State and County agencles
involved w1th solid waste admlmstratlon and enforcement

Ecology '
In the local solid waste planning process, Ecology reviews, comments on, and approves Plan
prehmmary and final drafts, Plan revisions, and amendments ‘An Ecology sta:EE member commonly
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attends Grant County SWAC meetmgs to provide input. Ecology helps ensure the Plan W111 conform
to applicable state and federal regulations.

Ecology also reviews solid waste handling and disposal permits issued by Health District to ensure_
proposed site or facility conforms to apphcable regulations and current Plan. Solid waste facility
environmental monltormg reports and Health District enforcement actions are also reviewed by
Ecology. If permit or enforcement concerns arise, Ecology works with the Health District to resolve
them. Ecology has not exercised its right to appeal declslons by the Health D1strlct

Ecology is also responsible for biosolids man'agement pe’rm'itting and enf()rcement in Grant County.

Ecology distributes Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPGs) to assist local governments with solid
waste planning and implementation of programs referenced in plans. Ehglble activities iriclude loca.l
_hazardous and solid waste management plannmg, sohd waste enforcement, waste reduction and
recycling, and other hazardous and solid waste programs consrstent with approved plans. Grants are
awarded on a 2-year cycle The current cycle is 2004-2005 '

Grant County does not have a solid waste district. The WUTC regulates private companies that
collect solid waste in unincorporated Grant County and Coulee City, George, Hartline, Marlin, and
Wilson Creek, which do not provide or contract for solid waste collection.

Grant County

Grant County is responsible for prepanng solid waste management plans for the plannmg area. As
noted in Chapter 1, incorporated cities within the County have adopted resolutions authorizing the
County to include them in the Plan or to prepare a joint city-county Plan. The Grant County Public
Works Department, Solid Waste Division, operates the Ephrata Landfill and 12 drop box sites. The
Solid Waste Division is also responsible for the County's waste reduction and recychng programs. .
The Board of County Commissioners is the governing body of the Public Works Department

Fees collected at the landfill and drop box sites fund the Solid Waste Dms:on The Board of County
Commissioners sets the fees charged at the County's sohd waste facxhtles The County also receives
annual Ecology CPG funds that help pay for:

75% of household hazardous waste collection events

il collection at the Ephrata Landfill and drop box sites
Antifreeze collection at the Ephrata Landﬁll ’

Pubhclty and educational actmtxes '

Compost feasibility study

Solid waste management plan updates

Recyclables collection at the drop box sites

Sub-grants to cities supporting solid waste activities

Capital purchases for recycling and moderate risk waste ... . .
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The grant also funds 75% of the County’s three-quarter time recycling coordinator posmon as long
as the employee works on grant eligible items. _

SWAC :

The SWAC provides guidance and mput to the Grant County Public Works Department and Board
of County Commlss1oners on solid waste planning, programs, and fees. The Grant County SWAC_
has 10 positions, one which is currently vacant, and expected to be filled soon. SWAC members
represent municipalities, private collection companies, businesses, and the public. Chapter 1 lists the
current SWAC involved with preparing this Plan. Since the 1995 Plan, the SWAC added a
representative from the Health District, improving coordination and communlcatron between thlS
agency, members of the SWAC, and the Public Works Department

Grant County Health District ,
The Health District issues permits for solid waste faclhtles land application of agncultural wastes, |
and septage haulers and enforces solid waste regulatrons and ordinances. Solid waste facility permits
are requlred for landfill, transfer station, drop box, recycling, and composting facilities. The Health
District reviews permit applications for compliance with applicable regulations, the approved Plan,
and zoning requirements. The Health District also inspects permitted solid waste facilities and is
responsible for illegal dumping enforcement and control. The Health District is governed by the
Board of Health.

The Health District collects annual permit fees for solid waste disposal sites and charges $1,200 for
landfills, $580 for transfer stations, $580 for agricultural land application sites, and $70 for drop box
facilities. An Ecology grant funds 75% of a half-time employee for solid waste enforcement
activities. The balance of funds for the posmon comes from fees collected for services such as
permlt issuance and consultatrons -

Regional Board of Mayors
The cities of Grand Coulee, Electric City, Elmer C1ty and Coulee Dam comprise the Regional Board
of Mayors (RBOM). RBOM members are in three counties, one of which is Grant County. The

- RBOM operates the Delano Landfill and contracts with a prrvate solid waste collection company for
service to its member cities. Each city member sets its own service requirements. The solid waste
activities of the RBOM are primarily funded through disposal fees charged to customers.

Incorporated Cities

Grant County has 14 incorporated cities. As noted i in Chapter 5, one city (Soap Lake) operates its
own solid waste collection service. Five cities allow residents and businesses to arrange for
individual service from a private company within city limits. The other cities contract with private
companies for solid waste collection services. Customers are charged fees to cover the cost of
providing solid waste collection services.

11.3.2 Enforcement

As noted above, the Health District enforces solid waste permit conditions and illegal dumping and
nuisance abatement ordinances. The majority of enforcement activities focus on illegal dumping on
one's own property or other property without the permission of the owner and the Grant County
Health District. An owner can be either a public or private entity.
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The Health District estimates it receives an average of 15 illegal dumping complaints per month. The
number of complaints varies from 1 to 2 per week to daily, with more complaints received during
spring, summer, and fall rather than wmter months when constructron, agncultural and tourist
activities are less

Illegal dumping of septage is more of a problem in winter than summer, because of issues related to
land application when the ground is frozen. Ecology is responsrble for enforcement actrons related
to septage.

The Health Drstnct reports numerous illegal dump sites exist in Grant County Some illegal dumpers
use the same site repeatedly. In 1995, well-established illegal dump sites included the old Warden
dump and gravel pit, two privately owned gravel pits in Mattawa and a plant site in Royal City.
These sites were cleaned up subsequent to the 1995 Plan, whlch references these sites. Currently,
illegal dumping occurs randomly sometimes in secluded areas and sometimes out in the open. Once
illegal dumping starts in a given area, others contribute more illegally dumped waste there or close
by, even after the area is cleaned up. Canaland power line access roads, farm land adjacent to rural
roads and dry washes are examples of random dump sites.

Typical materials found in illegal dumps, are:

- Appliances - Pesticide containers
-Tires" .~ -Livestock carcasses
- Industrial waste - Abandoned cars
- Agrrcultural waste . - Demolition wastes
- Yard waste - Septage
- Furniture - Household waste

When the Health District recelves a complamt, its enforcement oﬂicer attempts to contact the
“property owner and investigates the site, looking for ev1dence 1dent1fy1ng the illegal dumper, if other
than the owner. If identified, the Health District requests the illegal dumper clean up and properly
disposes or manages the materials and obtains a permit, if requn'ed If this is unsuccessful, the Health
District sends a certified letter to the illegal dumper that 1 requires cleanup within 15 to 30 days. If the
site is not cleaned up, the Health District may send a second certified letter or issue a citation, Illegal
dumping is classified as a criminal non-traffic violation, with up to a $500 fine, time in jail and/or
communrty service time. If the citation is appealed, the case goes 1 to a non-jury trral n Drstnct -
Court. ‘

If an illegal dumper is not 1dent1ﬁed the property owner is responsible for cleamng up and disposing
of the debris. Owners with illegally dumped debris are subject to the same legal process as the
dumpers. The Health District can also file a lien to encourage property owners to clean up illegal
dumps on their own property, but does not readily have funds to initiate cleanup. It can often take
months to years to clean up some s1tes because of hmrted financial resources. v

11.3.3 Fundmg

The current solid waste system for Grant County is pard for through landﬁll and drop box tipping
fees, grants, investment interest earned on cash balances and contributions from unreserved cash
balances. In 2004, approximately 20% of the revenue was from drop boxes, 75% from the landfill,
and 5% from investment interest and miscellaneous revenues. This excludes cash balance
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contributions and grants. Landfill cha.rgee for cities comprised about 36% of the 2004 revenues.

Revenues are also required to cover contnbutrons to cash reserves for equlpment (depreciation
reserve) and closure of the old and new landfills. The contributions for landfill closure are based on
the specific landfill closure plan. Annual contributions were projected through 2005 for the old
Ephrata Landfill, 2034 for the Ephrata Landfill and 2006 for the Delano Landfill. These
contributions are funded by the surplus of current revenues over current expendrtures and, if needed,
a draw on the unreserved fund balances.

Ecology allocates CPG funds based on a fixed amount per county, plus an amount per capita. The
2004-2005 funding allocation for Grant County totals $224,687 for sohd waste planmng, moderate
risk waste, and recycling projects. Like all recipients, Grant County has a matching’ requlrement of
25% to 75% grant funding. In 2004, Grant County received approxxmately $77,000 in grants from
Ecology. The County ant1c1pates spending the balance of the grant funds in 2005.

11.4 Admmlstratlon and Enforcement lssues o

11.4.1 Administration

The administration and enforcement burdens on local agencies increase with the increasing
complexity of environmental regulations, facility operating requirements, and emphasis on waste
diversion reduction programs. Each agency must take the time and effort to fully understand and
address the requirements of new laws as they are enacted Inter-jurisdictional coordination becomes
increasingly important because the majonty of solid waste : 1ssues have a county-wide or regional
impact.

Grant County, the cities within Grant County, the Health District, the SWAC, and other parties
responsible for solid waste management have established an effective network of commumcatron and
coordmatlon This network contlnues to nnprove and expand as needed.

The Grant County Solid Waste Drvrsron will continue implementing public and commercial programs
for recycling and waste reduction education, drop off, collection, and other activities. Chapter 4
describes new or expanded programs the County could implemient with additional funding and/or
staff Currently, Grant County uses a grant from Ecology to fund 75% of a three-quarter time staff
position to coordinate and implement waste reduction and recycling activities. For long-term
program development and commitment, the County should identify more dependable long-term
sources of funding to maintain and expand this position. Future grant funds may decrease or
dlsappear dependmg on state-w1de economy and leglslatrve fundmg pr10r1t1es

11.4.2 Enforcement

The Health District considers unlawful dlsposal a s1gmﬂcant problem, prlmarlly because of potentlal
health hazards and environmental impacts. Common reasons for unlawful disposal include:

e Lack resources to pay for proper disposal.

¢ Lack of knowledge about appropriate practrces 'regulatory requlrements and permlttlng -
requirements. .
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. Unwrlhngness to pay fees for proper dlsposal particularly in areas w1thout mandatory
collection services.

Unlawful drsposal typically increases when disposal fees i mcrease which’ commonly occurs with the
enactment of more stringent solid waste regulations. With more open spaces and lower density of
population and business, unlawful disposal is generally more of a problem in rural areas then densely
populated urban areas.

The Health District focuses mostly on enforcement rather than education because of limited available
staff and funds. Current Health District staff are able to respond to all complaints, but a large
backlog means the agency spends most of its efforts resolving the most problematic sites, i.e., the
largest ones, sites near population centers and those with the most potent1a1 impact to human health.
The Health District is evaluating funding options to expedlte cleanup efforts and coordinate cleanup
work with the Public Works Department Solid Waste Division.’

When the Health District issues citations, local courts may not support the action for lack of properly
prepared legal case, and local police are not always aware unpaid fines exist if stopping an illegal
dumper for other reasons. Lack of communication and training in mvestlgatlve procedures challenge
the Health DlStI'lct s ablhty to enforce unlawful disposal restrlctlons ‘

11.5 Options

11.6.1 Administration

Maintaining the solid waste programs coordinator position (see Chapter 4) will be an important -
factor in successfully achieving the waste reduction and recycling goals of the County. Grant County
could continue to rely on grants from Ecology to fund this staff position. As an alternative, the
County could examine other funding options to identify viable, long-term options. A third choice is
to discontinue the staff position if grants are not available. This third option could lead to increases
in dlsposed waste and reduced landfill site life because the County will not have staff to promote and
support waste reduction and recyclmg programs.

11.5.2 Enforcement -

The SWAC reviewed options and status of recommendations from the 1996 Plan. The County was
able to adopt some recommendations, such as adding a Health District representative to the SWAC
-and improving enforcement efforts, but not able to make progress on others. Options outhned in the
1996 Plan that still apply to the current Plan for reducmg unlawful dlsposal mclude

1. The Board of Health could create a volunteer Task Force to develop and coordinate County-
wide unlawful disposal programs. The Task Force could include representatives of the Health
District, Public Works Department and law enforcement; pubhc oﬂicrals concemed citizens; and
industry representatives.
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2. The County could provide cost mcentrves to encourage proper disposal of wastes. . Examples of
cost incentive programs are:

. & Subsidize disposal costs and holding periodic collection events for problem wastes.
e Allow free disposal or reduced rates perrod1cally to the general public, or ona regular
. basis for low income residents. _

3. The Health District and other County agencies could jointly implement a public education
campaign about proper disposal methods and opportunities, regulatory requirements, permitting
procedures, and problems caused by unlawful disposal. Possible strategies include:

e Usethe media to publicize enfOrcement aotio'ns
e Distribute mformatlon brochures at commumty events.
e Make presentations to industry orgamzatlons youth groups and commumty orgamzatlons

4. The County could organize volunteers into ongoing litter crews and sponsor periodic community
'cleanup events.

5. The Health District could allocate more staff ‘_tir'n:e to solid waste issues and enforcements.
Alternatively, the Health District could contract with a private firm for unlawful disposal control
and nuisance abatement.

6. The Board of Health could revise ordinances to increase penalties and publicize convictions to
discourage unlawful disposal.

11.6 . Recommendations

11.6.1 Administration

The County should consider expanding the current three-quarter solid waste coordinator position to
full-time so that the County can more effectively implement the programs recommended in Chapter’
4. Additional staff time could also be used to increase coordination of education activities with the
Health District. Grant County should review long-term funding needs and options in order to
maintain thlS position.

11.6.2 Enforcement

The Health District is addressmg unlawful dumping in the County and 1mprov1ng the effectiveness of
its enforcement efforts. The following recommendations support these efforts.

The Board of County Commissioneré should recommend to the Board of Health’l that it creete an
_independent Task Force under the jurisdiction of the Grant County Health District. The Task Force
should focus on coordinating enforcement activities and developing programs to ‘

Assist property owners with cleaning up waste illegally dumped by others.
Improve enforcement procedures and effectiveness.

Educate the public about the problems caused by unlawful disposal.
Provide incentives to encourage proper disposal of wastes.
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o Involve citizens and businesses iri cleanup activities.
e Continue to evaluate funding options, such as collectron districts, to pay for enforcement
cleanup and education act1v1t1es

The current half- trme staﬂ' position appears to be adequate for responding to complaints. The Health
District estimates a one-quarter-time staff position will be needed to unplement educatlon activities
and coordinate efforts with the Public Works Department.

11.7 Implementation

11.71 Schedule

Administration
The County Public Works Department should consider increasing the solid waste coordinator
position to full-time and identify long-term funding for the position in Year 1 (2006)

Enforcement

The Board of Health should create the Task Force in Year 1. During Year 1, the Task Force should
familiarize itself with unlawful disposal issues, evaluate strategies to control and minimize unlawful
disposal and present recommendations and an implementation schedule to the Board of Health by
Year 2. The recommendations should describe programs, assign responsibilities, define staffing
needs, and identify funding sources. Implementation of the recommendations should bégin m Year 2.

The Health District should consider expanding the current half-trme enforcement staff posmon to
three-quarter time for education and coordination act1v1t1es in Year 1. :

11.7.2 Costs

Increasing the solid waste coordinator and enforcement staff position by one-quarter would cost
approximately $12,000 in salary and benefits for each position. For unlawful disposal, promotlonal
materials and other expenses may cost approximately $1,000 to 2,000 to develop and distribute in
Year 1, and then approximately $1,000 thereafter, estimated in 2006 dollars.

11.7.3 Expected Outcomes

 Administration
The expected outcomes for increasing the solid waste coordinator position and 1dent1fymg a long-
term funding source include:

Staff time to implement recommendations presented in Chapter 4. - -

Staff time to coordinate education activities with the Health District.

Less disposed waste, thereby extending the life of the Ephrata Landfill. '
The ability to fund the solid waste coordinator position should grant funding decrease or stop
altogether, and allow the County to use this portron of the CPG grant for nnplementmg and
planmng programs EE , ‘

Enforcement EREAE oo o
The expected outcomes for creatmg a Task Force, expandmg the current half-tlme posrtlon to three-
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quarter time, and creating a fund for cleanup activities include:

Staff time help educate the public on the issues of unlawful disposal.

Staff time to coordinate education activities with the Public Works Department ’
Funds to expedite cleanup of problem sites thereby reducing potential health and
environmental impacts.

Better informed citizens and busmesses

Reduction in unlawful disposal.

Better communication with Public Works and law enforcement agencies.

11.7.4 Outputs

Administration
Specific outputs would include:

e Increased waste reductron and recychng
o Less disposed waste

Enforcement
Specific outputs would in‘clude:

i Less unlawful disposal
- Prompter cleanup of unlawfully drsposed waste

11.7.6 Performance Measures

Administration i ‘
The County could measure success of these efforts by trackmg per capita waste generatron rates
which would indicate increasing waste reduction and recycling by citizens ad businesses. o

Enforcement ‘
The Health Dlstnct could track success of nnplementmg Plan recommendatrons by

Reduced number of 'complalnts :
Fewer unlawful disposal problems and chronic sites.
An increase in the number of permits and permit renewals from busmesses that hrstorlcally
had unlawful disposal issues.
e - More cited illegal dumpers being recognized by law enforcement officers when under scrutmy
~ for other offenses. .

11.8 Potential Funding Sources

Several funding sources exist that the County can consider using for implementing Plan
: recommendations contained in Chapter 4,10 and 11. Potential funding sources include:

Potentlal Fee or Tax-Based Fundmg Sources

State law authorizes counties to collect other revenues for solid waste management programs in
addition to tipping fees for disposal and drop box sites. These other sources are: :
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Fees on solid waste collection services. RCW 36.58.045 authorizes counties to impose a fee on
solid waste collection services provxded by solid waste collection companies operating in
umncorporated areas of the county. The revenues from this fee can be used to fund county -
compliance with the comprehensive planmng requirements (RCW 70.95.090). The WUTC and the
solid waste collection companies must be glven 90 days advance notification of the imposition of the
fee.

Solid Waste Disposal District. Consistent with RCW 36.58.100 - 36.58.150 counties with
populations under 1 million may estabhsh one or more solid waste disposal districts for the purpose
of providing and funding solid waste drsposal servnces A solid waste disposal district is an
independent taxing district governed by the county. A district cannot include any part of a city or
town without the consent of the legislative authority of the city or town. Solid waste dlsposal "
districts cannot engage in the collection of garbage. A district may collect dlsposal fees and may levy
an excise tax on residents and busmesses iri the dlstrlct The district does not have the powerto
enact an annual levy wnhout voter approval

Currently, Grant County is at the maximum taxmg for all its dlstrrcts In order to use this approach,
the County must reduce the revenues generated by other taxing districts. This option could also be
implemented if the State legislature raises the limit for tax districts.

Charges for collection services. Under RCW 36.58.040, a county may award a contract to collect
_ source-separated recyclable matenals from re51dences in unincorporated areas. If this optionis
‘exercised, the county has complete authority to manage, regulate and fix the price of this collectlon
service.

‘Under RCW 36.58A, a county can estabhsh solid waste collection district for the purpose of
mandatory collection of solid waste. WUTC regulated haulers providing garbage and refuse
collection services, if able and willing to do so (as determmed by the WUTC) ‘would continue to
provide collection services. If the WUTC haulers are not qualified, the County may provide garbage
and refuse collection services in the solid waste collection district and collect fees for this service.

Potential Grant Funding Sources
Grant programs administered by Ecology are:

Coordinated Prevention Grant (CPG). These grants continué to be a source of funding for local
governments with solid waste planning and plan implementation. In addition, some funding may also
be available between cycle. When jurisdictions do not use their grant allocation, Ecology makes
unused CPG funds available to local governments for special projects through a competitive process.

Remedial Action Grants.  This program provides funds for local governments that must implement
remedial action at public and private landfills and other cleanup actions; including methamphetamine
lab cleanup. The applicant must be a local government and, except for site hazard assessment grants,
must also be a potentially liable person (PLP). The local government must also be a party to an
agreement with Ecology to perform remedial actioni'(e.g. Consent Decree or Enforcement Order).
Applicants should apply within 60 days after a new enforcement order or consent decre¢ becomes
effective. Grant are funded from the Local Toxics Control Account (from a tax on certain hazardous
substances). Funds are allocated on a first come first serve basis. If demand exceeds available funds,
projects are ranked by Ecology.
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In econonncally disadvantaged jurisdictions, fundmg will be up to 50% of the public share of total
project costs. Under certain conditions the grant can be increased by an additional 25%. These
conditions include that: (1) potential revenues from landfill tipping fees are insufficient to cover
cleanup and closure.costs, (2) garbage collectlon fees and landfill tipping fees have been raised to pay
for closure and cleanup costs, and (3) that financial contributions are being sought from othér PLP's
at the project.

Public Participation Grants Thls grant program helps citizen groups and non-proﬁt orgamzatlons
involve and educate the public about cleaning up hazardous waste sites, and taking actions that
support the state’s solid and hazardous waste management pnontles Projects should motivate
people to change their behavior in ways that will i improve the environment, such as shop for products
that reduce waste and use less hazardous substances in their businesses. Apphcants must be either a
group of three or more unrelated persons or a not—for-proﬂt public interest organization based in’
Washington State. Local governments, Indian tribes, and universities are not eligible. Grants are
awarded on a s2-year cycle. The current cycle is 2005-2007, with approximately $900,000 available.
Awards range from $1,000 to $60,000 per year, or up to a maximum $120,000 per biennium. Grant
applications are due typically by November 1 in the year before the two-year cycle begins. '

Other grant programs include:

EREF Grants The Environmental Research and Educatlon Foundatlon (EREF) is an independent
public grant-making entity whose lT.llSSlOIl is to develop envnonmental solutions for the future Goals
are to support:

e Technological innovations that promote the safety of waste service employees and the public,
as well as waste service product1v1ty and resource conservation.
e Educational initiatives to increase the public's understanding of waste services.
e Scientific discoveries and applied research that advance state-of-the-art waste services for the
. ages. ~

EREF awards grants each year for research or education in any aspect of solid waste management,
including:

Life-cycle assessment of waste management
Educating corporate customers in purchasing envnonmentally preferable waste services
Development of high school and college educational programs

e Waste generation rates and composition
e Waste minimization
e Collection and transport
. Sortmg, recycling, and remanufacture
o Disposal options (e.g. landfilling or incineration)
e Waste or energy recovery (e.g., composting, landfill gas to energy) =
e Innovations in collection and transportation equipment development
e Employee health and safety
e Sustainability of resources .
®
o
" [ ]
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Bonds

General Obligation Bonds. These bonds are a common financing mechanism municipalities use for
funding construction of large-scale capital improvements. This method obligates the issuing
jurisdiction to pay holders of the bonds. Repayment is typically through user fees or revenue from the
general budget of the jurisdiction. The jurisdiction has its full taxing authority available in order to
fulfill repayment of these debts.

Revenue Bonds. Revenue bonds are similar to general obligation bonds except repayment is
guaranteed through funds collected as part of a revenue producing activity. User fees charged at the
new solid waste facility are then used to repay revenue bond debts. In some cases, solid waste
districts are formed in order to create an operating entity for issuance of solid waste revenue bonds.
The use of revenue bonds may require the enactment of additional ordinances such as flow control
ordinances, if ultimately legally allowed, to guarantee the presence of a solid waste stream for
processing fo guarantee a revenue stream for debt repayment.
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WHEREAS, 2CW
cO

W 79.25.110 requires per:odic updating of existing
comprehensiva un 1d

Ly sol waste management plans, and

WHISREAS, RCW 79.95.110 further reguires that Grant County and
the ~ities therein shall submit a waste reduction and recycling
element required 1in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington State
Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions within
Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste grant funds
administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology may be
contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive solid waste
management plan which complies in its entirety with the provisions
of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Coulee City
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an updated
comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method indicated
below.

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant County’s
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to participate
in preparing a joint city-county comprehensive solid
waste management plan.

\X Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the City’s
solid waste management for inclusion in the County’s
comprehensive plan subject to periodic review during the
pianning process and final adoption. -

The method of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by the
Town Council of the Town of Coulee City.

Dated this _3rd day of March , 1993

— T S

" _~\/ - R . ’. ! s
/ . ) -~ !

Signed:_! 7. 4 iz "% o7 e

F. Boyd Jenkiﬁ./uhﬁbr

Attested:
{ o -
‘3%&{? N G
Carol Visker, City Clerk




RESCLUTION NO. 2937
GRANT CCOUNTY :$SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

wHEREA!S, RCwW 70.35. 110 requires periodic updating of
2x1sting comprehensive county solid waste management planes, and

WHERIZAS, RCW 70.'35.110 further requires that Grant County
and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70@.S5.090 to the Washington
State Departwent of Ecolegy by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions within
urant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste grant
funds administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology
may be contingent upon the caompletion of a comprehensive solid
wagste management plan which complies in its entirety with the
provisions of RCW 7@.935.

HNOW. THEREFOKE BE 1T RESOLVED that the town of Coulee Dam
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated comprenensave solid wvaste management plan by the
following method:

Authorizes Urant County tao prepar2 a plan for the tovwn'’'s
zolxrd waste manaqement for inclusion in the county’s solid waste
comprehensive plan subject to the periodic review during the
planning process and final adoptaion.

The methad of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted
v the town council of the town of Coulee m, this 10th day of

vMarch, 1993.
< =,

R. 3. Hartman, Mayor




RESOLUTION OF CGNCURRENCE
SCT.ID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

o WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
existing comprehensive county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
County and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling elerent reqguired in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and
WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completlon of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Electric City

Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated conmprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a jcint city-county
comprehensive solid waste management plan

XXX Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

The method of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by
the Electric City Council this __9th day of _ March , 1993.

Ssom £ 15 Pl

Ray %nd R. Halsey, #ayor

ATTEST:

Carol Downing, Cx?;;aerk




RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE
SCnIN VIASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN Resolution #101

o WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.11i0 requires periodic updating of
existing conprehensive county solid waste nmanagement plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
County and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and o

‘ . WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _LoWn of Ceorge
' Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Crant County in the preparation of an
updated comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
-aste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Flan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
comprehensive solid waste management plan

v Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

T?e ne d of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by
own ot '-eorge this _8th aday of March , 1993.

Ciggélﬁf‘ f%g¢¥L
-




RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE
oLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN RESOLUTION 6-93

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
existing comprehenslve county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
county and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
‘within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entlrety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _CITY _OF GRAND CQOULE
Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
comprehensive solid waste management plan
XX . Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

The method of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by
GRAND_COULEE this l6THday of __MARCH , 1993.

v

AY G/kYBIEL, MAYOR
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Resolution No. 7D

RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE for the City of Ephrata for a
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of existing
comprehensive county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant County and
the Cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and recycling
element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington State
Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions within
Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste grant funds
administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology may be
contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive solid waste
management plan which complies in its entirety with the provisions
of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESCLVED that the City of Ephrata

shall cocperate with Grant County in the preparation of an updated
comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method indicated
below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own
30lid waste management plan for integration into
Grant County's Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint <city-county
comprehensive solid waste management plan

Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City's solid waste management for inclusion in the
County's comprehensive plan subject to periodic
review during the planning process and final
adopticn

The method of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by the
City Council this 17th day of _March , 1993.

~~ Mayor
ATTEST:
. < ) —=
| C— 2 —
£1ty Administrator -

P



RESOI.UTION OF CONCURRENCE ST ) SO
ST.ID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN R A T S RIS

NSUVALY VO Ry

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
existing comorehen51ve county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
County and the 01t1es therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1%94, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant furds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

-~

. : (N O
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _1L ity T &\)ﬂ\»;

Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated comprehensive solid waste nanagement plan by the method
indicated below:

Preparc and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

"Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
congrchensive solid waste management plan

A Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste managenmnent for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

The method of concurrence indicated above, 1§ hereby adopted by
v ice ot o sl this MY day of LD " , 1993.




RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE war . © 10ma
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN :

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
existing conprehen31ve county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
County and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entlrety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

VYN of vpupp
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the

Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated conprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county

~~ corprehensive solid waste managerent plan
Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review

during the planning process and final adoption

Tne nethod of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by
of r'ru')p Touncil thlS 8th day of March , 1993,

»/2%;;2527 j7<~/?7iiyzf°L_
7 WﬁgyAﬁrggzg}

Mavor

MYarch 8, 1993
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RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE
S2LID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

. WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
existing comprehensive county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
County and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may bz contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Mattawa

Name of Agency
shall cocoperate with Grant County in the preparation of an
updated comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for integration into Grant
County’s Comprehensive S0lid Waste Management Plan

Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
comprehensive so0lid waste management plan

Z; Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the
County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

The method of concurrence indicated above is hereby adopted by
the Town of Mattawa this féﬁé day of March , 1993.

THE TOWN OF MATTAWA

BY: N SN Te 2 ;,£ (LA
7 M/ Y OR

P - 1
) 7 .
ATTEST: ] /4’1//&'7K—4W—1N r\_—)

L ERK




MAY & <1533
RESOLUTION NO. 1744 GRANT LU, rug.a, arun®=

A RESOLUTION STATING THE CITY'S AGREEMENT TO COOPERATE WITH
GRANT COUNTY iN THE PREPARATION OF AN UPDATED COMPREHENSIVE
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR GRANT COUNTY

RECITALS:

1. RCW 70.95110 requires penodlc updating of existing comprehensive county solid waste management
plans.

2. RCW 70.95110 further requirés that Grant County and the cities therein shall submit a waste
reduction and recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington State Department of
Ecology-by July 1, 1994,

3. The eligibility of the various jurisdictions within Grant County for continued receipt of state solid waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology may be contingent upon
the completion of a comprehensive solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

RESOLVED:

1. . That the City of Moses Lake shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation of an updated
comprehensive solid waste management pian.

2. In cooperating with Grant County, that the city will enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county comprehensive solid waste management plan.

3. That the City Manager be authorized to sign any necessary documents on behalf of the City of Moses
Lake which provides for the citys participation and cooperation in the updating process.

Adopted by the City Council on March 9, 1993.

b //{ //J’W/ /@

Mayor

ATTEST:

Finance Director
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SOLUTICN AUTHCRIZING PREPARATION
5 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
RECITALS:

1 RC™ 70.95.110 reguires periodic updating of existing
comprehensive county solid waste managenent plans.

2. RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant County and @he
Cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and recycling

elements required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington State

Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994.

3. The eligibility of the. various jurisdictions within Grant
County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste grant funds
administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology may be
ccntingent upon the completion of a comprehensive solid waste
nanagement plan which complies in its entirety with the
provisions of RCW 70.95.

RESOLVED:

1. The City of Quincy agrees to assist Grant County 1in the
preparaticn of an updated comprehensive solid vaste management
plan and hereby authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City's solid waste management for inclusion in the County's
conprehensive plan subject to periodic review during the planning
process and final adoption.

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Quincy,
Washingtcon, this 6th day of April, 1393.

CITY OF QUINCY

ATTEST:

Xt E7)a

Asst=

Clté Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

gi%y Attorney
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N, AUTHORIZING A 5
MANAGEMENT PLAN

BE [T RESCLVED BY THE CITY OF SOAP LAKE, WASHINGTCN, as
S

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
cvisting comprehensive county solid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant County

and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 19%4, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecology may be contingent upon the completion of a
comprehensive solid waste management plan which complies in its
entirety with the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Soap Lake
that the City shall cooperate with Grant County in the
preparation of an updated comprehensive solid waste management
plan by the method indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own
solid waste management plan for integraticn into
Grant courty's Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan
Enter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint <city-county
comprehensive solid waste management plan

X Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City's solid waste management for inclusion in the
County's comprenensive plan subject to periodic
review during the planning process and finai
adoption

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Soap Lake,
Wwashington, this 5th day of May, 1993.

THE CITY OF SOAP LAKE, WASHINGTOHN

By -~
MAYDO

Attest:

/A

)

City Cl

Approved as to form:

City Attorney

}



RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN RESOLUTION 3-93

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of
exisiing comprehensive county solid waste management plans, and

WIIEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
Countv and the citics therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling element required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Lcology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds adninistered by the Washington State Department of
£cology may be contingent upon the completicn of a comprchensive

solid wastc management plan which complics in its entirety with
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE DE IT RESOLVED that the CITY OF WARDEN

Name of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant Cocunty in the preparation of an

updated comprchensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
waste management plan for intcgration into Grant
County’s Comprchensive Solid Waste Management Plan

Enter into an agrecement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
corprchensive solid waste management plan

Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste managemcent fcor inclusion in the
County’s comprchensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

The method of concurrence indicated above is hercby adoptcd by
RESOLUTION this _9TH day of , 1993.

SIGNED:
Z

. .

/E?'f?fg kP4

R.E. KEEREY, MA!(_)R7/|/
4 g y s

ATTEST: /Z’MJZZJ \ Lot fol

KRISTINE SHULER, CLERK

N\

. oA




RESOLUTION OF CONCURRENCE o~
CNOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN - ’

~

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 requires pericdic updating of
existing conprehen51ve county sclid waste management plans, and

WHEREAS, RCW 70.95.110 further requires that Grant
Ccunty and the cities therein shall submit a waste reduction and
recycling clement required in RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington
State Department of Ecology by July 1, 1994, and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions
within Grant County for continued receipt of State Solid Waste
grant funds administered by the Washington State Department of
Ecolcgy may be contingent upon the completion of a comprehensive
solid waste management plan which complies in its entirety w1th
the provisions of RCW 70.95.

Nam& of Agency
shall cooperate with Grant County in the preparation df an
updated comprehensive solid waste management plan by the method
indicated below:

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the

Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid
;aste management plan for inteqgration into Grant
County’s Conmprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

snter into an agreement with Grant County to
participate in preparing a joint city-county
conprehensive solid waste management plan

__?< Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the
City’s solid waste management for inclusion in the

County’s comprehensive plan subject to periodic review
during the planning process and final adoption

wethod Q qf rence indicated above is hersgby adopted by
kwéw ok this .2 day of M , 1993.

A B 2
77 7




RESOLUTICN  23-8

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

WwHEREAS RCW 70.95.110 requires periodic updating of existing comprehensive
~gunty solid waste management plans, and

WHEPEAS, Fod4 7).95.110 further requires that GRANT COUNTY and the Cities
therain shall submit a waste reduction and recycling element reguired in
RCW 70.95.090 to the Washington State Department of Ecology by July 1,13994,
and

WHEREAS, the eligibility of the various jurisdictions within Grant County
Tor continued receipt of State Solid Waste grant funds administered by the
Washington State Department of Ecology may be contingent upon the completion
of a comprehensive 501id waste management plan which complies in its entirety
with the provisions of RCW 70.95.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the CITY OF ROYAL CITY shall cocperate

with Grant County in the preparation of an updated comprehensive solid waste
management plan by the method indicated below;

------- Prepare and deliver to the County Auditor its own solid waste
management plan for integration into Grany County's Comprehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan.

------- Enter into an agreement with Grant County to participate in per-
paring a joint city-county comprehensive solid waste management
plan,

;ég-— Authorizes Grant County to prepare a plan for the City's sotlid
waste management gor incluston in the County's comprehensive
plan subject to periodic review during the planning process and
final adoption.

ADOPTED by the CITY CQUNCIL of the City of Royal City,Washington

this 3 day of August, 1993.




BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Grant County, Washington

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTION OF WASTE
DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY Resolution No. g9-208-cc
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE, 1999

AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE GRANT COUN

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN -

UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County Public Works Department, acting through its Solid
Waste Advisory Committee has prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant
County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being
entitled; Waste Disposal Options: Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs. Long-Haul, June 1999,
hereinafter referred to as the “Study”, and '

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the
least-cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Grant County Board of
County Commissioners hereby adopt the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County
Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DONE THIS _7th DAY OF __pecember , 1999,

mt e / ’

' @m Snead , Chairman

ATTEST: \))won ﬁv\‘-aq

"I lerk of th€Board (j i i
Lefloy Allison

-\\ - ‘\ // 7
Q,} s eb el R ) CGEE

Deborah Moore




RESOLUTION NO. __ 6-99

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes. -

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _Town of Electric Citv
Town Council hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED this _ 27thDay of _ July , 1999
/

ﬁaym (/ﬁ R. Halsey, yor ;

ATTEST:

Carol Downing, City Clgr



RECEIVED

AUG 17 1999
GRANT CO. PUBLIC WORKS

RESOLUTION NO. 99- 804

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY
PREPARED BY PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE
1999 AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE GRANT COUNTY
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATED,
o JANUARY 1995

-

WHEREAS, Grant County; acting through its Solid Waste Advisory Committee has
preparéd an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan
Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:

Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the “Study”,
and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-cost
option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Ephrata hereby adopts the
“Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January
1995 as a planning guide for solid waste handling in Grant County.

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Ephrata, Washington, this 4th _day of
August ,1999,

ATTEST:

Bev Gregoire, City Cl



RESOLUTION NO. 235

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Conles City
hereby adopts the “Study as an amendment to the Grant County Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planmng guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED this _14th Dayof July , 1999

Mayor




RECEIWED

DEC 15 1999
WEHT CO. PUBLIC WORKS

_ RESOLUTION NO.__99 -1%

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Dlspbsal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current mformatlon the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _ (¥, o (utse Do
hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendmefit to the Grant County Solid

Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning gulde for sohd waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED this ;22 Day of%, 1999

Mayor




RESOLUTION NO. 99 - 156

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY

AS PREPARED BY PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN

AMENDMENT TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATED, JANUARY 1995

RECITATIONS:

1. Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Advisory Committee has prepared an
~amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan
Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled “Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs. Long-Haul, June 1999”, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”’, and.

2. The “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-cost option for the
disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

RESOLVED:

1. The City Council of the City of George adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant
County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a plannmg guide for
solid waste handling in Grant County.

+
S
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of George, Washington, this Z( day of , 1999

Céﬂ,(ﬂ( /de

Mayor

ATTEST:

( @qug ML)

City Clerk

RECEVED
SEP 29 1999



_ RESOLUTIONNO. ____99-20

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the

“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _Grand Coulee City Council
hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid

Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED misaisr Day ofﬁhpjmhm 1999

SEP 29 1999

GRAL Y B 7 U000 B ORES



. RESOLUTION NO. \qqq *';—/

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

) ]
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the éOL&W\ d}\ Mkﬂ\

hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the GranYCounty Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

o (65 o 0T it
DATED this ~ Day of 99
;'-'&n-e}x 2 1ol

Mayor J




| RECENED

SEP 1 6 1999
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RESOLUTION NO. 999

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

UPDATE, JANUARY 1995 ’

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the __Town of Krupp

hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

Sept

DATED this_ " Day of , 1999

Loy T i
=7 Ay

"y



RESOLUTION NO. §.09-19 i,

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN
OF MATTAWA, WASHINGTON,
ADOPTING THE WASTE DISPOSAL
OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC., DATED JUNE
1999 AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE
GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE,
JANUARY 1995.

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Advisory
Committee has caused to be prepared an amendment to the
currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan
Update, January 1995; said amendment being entitled; “Waste
Disposal Options: Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul,
dated June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the "Study”, and

WHEREAS, the "Study” recommends, based upon current information,
the least-cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes;
Now, Therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
MATTAWA, WASHINGTON, as follows:

Section 1. The Town of Mattawa hereby adopts and approves the
"Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid Waste
Management Plan Update, January 1995, as a planning guide for
solid waste handling in Grant County.

ADOPTED at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Council of
the Town of Mattawa, this b™ day of September, 1999

(’%AAM/

Judy Fsser, Mayor




RESOLUTION NO. 2197
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PRE-
PARED BY PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE,
JANUARY 1995
RECITALS:

1. Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Advisory Committee has prepared an amendment to
the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995. Said
amendment being entitled "Waste Disposal Options: Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul
June 1999", hereinafter referred to as the "Study”.

2. The "Study" recommends, based upon current information, the least-cost option for the drsposal
of in-county solid wastes.

RESOLVED;

1. The City Council of the City of Moses Lake hereby adopts the "Study" as an amendment to the
Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid
waste handling in Grant County. .

Adopted by the City Council on August 24, 1999,

ATTEST: Mayor

inance Director



RECEWVER
SEP 151999
L2l CC. PUBLIC VORKS

- RESOLUTION NO. __99-29

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the __ City of Quincy

hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED this °7 Day of _ September 1999

-
« ~

,..B’/l,a"yor

—

-
Noa



RESOLUTION NO. 99-11

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT TO THE
GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE, JANUARY
1995

RECITALS:
1. WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Advisory
Committee has prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant
County Solid Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 said
amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options: Expansion of
Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as
as the “Study”, and

2. WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon currént information
the least cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Wastes.

RESOLVED:
1. The City Council of the City of Royal City hereby adopts the “Study”
as an amendment to the Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan
Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste handling in
Grant County. ‘

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Royal City, Washington, this 15th
day of July, 1999.

SR

MAYOR

ATTEST.

FINANCE DIRECTOR

Res. 99-11 Page |



RESOLUTION NO. ___5-99

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATED, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Advisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Solid Waste.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the CITY OF WARDEN
hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to the Grant County Solid Waste
Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste handling in
Grant County.

DATED this __27  Day of July , 1999




 RESOLUTIONNO. Y- &

ADOPTION OF WASTE DISPOSAL OPTIONS STUDY PREPARED BY
PARAMETRIX, INC. AND DATED JUNE 1999 AS AN AMENDMENT
TO THE GRANT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE, JANUARY 1995

WHEREAS, Grant County, acting through its Solid Waste Avisory Committee has
prepared an amendment to the currently adopted Grant County Solid Waste Management
Plan Update, January 1995 said amendment being entitled; Waste Disposal Options:
Expansion of Ephrata Landfill vs Long-Haul, June 1999, hereinafter referred to as the
“Study”, and

WHEREAS, the “Study” recommends based upon current information the least-
cost option for the disposal of in-County Selid Wastes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the _ Zacsrt, g2l Cyscsl
-hereby adopts the “Study” as an amendment to tife Grant County Solid
Waste Management Plan Update, January 1995 as a planning guide for solid waste
handling in Grant County.

DATED this 7~ Day o%% , 1999
N 7 Mayor
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Appendix B

Status of the 1995 Plan Recommendations

‘Status

‘Recommendation
Waste Reduction & Recycling

1... . Expanded Waste Reduction: Develop and distribute an
informative waste reduction brochure, billing inserts,
multi-media promotions, and school presentations.

Grant County distributes EARTH FEATURE,
a County-produced newsletter that includes .
waste reduction tips and ideas; an information
circular about reducing junk mail, and
brochures on home composting. The County
also conducts school presentations on waste
reduction and recycling.

2. Expanded Recycling Drop-off Sites: Three County

drop box sites plus the Ephrata and Delano landfills
would accept newsprint, high-grade paper,
polycoated paperboard, corrugated cardboard,
aluminum, tin, clear and brown glass, and ferrous
and non-ferrous metal. One full-time employee

" *would be hired for the Ephrata Landfill site, while
cxisting personnel could staff the four other
locations.

| cans at 11 of the 12 drop box sites and the

‘Recommendation 6, below.

_Coulee Recycling, is located near the landfill

Grant County accepts newsprint and aluminum

Ephrata Landfill, corrugated cardboard at two
drop box sites and the landfill, and scrap metal
at the landfill. The other materials have not
proven cost-effective to collect because of
distance to markets and lack of markets.
Recycling efforts are coordinated by a three-
quarter time employee, as discussed in

The D_célaho Landfill aéccpts ncwspapci' and
cardboard only. A private drop-off site,

and accepts more matenals‘ Coulee Recycling
also transports newspaper and cardboard from
the Delano Landﬁll torecyclers.

3. Commercial Promotional Program: Provide
information to business and industry, including a

‘commercial programs, listings of recycling service
* - and recognition for exemplary waste
reduction/recycling activities. All'businesses in the

County and all types of waste materials would be
targeted.

business-specific brochure, case studies of successful
Grant County has lacked opportunity to
providers, a "business to business” volunteer program,

prepare a business-specific recycling or waste
reduction program.

4. Yard & Wood Waste Drop-off Sites: Three County
drop box sites plus the Ephrata and Delano landfills
would accept yard and wood waste for composting,
assuming a composting facility was avallablc to
process the materials.

* A compost facility has not yet developed close
‘enough for Grant County and/or the RBOM to

implement this program. The City of Quincy
opcratcs a local composting facility and
contracts for collection within city limits.

5. Public Education: Grant County would implement
general and program-specific education campaigns,
educating residents on managing recyclables and
_waste reduction/recycling concepts.

'| information circulars regarding waste

Grant County has developed and/or distributed
a newsletter, several brochures, and other

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update B-1
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06

reducuon, recyclmg; and home composting.
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Recommendation

Status

"The county is currently working on multi-

| ‘English speaking residents.

lingual community outreach programs for non-

6. Solid Waste Coordinator: Grant County would
hire a part-time employee to work on waste
reduction and recycling programs, with a particular
focus on education, program promotion, data
-collection, and recordkeepmg

‘coordinator, who works 32 hours per week.

Grémt County hired a part-time soiid waste

Landfills

1. Long-term Dzsposal Capac:ty/Dlsposal Options
Review: Grant County (Ephrata Landﬁll) and the
Regional Board of Mayors (RBOM) (Delano
landfill) should review disposal options if these sites
do not appear to provide long term, practmal
economlcal dlsposal capacny

| In 1998, Grant County completed a disposal
| options review, which recommended expanding
the Ephrata Landfill. The County recently

- | and is considering other disposal options. The
Delano Landﬁll is expected to reach capaclty

constructed a lined cell to receive solid waste,
and has planned for disposal capacity beyond
20 years.

The RBOM recently determined the Delano
Landfill cannot be cost-effectively expanded

w1th1n a'year.

2. Landﬁll Complzance The RBOM and Grant
County should work closely with the Grant County
Health District to define and implement appropriate

_ regulatory requirements to bring both sites into
" compliance with new solid waste regulatlons in
particular, Chapter 173-351 WAC

| and maintain compliance. -

Both jurisdictions have been worldhg closely
with the Health District and Ecology to achieve

3. Waste Importation: \

~a. The RBOM should conunue and formalize, its
current pohcy on waste importation and monitor
incoming solid waste volumes to ensure that it
maintains disposal capacity for the current 20-
year planning period.

b. Grant County should make a formal policy to’

‘ban imported waste to the Ephrata Landfill.
The County should take advantage of the
remaining life of the landfill to plan for
replacement disposal capacity.

Grant County has a formal policy in place and

.| disposal at the Ephrata Landfill. However,
|| the Board of County Commissioners has..

| county members of the RBOM.

The RBOM only accepts waste from selected
communities outside Grant County, such as
Elmer City, which is a member of the RBOM.

does not accept out-of-county solid waste for

tentatively agreed to accept waste from out-of-

Waste Import and Export

continue to ban out-of-County waste from the
Ephrata Landfill in order to conserve disposal - -
capacity. The RBOM should continue to restrict
importation to selected nearby communities and

for the next 20 vears.

1. Control Out-of-county wastes: The County should .
| waste at the Ephrata Landfill or drop box sites.

The RBOM continues to restrict out-of-county
control imported waste to ensure adequate capacity

Gra.nt County does hot accept out-of-county

waste to selected c,ommunitim.

- private firm may want to site, construct, and/or

2. Review Process For Private Dzspasal Facilities: A | ‘Grant County has not developed such a pohcy

because of a lack of interest by private landfill

‘Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update B-2
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06

August 14, 2006



Recommendation

‘Status

operate a private landfill in Grant County. The

County, in conjunction with Ecology and thc Grant

County Health District, should develop a process to

evaluate the acceptablhty of out-of-County wastes
'for disposal at a privately-owned landfill.

3, Disposal Options Review: The County and/or

" RBOM should evaluate waste export if new State
solid waste regulations make it too costly to
continue operating the in-county landfills. This
alternative should be included in the disposal
options review

The 1998 Disposal Options Review included
waste export as a disposal option.

The RBOM is currently evaluating disposal

options, including waste export, to replace the
Delano Landfill.

Biosolids and Septage -

1. Review Process: The Grant County Health District
should implement a review process to evaluate
short-term and long-term additional treatment needs
for biosolids and assess the feasibility of alternate
disposal or reuse options.

Ecology, not the Health District, issues permits
for treatment or disposal of biosolids.

2. Increase Fees: The Board of Health and Board of
County Commissioners should increase fees to
cover costs of permitting, monitoring/testing, and
enforcement for biosolids and septage brought in
from out-of-county and generated in-county.
Consideration should be given to imposing a
surcharge -on out-of-county. biosolids and septage in
order to cover any added cost. -

Ecology rcgulates biosolid land application.

Illegal Dumping

¢ The Board of County Commlssmners should
recommend the Board of Health create a Task Force
under the jurisdiction of the Grant County Health
District. The Task Force should focus on
coordinating enforcement activities and developing

f. Evaluate funding options, such as collectlon _
districts, to pay for enforcement, clean-up and
education activities.

1 and able to issue citations.

programs to:

a. Assist property owners with handling waste
illegally dumped by others.

b.  Improve enforcement procedures and
effectiveness.

¢. Educate the public about the problems caused
by illegal dumping.

d. Provide incentives to encourage proper disposal
of wastes.

e. Involve citizens and busmesses in clean-up
activities.

- | unwilling to do it themselves.

The Health District completed an initial
meeting with County department heads,
including County Commissioners, to consider
more effective methods of achieving.
compliance for solid waste disposal violations.

Two Health District staﬂ‘ are noW deputized
A major goal is to develop a fund, pcrhaps

from landfill revenues, that can be used for
cleanup when property owners are unable or

¢ The Health District should increase enforcement
staff in order to implement programs effectlvely.

In 2004, the Health District hired a staff
person to spend 50% of work time on all

The Hcalth District should also consider

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update B-3
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06
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Recommendation

Status ~ -

coordinating education and public information
activities with the Public Works Department, which
will be implementing public programs related to '
solid waste management.

Solid Waste Enforcement Grants more

" for writing cltatxons related to unlawful ‘

abatement, permltung, etc. The Health District
invested in training the new staff to inspect
landfills. The Health District is also using
completely and effectlvely than in past years.
Two staff at the Health District are responsible
dlsposal

The Health District is considering using a
portion of enforcement grant funds to educate
the public about proper solid waste disposal.

The Health District should review existing illegal
dumping ordinances. The agency should ,
recommend, to the Board of Health, revisions to
increase penalties and i 1mprove eﬁ'ectxveness of
enforcement. -

"not changed. ' Until now the Health District
| 'relied on written orders to abate solid waste
problems, which is effective in most cases.

products like onions and potatoes is also major
:| part of solid waste enforcement activity. The

The Health District solid waste ordinance has

The Health District realizes an enforcement
procedure is needed to effectively prosecute the
most difficult cases, and is beginning to
prepare a written procedure. In addition to
nuisance dumping; disposal of agricultural

Health District strives for voluntary
compliance, but needs the abxhty to 1mpose
penalties. .

Administration

1.

Plan Amendment Process: The SWAC, affected
cities and Board of County Commissioners should:
review and approve amendments to the Plan rather

Grant County is implementing this process

when an amendment is appropriate, such as the
disposal optlons rev1ew completed in 1998.

than all local jurisdictions.

2. SWAC Participation: The Solid Waste Advxsory
Committee should meet at least semi-annually to o o fo .
review and comment on proposed rules, policies and | The SWAC meets at least semi-annually and -
ordinances, and discuss progress with programs and | more frequently as needed, such as durmg the

© issues. Additional meetings can be called, as Plan update

needed, by the Board of County Commissioners or .
Chair of SWAC.

3. Solid Waste Program Coordination: The County R -
should maintain a full-time staff position for The County has a part-time solid waste
coordination and implementation of solid waste cordinator as recommended above for daily
programs. Grant County should review long-term management of waste reductmn and recychng
funding needs and options in order to maintain thls prograxm : :
position. e

4. Interagency Communication: The Board of County

Commissionérs should appoint a representative of
the Health Dlstrlct to the SWAC

A Health Dlstrlct representatwe is a SWAC
member. .

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update B-4
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06
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Appendix C

SWAC Participation
Date Topics/Activity
Introduce Consultant.
June 9, 2005 Review solid waste management plan update

process.

September 14, 2005

Review and update goals for the Plan.
Review existing conditions.

Review waste composition analysis and
projections.

October 12, 2005

Continue reviewing existing conditions.

Review waste projections and identify target
materials for new waste reduction and recycling
programs.

Identify preferred program options and establish
ranking criteria.

Discuss potential issues and options for collation
services and energy recovery and incineration,

December 7, 2005

Review proposed waste reduction and recycling
program descriptions, estimated diversion potential,
and possible costs.

Review rankings and proposed implementation
schedules.

Finish reviewing existing conditions .

Discuss potential issues and options for transfer,
landfills, waste import/export, special wastes, and
administration and enforcement.

e Review draft preliminary draft plan
March 2006 * Review SEPA environmental checklist.
o Review WUTC Cost Assessment.
May 22, 2006 Two public meetings in Ephrata to obtain public input

on the Preliminary Draft Plan.

July 17, 2006

Sent public comments received during the public
comment period and proposed response to SWAC for

review.
, 2006 Review Ecology comments on Preliminary Draft.
, 2006 Review Ecology comments on Final Draft.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update C-1

GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06
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WAC 197-11-960 Environmental checklist.
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Purpose of checklist: '

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact statement (EIS)
must be prepared. for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of the envitopment. The
purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the agency identify impacts from your proposal (and
to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is
required.

Instructions for applicants"

, This environmental checkllst asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal
Governmental agencies use. this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are
significant, requiring preparatlon of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise information known,
or give the best description you can.

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you
should be able to answer the questions from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts. If
you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do not kno or "does not
apply " Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. ’ '

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shorelme and landmark d&mgnatlons
Answer these questions if you can. If you have problems, the governmental agencies can assist you.

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time
or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its
environmental effects. The:agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to.explain your answers or provide
additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals

Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply.”
IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). _

For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant,” and "property or
site" should be read as "proposal,” "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively.

A. BACKGROUND g .
1. Name of proposed project, if apphcable

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update (the Plan)

2. Name of applicant:

Grant County Public Works Department

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:
'Derek Pohle, PE, Public Works Dzrector/County Engmeer

124 Enterprise Street SE
Ephrata, WA 98823

4. Date checklist prepared:

February 2006

‘Grant Cdunfy Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-1 ‘ | . August 1 4, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06



5. Agency requesting checklist:
Grant County Public Works Department
6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):

Prelimmary Draft completed May 2006; antzctpated Final Draft completzon date June 2006.

7. Do you have any plans for future addltlons expans10n or ﬁxrther activity related to or connected with th15
proposal? If yes, explam

The Plan recommends actions that may vesult in changes to the existing drop box system, expansion of waste
reduction and recycling programs to improve waste diversion, expansion of existing or construction of new
. composting facilities for organic wastes, and increased enforcement and education activities to reduce unlawful
disposal. Other actions may include improvements to manage and divert problem wastes such as tires, from dzsposal

Each action, lf implemeited, will be subject toa pro_;ect-level envimnmental rewew as applzcable

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or w111 be prepared, dlrectly related to
this proposal.

Grant County will conduct approprzate enwronmental reviews and assessments of each action before implementation
in accordance with the State. Environmental Policy Act. Grant County will coordmate w:th the Grant County Health
District and the Wasiungton State Department of Ecology (Ecology), as appropriate, in, determxnmg the need and
extent of environmental reviews for proposed actions.

9. Do'you know whether apphcauons are pending for govemmenlal approva.ls of olher proposals dtrectly aﬂ'ectmg the
property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. -

The Coumy is not aware of any apphcatzons pendmg that would a_f}"'ect the Plan.
10. Lxst any government approva]s or permits that will be needed for your proposal if known.

Grant County and the incorporoted cities in the planning area will need to adopt the Plan. The Plan must also
receive Ecology's approval and a cost assessment review by the Washington Utilities and Trade Commission (WUTC).
Other permits and approvals may be needed, depending on the specific action associated with implementation of the
Plan.

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the project and site.
There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of your proposal. You do not
need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific
information on project description.) : .

Gramt County prepared this Plan consistent with the requirements of Chapter 79.95 WAC. The Plan recommends
activities that increase efficiency of solid waste management, diversion of malterials lo reduce waste disposal, and
enforcement activities to reduce unlawful disposal. The recommended activities are intended to protect public health
and the environment by improving solid waste management. The recommendations include improved opportunities
Jor waste reduction, recycling, and composting; enforcement and education activities to control unlawful dumping;
and completing long term planning for replacing the Delano Landfill, which will close soon. The Plan recommends
education, technical assistance and other programs to improve waste reduction and recycling, including opportunities
for recycling tives and construction and demolition wastes. In addition, the Plan recommends the County periodically
review the existing drop box system, eliminating sites when other services, such as private transfer stations are
available, or reducing hours if usage decreases. '

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-2 ; _ August 14, 2006
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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 plam submitted with any permit applications related to this
checklist. .

The planning area consists of Grant County and its incorporated cities and towns, as shown by Figure 2-1 in the Plan.

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT ' . ' ‘ ' EVALUATION FOR
L I AGENCY USE ONLY

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth

a. Genceral description of the site (circle onc): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes,
mountainous,
other .

Grant County has rolling hills dissected by coulees in the northern area and gentle, sbuth-
sloping plains dissected by generally east-west trending hills.

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?

Slopes vary from nearly level in the plains, terraces and valley bottoms, to greater than
15% to 20% on the steeper hillsides, to near vertical in bluff sections of the coulees

¢. 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.

In Grant County, soils are generally well-drained to 'excessii}éljz drained siltj/, sandy and
stony loams sometimes mantled by silt and clay. Farming is the poorest in the channeled
scablands, which have a thin soil mantle over bedrock.

d. Are there surface indications or h1story of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If s S0,
describe.

Locglized areas of unstable soil are found typically on slopes steeper than 15%. Neither
in-county landfill is over or adjacent to Holocene faults, localized subsidence areas, or
geologic features that would compromise the integrity of the facilities.

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quanunes of any filling or grading
proposed.
Indicate source of fill.

Over the next 20 years, the Ephrata Landfill will receive approximately 1.7 to 2.5 million =
tons of solid waste, depending on the rate of recycling and population growth. The County
Public Works Department will close the old, unlined cell at the Ephrata Landfill within the
next year. The Delano Landfill will receive waste until it closes sometime next year.

Grant Couhty; Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-3 . August 14, 2006
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT

Closure activities at both landfills will include grading the final surfaces and constructing
a final cover of soil and geosynthetics. Material sources will be identified at the time of
-construction, based on availability: and cost. . Specifics will be addressed in: a project -
specific environmental review, as appropriate. Co e

The County and other- entities may implement recommendation that .could result in
construction of new or expansion of existing fuacilities. These activities could involve filling
and grading, depending on the specific facility design.

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearmg, constructlon or use? If so, generally
describe.

If facilities built or expanded, wind and surface water could erode soil exposed during
construction. Erosion control measures will be implemented in accordance with project
specific temporary and permanent erosion and sediment control requirements, as
applicable.

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? ‘

Implementation of some recommendations in the Plan may add impervious surfaces related
to access roads and structures. The amount and type of impervious surface will depend on
the project specific design details and will be identified durmg desxgn ‘

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth if any:

Facility construction, design, and operation will incorporate best management practices
defined in state and local regulations to control erosion and sediment mobilization,
Operation plans for existing facilities include drainage plans to control surface water
runoff and prevent contact with potential contaminants.

a. Air

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile,
odors, industrial wood smokc) during construction and when the project is completed? If
any, generally describe and give approximate quantities if known.

The existing landfills emit landfill gas generated by decomposing waste and can create dust
when placing soil cover and conducting other earthwork activities. If implemented, some
recommendations in the Plan could generate dust, vehicle emissions, and odors during

facility modification or construction and operation, depending on ‘the design and purpose of

the facility.

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposa.l? If so,
generally describe. '

Offsite sources of emissions should not affect the vecommendations in the Plan.
¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:

Measures will be implemented, as appropriate, to reduce or control emissions or other air
quality impacts ir order lo meet federal, state; and local regulatory requirements.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-4
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3. Water
a. 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, wetlands)? If yes, describe type
and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.

The Delano Landfill is near Banks Lake. Neva Lake is. north of the Ephrata Landfill.
Several lakes exist in the coulees in Grant County, such. as Potholes Reservoir, Soap Lake,
Lake Lenore, etc. Crab Creek is a major drainage and-flows into the Columbia River.
Canals and wasteways serve irrigated croplands of the Columbia Basin Praject.

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described
waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans.

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to involve work over or in surface
water bodies. Specific actions may possibly occur within 200 feet of surface water bodies. -
Such activities will be subject to a project-level environmental review to evaluate potential
impacts before implementation.

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed
from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be
affected. Indicate the source of fill material.

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to include placement or removal of
fill in surface water bodies or wetlands. ..

4) Will the proposal require surface water Withdrawals or diversions? Give gener#l
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. ,

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected. to involve . surface water
withdrawals or diversions

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year ﬂbodplain? If so, ﬂde location on the site plan.

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to involve activities within a 100-
year floodplain.

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to discharge waste materials to
surface waters.

b. Ground:

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water? Give
general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

Minor amounts of groundwater are withdrawn periodically from groundwater monitoring
wells for environmental testing purposes at the landfills. Because of the arid climate, the
landlfills produce minor amounts of leachate that can potentially discharge to groundwater.
New facilities or facility expansions will be designed to minimize discharges to groundwater
and comply with federal, state, and local regulatory requirements.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D5 ' ' - ,  August 14, 2006
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2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground 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 (1f apphcable) or the number of ammals
or humans the system(s) are expected to.serve.

Implementation of Plan recommendations could result in'new or expanded facilities. New or
expanded facilities, if constructed, may have septic systems, depending on the purpose of the
Sacility. I septic systems are needed, these will be deszgned to meet regulatory
requirements, and will be addressed in a pro_]ect-level enwronmental review.

¢. Water runoff (including stormwater):

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.

The operation plans for the existing landfills contain surface water control measures that
comply with current regulatory standards. Construction of new facilities. may create
impervious surfaces that could increase discharges of surface water runoff. If appropriate,
stormwater detention , treatment or mmganon will be proposed consistent with stormwater
management regulations.

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.

Leachate from the landfills can potentially enter groundwater or surface water bodies: The
landfills have monitoring systems in place to detect leachate impacts in groundwater, and
will comply with assessment and remediation vegulations to appropriately mitigate impacts,
if these occur. Leachate migration from the old cell at the Ephrata Landfill has been
detected. The County is evaluating the extent and need for corrective action.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any:

Existing and new facilities will implement appropriate measures that comply with federal,
state and local vegulations for reducing or controlling surface water, groundwater, and
runoff water impacts. Specific measures will be addressed for each proposed action, as
appropriate. ' : C o R

4. Plants

a. Check or circle types of vegetatioﬁ found on the site:
—— deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other
evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
———— shrubs
grass
pasture
crop or grain
——— wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush skunk cabbage, other
water plants: water lily, eclgrass, mﬂfoﬂ, other
other types of vegetation

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D- 6 ‘ ~ August 14, 2006
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Grasses are present at the landfills. If constructed new faczhttes will be located using
praject-specific site selection processes. The type of vegetation depends on specific site
conditions, and will be identified during the site selection process and environmental review,
as appropriate.

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

Vegetation will be removed or altered if facilities are expanded or new ones built as a result
of Plan recommendations. The type and amount of vegetation removed or altered will be
assessed during environmental reviews for new facilities or facility expansions.

c. List threatened or endangered speci&s known ta be on or near the site.

Threatened or endangered spec:es are not known to exist at the landfill or drop box sites.

The potential presence of threatened or endangered species will be assessed during

environmental reviews for new facilities or facility expansions that may be built as a result
of Plan recommendations.

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance
vegetation on the site, if any:

At the existing landfills, final covers placed over completed waste cells will be seeded with
native vegetation. The County has also planted poplars to help create windbreaks around
the landfill. Plans for new or expanded facilities will incorporate appropriate landscaping
or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on site.

5. Animals

EVALUATION FOR

AGENCY USE ONLY

a. Circle any birds and ammals which have beén observed on or near the s1te or are known to be on or near

the site:

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herrmg, shellfish other:

Facilities may be constructed: or expanded at sites not selected yet as a result of
implementing Plan recommendations.  Site-specific information on animals will be
addressed in project-specific environmental reviews, as appropriate.

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site.
Threatened or endangered species are not known to exist at the landfill or drop box sites.
The potential presence of threatened or endangered species will be assessed during
environmental reviews for new facilities or facility expanstans Ihat may be built as a result
of Plan recommendations.

¢. Isthe site part of a migration route? If so, explain.

Wildlife migration routes exist across the County. The specific location of facilities
constructed or expanded as a result of implementing Plan recommendations will be assessed

relative to migratory routes during project-specific reviews.

d. Proposed measures to pfeserw)e or .enhan.c‘e‘ wildlife, if anyi

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-7
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If facilities are expanded or built as a result of Plan recommendations, appropriate
measures will be lmplemented on a project and site specific’ baszs to preserve or enhance
wildlife.

6. Energy and natural resources

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, sbl?ir)" will be used to meet
the completed project's energy needs? Descnbe whether 1t w1ll be used for heatmg,
manufacturing, etc.

Petroleum fuels will be used in transporting and placing solid waiste, implementing
earthwork activities at the landfill, and transporting recyclable materials. If facilities are
built or expanded as a result of Plan recommendations, they may require electricity for
power and lighting, petroleum fuels for operation, and natural gas, electricity or oil for
heating. Specific energy needs will be assessed durmg fac:Itty des:gn and as part of the
environmental review, as appropnate - '

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?
If so, generally describe.

Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to affect the use of solar energy in
Grant County.

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are mcluded in the plans of this proposal?
List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy 1mpacts if any:

The Plan recommends waste reduction and recycling programs to divert materials from the
solid waste stream and reduce waste generation. These programs may also reduce energy
used for maryfacturing items that are recyclable, transportation of waste to landfills, and
equipment operation at the landfill. These energy savings will be at least partially offset by
energy used to transport and remanufacture recyclable items.

7. Environmental Health

a. Are there any environmental health haiards including exposuré to toxic chemicals, risk
of fire and explosion, Splll or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?
If so, describe. oo .

Plan recommendations include improvements to the solid waste management system that will
decrease potential environmental health risks related to handling and disposing solid waste. -
New or expanded facilities will be designed to comply with applicable regulatory
requirements and minimize potential exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire or explosion,

spills or exposure to hazardous waste. - :

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required.

Fire protection and ambulance services may be needed.

2) Proposed measures to reduce or control envuonmental health hazards 1f any

The risks described above can be minimized by careﬁJI control of the types of wastes
disposed at the landfills and careful management of on-site materials used in site operations.
Hazardous or explosive materials will not kmowingly be accepted for disposal at the
landfills or drop box sites. Site operators have waste screening programs and emergency

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-8
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response procedures in place that are designed to reduce or control environmental health
hazards at these facilities.

b. Noise

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example:
traffic, equipment, operation, other)?

Areas in Grant County do not have types of noises expected to affect implementation of Plan
recommendations. » :

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a
short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)?
Indicatc what hours noisc would comc from the sitc.

Equipment operations create noise at the landfills and drop box sites during operating
hours. Current operating hours are listed in Chapters 7 and 9 of the Plan.

Construction of new or expanded facilities may result in temporary increases in noise from
operating equipment during construction and long-term noise related to traffic and site
operations. These noise impacts are expected to be generally confined to daylight hours
during construction and operations, and will be assessed on a project-specific basis.

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:
Existing facilities are primarily in rural or low-density population areas. New or expanded
Sfacilities will likely be situated in similar areas. As a result, potential increases in noise
Jfrom new or expanded fucilities are expected to have little impact on surrounding areas.

8. Land and shoreline use

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

Grant County has two active landfills and 12 drop box sites for solid waste which are
generally adjacent to rural rangeland or undeveloped property. Some sites are near

incorporated cities. In the County, dominant land uses include agricultural, rangeland, and

recreational. Other land uses include institutional, commercial and industrial.

b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.

New facilities or facility expansions could potentially occur in or near rangeland and

croplands. The potential impacts of these activities on adjacent properties will be assessed
during environmental review and the site selection process, as appropriate.

c. Describe any structures on the site.

The landfills have gatehouses, equipment sheds and similar small structures. The drop box
sites have small gatehouses. Structures for future facilities are not known at this time and
will be identified on a project specific basis during site selection and design.

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?

No structures are planned for demolition at this time. New facilities or facility expansions,

if built, could potentially involve demolition of existing structure. Demolition needs will be
identified on a project specific basis during site selection and design.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-9
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e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?
The landfills and drop box sites are zoned agricultural but have conditional use permits.
Zoning for future facilities will be identified during site selection.
f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? -
The currenmt comprehensive plan identifies the landfills and drop box sites fof these uses.
Other sile-specific designations are not identified-because the. Plan does not specifically .
recommend locations or types of new facilities.
g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?
Not applicable.
h. Has any part of the site been classified as an " envxronmentally sensitive" area? If so, specify..
The landfills and drop boxes are not in cIassgﬁed envzronmentally sensitive areas. Land
classification for future facilities, if built, will be identified during site selection. .
i. Approximately how many peopleiwould r&sidé or work in the completed project?
People do not, and will not reside, in facilities asséciated with solid waste management. The
existing facilities employ workers to operate the landfills, drop box sites, and programs.
j- Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?
Implementation of Plan recommendations is not expected to displace people.
k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:
Does not apply.
1.  Proposed measures toensure the proposal is oompatlble with emstmg and prOJected land
uses and plans, if any: E : . .
Jurisdictional agencies will review project proposals for new facilities ar.facility expansions
that may be built as a result of Plan recommendation. These reviews will include assessing
the compatibility of proposed projects with existing and projécted land uses and plans, if
9. Housing
a. Approximatcly how many units would be provided, if any? Indicatc whether high, '
middle, or low-income housing.
Does not apply.
b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high,
middle, or low-income housing.
Does not apply.
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c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:
Does not apply.

10. Aesthetics

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not mcludmg antennas; what is
the principal exterior building matenal(s) proposed?

Design details will be established when fac:lmes are actually proposed as part of Plan
implementation.

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

Potential impacts to views will be evaluated when new faczlzttes are proposed or existing
ones expanded as a result o Plan implementation.

¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

Designs for new or expanded Jacilities will mcorporate appropriate measures to reduce or
control aesthetic impacts.

11. Light and glare

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it méfnly '
occur?

Outdoor lights, if used at the existing facilities or as part of proposed facilities, could
produce light at night.

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?
Light or glare from a finished project would be controlled to avoid a safety hazard or
unreasonable interference with views. These considerations would be incorporated inta
designs for new or expanded facilities that may be built as part of Plan implementation.

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?

Offsite sources of light or glare will not affect this proposal.

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:

Measures will be proposed, if appropriate, ‘on a project-specific basis to reduce or control
light and glare impacts, if any.

12. Recreation , o _
a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

This proposal will not affect designated- and mformal recreational opportumttes within the
planning area. S o _

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.

Daes not apply.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update D-11 August 14, 2006
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¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

Does not apply.

13. Historic and cultural preservation ‘

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposéd for, national, state, or local

preservation registers known to be on or next to the site? If so, generally describe.

Places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, siaie, or lécai preservatibn'regfsters

are not known to be on or next to existing facilities. If new facilities are proposed, national,

state and local preservation registers will be checked for proposed or listed places or.
objects during site selection and environmental review.

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological; séieniiﬁc, or

cultural importance known to be on or next to the site.

Landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientzﬁc, 't-)r cuIturél impartance are not

known to be on or next existing facilities, but do exist in Grant County. . If new facilities are

proposed, information on landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or
cultural importance will be reviewed during site selection and environmental review.

¢. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: o ‘

Measures will be proposed, as appropriate, if new facilities ave planned as a result of plan i

implementation.

14. Transportation

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the

existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. - , :

Figure 2-1 on the Plan shows the major transportation network serving Grant county. Major

state highways and county roads provide access to the existing landfills and drop box sites.

Any proposed facilities will be located considering transportation access needs. :

b. Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate distance to the

nearest transit stop?

Public transit does not currently serve the landfills, drop box sites, or areas near these

Jacilities. ~

c. How many parking spaccs would the completed project have? How many would the

project eliminate?

The Plan recommendations do not change the available parking at the existing facilities.

Any new or expanded facilities will be deszgned to provzde adequate parkmg and comply

with zoning requirements.

d. 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
private).
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The Plan recommendations will not affect road access to the existing facilities. Any new or
expanded facilities will be designed with road improvements as necessary in comphance‘
with permitting requirements. :

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe.

The Plan recommendations include consideration of waste export if in-county landfills no
longer meet the needs of Grant County. If waste export is implemented, this option could
involve the use of rail to transport solid waste to an out-of-county landfill.

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project? If known, indicate when
peak volumes would occur.

If built, new or expanded facilities could potentially affect the number of vehicle trips per
day. Peak volumes and vehicle trip estimates will be generated on a project specific-basis
during the permitting process.

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:

If built, new or expanded facilities could potentially require improvements to road. The
need for measures to reduce or control transportation impacts will be evaluated and
proposed, as appropriate, on a project-specific basis during the permitting process.

15. Public services

a. 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.

The Plan recommends increasing enforcement staff to adequately address unlawful solid
waste disposal, which would increase public service.

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.

Implementation of Plan recommendations are not expected to adversely affect public
services. Therefore, measures are not proposed to reduce or control direct impacts on
public services.

16. Utilities

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service,
telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other.

Electricity, water, telephone, and septic system are not available at most of drop box sites.
Instead site staff at most sites have access to portable chemical toilets and use cell phones
Jor communications. Refuse service is available at the drop box sites and landfill.
Electricity, water, telephone and septic systems are available at the landfill.

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.

If built, new or expanded facilities may require utilities. Utility requirements and associated
purveyors will be defined on a project-specific basis during the permitting process.

EVALUATION FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY
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C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead
agency is relying on them to make its decision. »

Signature:

Date Submitted:
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS -
(do not use this sheet for project actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them n conjunctlon
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,
storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

Plan recommendations should decrease discharges to water; emissions to air; production,
storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances by promoting proper management of
solid waste. If built, new or expanded facilities will be designed to meet regulatory '
requirements for waste quality, air emissions, and hazardous waste management.
Construction and operation of new or expanded facilities may increase noise and air
emissions from equipment operations, but these impacts are expected to be within regulatory
criteria.

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:

If built, new or expanded facility designs will incorporate site- and pm_]ect-spectﬁc
mitigation measures, as approprxate

2. How would the proposal be llkely to affect plants animals, fish or marine life?

Implementation of Plan recommendations should yield benefits to plants, animals; fish and
marine life by tmprovmg soltd waste handlmg and disposal practice and reducmg unlawﬁd
disposal.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are:

The plan dves not propose recommendations that will require measures to protect or
conserve plants, fish, animals or marine life.

3. How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

If implemented, some Plan recommendations could require energy for power, heating, and
transportation and materials for construction, but will not deplete energy or natural
resources.

Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:

If built, new or expanded facilities will incorporate cost-effective sustainable features in
their design to help reduce the need for energy or natural resources. Specific features will
be evaluated and selected on a project basis during design.

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 habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?
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The Plan does not propose recommendations likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, ﬂoodplams or prime farmland.

Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:.

If built, the permxttzng process w111 ensure new or expanded factlztxes avoid or reduce
impact.,

5. How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it
would allow or encourage land or.shoreline uses incompatible with‘existing plans?

The Plan recommendations should not affect land and shorehne use, including aIlowmg or
encouraging land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans :

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shorelme and land use lmpacts are:

If proposed, new or expanded fac:lztzes wxll comply w:th apphcable regulatory requzrements
and the County’s comprehensive plan regarding shoreline and land use.

6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or pubhc
services and utilities? ,

If built, new or expanded facilities may increase demands on utilities and public services,
such as fire protection. Changes to the County’s drop box system or implementing waste
export could alter vehicle trips and increase rail trafﬁc and reduce demands on publtc
services and uttlztxes : :

Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are:

The requivements for trdnsportation, utilities and public sewices will be defined on a
project-specific basis during the permitting process

7. Idenlify, if possible, whether the proposdl may conﬂlcl with local, state, or federal laws or requlremenls Sor
the protection of the environment.

Plan recommendations, if implemented, will comply with federal, .sta'te' and local
requirements for the protecting the environment.
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" Appendix E
'Waste Sorting Categories

PAPER

Newspaper: printed groundwood newsprint, including glossy ads and Sunday cdition magazincs that arc
delivered with the newspaper (unless these are found separa’telj during sorting).

Cardboard: unwaxed kraft paper corrugated containers and boxes, unless poly- or foil-laminated. Note
that this category includes brown kraft paper bags. .

Other Groundwood: other products made from groundwood paper, including phone books, .paperba‘ck'
books, and egg cartons.

High-Grade Paper: high-grade white or light-colored bond and copy machine papers and envelopes, and
continuous-feed computer printouts and forms of all types, except multiple-copy carbonless paper.

Magazines: magazines, catalogs and similar pri:)ducts with glbésy paper.
Mixed / Low-Grade Paper: low-grade récyclat;le"papers, mcluding coldred papers, notebook or other lined

paper, envelopes with plastic windows, non-corrugated paperboard, carbonless copy paper, polycoated
paperboard packaging, and junk mail.

Comp ostableﬁ Paper cups, pizza( bdx_esl and pépers that can be cgﬁiposted such as paper towels, tissues,
paper plates, and waxed cardboard. This category includes all paper that is contaminated or soiled with
food or liquid in its normal use.

Residual / Cogposite Paper: non-recyclable and non-compostable types of papers such as carbon paper '
and hardcover books, and composite materials such as paper packaging with metal or plastic parts.

Prdcﬁsing Sludg&_s; Other Iﬁdustﬁél: péper-based mﬁfen'als from industrial sour'cesvthat do not easily fit
into the above categories, such as sludges.
PLASTIC

PET Bottles: polyethylene terephthalate (PET) 'bottl'es, inclu&irig soda, 6il, liqu'or and other types of
bottles. No attempt will be made to remove base cups, caps, or wrappers, although these materials will be
categorized separately if received separately. The SPI code for PET is 1.

HDPE Bottles, Clear: high density polyethylenie (HDPE) milk and other bottles that are not colored. The
SPI code for HDPE is 2.

HDPE Bottles, Pigmented: high density polyethylene (HIDPE) juice, detergent, and other bottles that are
colored. The SPI code for HDPE is 2.

Film and Bagg all plastlc packaging films and bags "To be counted in this category, the material must be
flexible (i.e., can be bent without making a noise).
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Bottles Types 3 - 7: all bottles that are not PET or HDPE, where the neck of the container is narrower than
the body. Includes SPI codes 3 - 7. :

Expanded Polystyrene: packaging and ﬁmshed products made of expanded polystyrene. The SPI code for
polystyrene (PS) is 6.

Other Rigid Plastic Packaging: all plastic packaging that is not a bottle and is not film or bag.

Other Plastic Products: finished plastlc products such as toys, tootbbrushes vinyl hose and shower
curtains. In cases where there is a large amount of a single type of product, the name of the product should
be noted on the data collection form

Residual / Composite Plastic: other types of plastic that do not fit into the above categories and items that
are composites of plastic and other materials.

METAL
Aluminum g;ans alummum beverage cans.

Aluminum Foil / Containers: aluminum foil, fooo trays and snmﬂar 1te1ns

Other Alummnm aluminum scrap and products that do not ﬁt into the above two categones

Copper: copper scrap and products, excluding composites such as electncal w1re

Other Non-Ferrous Metals: metallic products and pieces that are not aluminum or copper and not derived |

from iron (see “other ferrous™) and which are’ nOt sxgmﬁcantly contammated wnth other metals or matenals
(see “residual/composite™). '

Tin Cans: tin-coated steel food containers. ThlS category will mclude bn-metal beverage cans, but not
paint cans or other types of cans. :

White Goods: large household appliances or parts thereof Speclal note should be taken if any of these are
found still containing refrigerant. ‘

Other Ferrous: products and pieces made from metal to which a magnet will adhere (but including stainless
steel), and which are not significantly contaminated with other metals or materials (in the latter case, the
item will instead be included under “res1dual/compos1te”) This category thl include pamt and other non-
food “tin cans” as well as aerosol cans.

Residual / Composite Metal: items made of a mixture of ferrous and non-ferrous or a mixture of metal and
non-metallic materials (as. 1ong as these are prnnanly metal) Examples include small appliances, motors,
and insulated wire,

GLASS

Clear, Green and Brown Beverage Glass: these are three separate categories for bottles and Jai's that are
clear, green or brown in color. Note that blue glass will be’ mcluded w1th brown glass.
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Other Glass Containers:; Clear, Green and Brown: these are three separate categories for bottles and j jars
that are clear, green or brown in color Note that blue glass w1ll be included with brown glass. ‘

Plate Glass: flat glass product_s such as windows, mirrors, and flat produbts;

Residual / Composite Glass: other types of glass products and scrap that do not fit into the above
categories, inchuding light bulbs, glassware and non-C&D fiberglass. Note that ceramics (plates and
knickknacks) will not be included here but will be placed in “Non-Glass Ceramics” below.

Non-glass Ceramics: Ceramlcs not composed of true glass and not typically used as building materials.
Examples include Pyrex, dishes, etc.

ORGANICS
Yard, Gargeg and Prumngs grass chppmgs leaves and weeds, and prunmgs six inches o less i in dlameter ‘

Food Waste: food waste and scraps including bones, rinds, etc., and including the food container when the -
container welght is not appreclable compared to the food inside.

Manures: animal manures and human feces, mcludmg kitty htter and any matenals contammated with
manures and feces.

Disposable Diapers: disposable baby diapers and protective undergarments for adults (including feminine
hygiene products).

Carcagses, Offal: carcasses and pieces of small and large animal, unless the item is the result of food
preparation in a household or commercial setting. For instance, fish or chicken entrails from food
preparation and raw, plucked chickens will typically be classified as food, not as an animal carcass, unless
the material is from an agricultural or industrial source. .

Crop Residues: vegetative materials that are left over from growing crops, and that are treated as a waste.
Septage: the liquid or semi-liquid material removed from sepﬁc tanks.

Residual / Composite: other .orgarrics that do not easily fit into the above categories, must note identity of
whatever material is placed in this category.

WOOD WASTES
Natural Wood: wood that is not been processed, including stumps of trees and shrubs, with the adhering
soil (if any), and other natural woods, such as logs and branches in excess of $ix inches in diameter. =

Treated Wood: wood treated with preservatives such as creosote, CCA and ACQ. This includes -
dimensional lumber and posts if treated, but does not include painted or varnished wood. This category
may also include some plywood (esp_ecially “marine plywood”), strandboard, and other wood.

Painted Wood: wood that has been painted, varnished or coated in similar ways,

Dimensional Lumber wood commonly used in construction for frammg and related uses mcludmg 2x
4’s, 2 x 6’s and posts/headers (4x8’s, etc.). '
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Engineer ed: building materials that have been manufactured and that generally include adhesive as one or
more layers. Examples include plywood (sheets of wood built up of two or more veneer sheets glued or
cemented together under pressure), particle board (wood chips pressed together to form large sheets or
boards), fiberboard (like particle board but with fibers), “glu-lam” beams and boards (built up from
dimensional or smaller lumber), and similar products._

Packaging: partial or whole pallets crates and similar shipping containers.

Other Untreated Wood: other types of wood products and materials that do not fit into the above
categories, excluding composite materials (See Residual / Composites, below).

Wood Byproducts: sawdust and shavings, not otherwise identifiable.

Residuals/ Composites: items that consist primarily of wood but that do not fit into the above categories,
including composile materials that consist primarily (over 50%) of wood. Examples of composites include
wood with sheetrock nailed to it or with tiles glued to it (such that the materials cannot be easily separated)
CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITION AND LAND CLEARING (CDL) WASTES
Insulation: Include all pad, roll, o blown-in types of insulation. Do not includé expanded polystyrene. '
Asphalt: asphalt paving mater_ial.

Concrete: cement (mixed or unmixed), concrete blocks, and similar wastes.

Drywall: used or new gypsum wallboard, sheetrock or drywall present in recoverable amounts or pieces
(generally any piece larger than two mches square will be recovered from the sample)

Soil, Rocks and Sand: rock, gravel, soil, sand and similar naturally-occuiring materials.

Roofing Waste: asphalt and fiberglass shingles, tar paper, and similar wastes from demolition or |
installation of roofs. Does not include wooden shlngle or shakes

Ceramics: mcludes clay, porcelain bneks and tlles such as used tonlets smks and brrcks of vanous types
and sizes.

Residual / Composites: other construction and demolition materials that do not fit eas1ly into the above .
categories or that are composites made up of two or more different materials.

HAZARDOUS AND SPECIAL WASTES

Used Qil: used or new lubricating oils and related products pnmanly those used in cars but possibly also
including other materials with s1m11ar charactenstlcs

Qil Filters: used oil filters, primarily those used in cars but possrbly including similar filters from other
types of vehicles and other apphcatrons

Antifreeze: automobile and other antifreeze mixtures based on ethylene or propylene glycol, also brake and
other fluids if based on these compounds.
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Auto Batteries: car, motorcycle, and other lead-acid batteries used for motorized vehicles.

Household Batteries: batteries of various sizes and types, as eemmonly wused in households.

Pesticides and Herbicides: includes a variety of poisons whose purpose is to discourage or kill pests, weeds
or microorganisms. Fungicides and wood preservatives, such as pentachlorophenol, are also includedin =~
this category.

Latex Paint: water-based paints.

Qil Paint: solvent-based paints.

Medical Waste: wastes related to medical activities, including syringes, TV tubing, bandages, medications,
and other wasles, and not restricled (o just those wastes typically classified as pathogenic or infectious.

Fluorescent Tubes: in addition to the typical fluorescent tubes (including fluorescent light bulbs and other
forms), this category includes mercury vapor and other lamps listed as universal wastes.

Asbestos: pure asbestos, and asbestos-containing products where the asbestos preeent is the most
distinguishing characteristic of the material.

Other Hazardous Waste: problem wastes that do not fall into one of the above categories, such as gasoline, -
solvents, gunpowder, other unspent ammunition, ferlilizers, and radioactive materials.

Other Non-Hazardous Waste: problem wastes that do not fall into one of the above categories, but that are-
not hazardous, such as adhesives, weak acids and bases (cleaners), automotive products (car wax, etc.) -

CONSUMER PRODUCTS

Computers: computers and parts of computers mcludmg monitors, base units, keyboards, other
accessories and laptops.

Other Electronics: other appliances and products that contain circuit boards and other electronic
components (as a significant portion of the product), such as televisions, microwave ovens and similar
products.

Textiles. Synthetic: cloth, clothing, and rope made of synthetic materials.

Textiles, Organic: cloth, clothing, and rope made of 100% colton, leather, wool or other naturally-
occurring fibers. Composites of several different naturally-occurring fibers (such as a wool jacket with a
cotton liner) can be included in this category, but not if the item has zippers or buttons made from a
different material. The working guideline for this category should whether the item could be composted
without leaving an identifiable residue or part.

Textiles, Mixed or Unknown: cloth, clothing, and rope made of unknown fibers or made from a mixture of
synthetic and natural materials, or containing non-textile parts such as metal zippers or plastic buttons.

Shoes: all shoes and boots, whether made of leather, rubber, other materials, or a combination thereof,
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Tires and Other Rubber: vehicle tires of all types, including bicycle tires and including the rims if present,
and finished products and scrap materials made of rubber, such as bath mats, inner tubes, rubber hose and
foam rubber (except carpet padding, see below). '

Furniture and Mattresses: furniture and mattresses made of various materials and in any condition.
Carpet: pieces of Carpet and rugs made of s"imilar'mate'rial. _

Carpet Padding: foam rubber and other materials used as padding under carpeis.

Rejected Products: for industrial samples only, various products that failed internal QA/QC tests.

eturned Products: for industrial samples only, various products that were returned by the consumer who
purchased the itern.

Other Composite: This is a catch-all éategbry for objects consisting of more than one material.

RESIDUALS

Ash: fireplace, burn barrel or ﬁrépit ash,‘ as well as boﬂer and as'hv_frqm induétrial_ sources.
Dust: baghouse and othc;r dusts from industrial sources, as well as bags of vacuum cleaner dust.

Fines / Sorting Residues: mixed waste that remains on the sorting table after all the materials that can
practicably be removed have been sorted out. This material will consist primarily of small pieces of
various types of paper and plastic, but will also contain small pieces of broken glass and other materials.
May also include material less than one-half inch in diameter that falls through a bottom screen during
sorting, for those using sorting boxes with screens, and if the material cannot otherwise be identified.

Shudges and Other Special Industrial Wastes: sludges and other wastes from industrial sources that cannot
easily be fit into any of the above categories. Can include liquids and semi-solids but only if these
materials are treated as a solid waste.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update E-6 August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06 ' o I



]

—

[ C——

-

Appendix F

 Detailed Waste Data

]

)

Lol

—

.,.

o

Sy

L

-



Appendix F
Detailed Waste Data -

The following tables contain the detailed waste composition estimates for Grant County’s overall
waste stream and its three waste substreams: residential, commercial/industrial and self-haul.
Tonnages, mean percentages and error ranges are provided for all 91 waste categories.
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Table F-1
Detailed Waste Composition, Overall

Calculated at a 90% confid: interval
Tons Mean Low High Tons Mean Low High
Paper ' 13288 176% -~ Wood Wastes © - 7,897 105% S
New spaper ‘ 1076 - 1.4% 10% 18% Natural Wood- 179 02% 0.0% - 0.6%
Cardboard 2971, 39% 3.1% .48% - Treated Wood o e 357 05% 00% - 1.0%
Other Groundv cod Paper 698 09% 03% 16% Painted Wood o 802 1.1% 03% 1.8%
High-grade Paper 774 1.0% 06% 14% Dimensional Lumber 3,245 43% 1.8% 6.8%
Magazines 435 06% 03% 0.9% Engineered Wood 1171 16% 0.1% 3.0%
Mix ed/Low -grade Paper 3118 41% 33% 49% Wood Packaging 1515 20% 0.4% 3.7%
Conpostable Papar 3.021 40% 33% 47% Other Untreated Wood 90 0.1% 0.0% 0.3%
Remainder/Composite Paper 1,089 14% 08% 21% Wood Byproducts 0 00% 00% 00%
Process Sludge/Other Industrial 107 0.1% 00% 02% Remainder/Composite Wood 537 0.7% 0.1% 1.3%
Plastic 9375 124% Consumer Products 5046 7.9%
PET Bottles 527 0.7% 06% 08% Computers 271 0.4% 0.0% 0.8%
HDPE Bottles, Clear 383 05% 03% 08% Other Bectronics 119 02% 00% 03%
HDPE Bottles, Colored 246 03% 01% 05% Textiles, Synthetic 231 03% 01% 05%
Plastic Fim and Bags 3632 48% 39% 57% Textiles, Crganic 645 0.9% 0.6% 1.1%
Plastic Boltles Types 3 -7 31 00% 00% 01% Textiles, Mixed/Unknow n 449 06% 03% 0.8%
Expanded Folystyrene 208 03% 02% 03% Shoes 172 02% 01% 0.3%
Other Rigid Plastic Packaging 550 07% 06% 09% Tres and Other Rubber 1634 22% 06% 38%
Other Flastic Products 1,561 21% 12% 3.0% Furniture and Maftresses 1,227 16% 03% 3.0%
Remainder/Composite Plastic 2236 30% 14% 46% Carpet 1,165 15% 06% 25%
Glass 1,740 23% Carpet Padding 0 00% 00% 00%
Clear Glass Beverage 355 05% 03% 06% Rejected Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Green Glass Beverage 70 01% 00% 01% Returned Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Brow n Glass Beverage 533 07% 05% 09% Other Conposite Consumer Products 32 00% 00% 0.1%
Clear Glass Container 243 03% 02% 05% CDL Wastes 4416 59%%
Green Glass Conlainer 3 00% 0.0% 00% Insulation 17 00% 00% 0.1%
Brow n Glass Container 3 00% 00% 0.0% Asphatt 0 00% 00% 00%
Plate Glass 233 03% 00% 0.7% Concrete 327 04% 00% 1.0%
Remainder/Composite Glass 292 04% 00% 08% Dryvy all 2209 29% 02% 57%
Non-glass Ceramics 10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Soil, Rocks and Sand 1257 17% 07% 27%
Metal 0485 12.6% Roofing Waste 4 00% 00% 00%
Aluminum Cans 387 05% 04% 06% Ceramgcs 43 0.1% 00% 0.1%
Alurninum Foi¥Containers 62 01% 0.1% 01% Remainder/Composite CDL 659 07% 00% 16%
Other Aluminum 224 03% 0.0% 06% Haz and Special Wastes 232 0.3%
Copper 1 00% 00% 00% Used OR 31 00% 00% 0.1%
Other Non-ferrous Metals 84 01% 00% 02% Oil Fiters 22 0.0% 00% 0.1%
Tin Cans 567 08% 06% 09% Antifreeze 0 00% 00% 00%
White Goods 0 00% 00% 0.0% Auto Batteries 53 01% 00% 02%
Other Ferrous Metals 3,521 47% 21% 7.3% Household Batteries 10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Remainder/Composite Metals 4639 6.1% 25% 98% Pesticides and Herbicides 11 00% 00% 00%
Organics 22,582 29.8% Latex Paint 79 0.1% 0.0% 0.3%
Yard Garden and Prunings 4870 65% 32% 97% Ol Paint 5 00% 00% 0.0%
Food VWastoe 14,934 19 9% 16 7% 23 0% Medical Waste 14 00% 00% 00%
Manures 304 0 0% o Fluorescent Tubes 0 00% 00% 00%
Disposable Diapers 1999 26% 19% 34% Asbestos 0 00% 00% 00%
Carcasses, Offal 0 00% 00% 0.0% Other Hazardous Waste 0 00% 00% 00%
Cron Residues 262 03% 00% 09% Other Non-hazardous Waste 6 00% 00% 00%
Septage 0 00% 00% 0.0% Residuals 491 0.7%
Remainder/Composite Organics 152 02% 0.1% 03% Ash 0 00% 00% 00%
Dust 21 00% 00% 0.1%
Fines/Sorting Residues 470 06% 03% 0.9%
Total Tons 75,451 Sludge and Other Industrial 0 00% 00% 00%
Sample Count 62
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‘ Table F-2
Detailed Waste Composition, Commercial/Industrial

Cakutated at a 90% confid. interval’
- : ' Tons' ‘Mean  Low High ' C - - Tons Mean Low High
Paper 6,818 221% Wood Wastes 2503 8.1%
New spaper 472 15% 11% 2.0% Naturat VWood 0 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Cardboard 1,886 61% 43% 79% Treated Wood 276 09% 00% 2 1%
Other Groundw ood Paper 188 06% 04% 08% Painted Wood 306 1.0% 00% 22%
High-grade Paper 474 15% 07% 2.4% Dimensional Lurmber 671 22% C5% 3.8%
Magazines 202 07% 01% 12% Engineered Wood 91 03% 00% 06%
Mixed/Low -grade Paper 1,154 37% 23% 51% Wood Packaging 849 27% 09% 4.6%
~Conmpostable Paper . 1,682 51% 36% 67% Cther Untrealed Wood 83 0.3% 0.0% 0.7%
Remainder/Composite Paper 803 26%  1.1% ‘ 4.1% Wood Byproducts 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Process Shdge/Other Industrial 57 02% 00% 04% Remainder/Cotrposite Wood 1227 07% 0.0% 15%
Plastic 5116 16.6% " consumer Products ’ 2877 9.3%
PET Boltles 172 06% 0.4% 07% Computers 185 06% 0.0% 1.6%
HDPE Bottles, Clear 191 06% 00% 1.2% Other Bectronics 80 03% 00% 0.7%
HDPE Bottles, Colored 42 01% 01% 02% Textiles. Synthetic 49 02% 01% 02%
Pastic Filmand Bags 2235 72% 53% 92% Textiles, Organic 248 08% 05% 1.1%
Plastic Bottles Types 3-7 8 00% 00% 0.0% Textiles, Mixed/Unknow n 237 08% 03% 13%
Expanded Polystyrene 96 03% 02% 04% Shoes 58 02% 00% 03%
Other Rigid Plastic Packaging 248 08% 05% 12% Twes and Other Rubber 1184 38% 0.1% - 16%
Other Plastic Products 672 22% 13% 31% Fumiture and Mattresses 368 12% 05%  1.9%
Remainder/Conrposile Plastic 1451 47% 10% 84% Carpet 426 14% 00% 28%
Glass 801 2.6% ) ) Carpet Padding 0 00% 00% 00%
Clear Glass Beverage 182 06% 03% 09% Rejected Products 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Green Glass Beverage 17 01% 00% 0.1% Returned Products 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Brow n Glass Beverage 25 07% 03% 1.1% . Other Conmposite Consumer Products 32 01% 00% 03%
Clear Glass Container 79 03% 01% 0.4% CDL. Wastes 1,854 6.0%
Green Glass Container 0 00% 00% 0.0% insulation 16 01% 00% 0.1%
Brow n Glass Container 0 00% 00% 00% Asphalt 0 00% 00% 00%
Plate Glass 28 07% 00% 18% Concrete ' ) 56 02% 00% 04%
Remainder/Composite Glass 60 0.2% 00% 0.4% Drywall, 1085 35% 00% 7.2%
Non-glass Ceraics 9 00% 00% 0.1% Soil, Rocks and Sand 321 1.0% 00% 2.1%
Metal 3,581 11.6% Roofing Waste 0 00% 00% 0.0%
AluminumCans 113 .04% 02% 05% Ceraimics 37 0.1% 0.0% 0.3%
Aluminum Fol/Contaiers 33 04% 0.4% 02% Remainder/Composite CDL 338 1.1% 00% 29%
Other Aluminum 39 0.1% 00% 03% Haz and Special Wastes 188 0.6%
Copper 1 00% 00% 0.0% Used Oil 6 00% 00% 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous Metals 27 01% 00% 02% Ol Fiters 2 01% 00% 02%
Tin Cans 135 04% 03% 06% Antifreeze 0 00% 00% 0.0%
White Goods 0 00% 00% 00% Auto Batteries 53 02% 00% 05%
Other Ferrous Metals 1368 44% 16% 7.3% . Household Batteries 7 00% 00% 00%
Remainder/Composie Metals 1866 60% 22% 99% Pesticides and Herbicides 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Organics 6,938 22.5% t atex Paint 79 03% 00% 0.7%
Yard Garden and Prunings 602 19% 08% 3.1% ' Ol Paint 5 00% 00% 00%
Food Waste ‘ 5788 18.7% 12.4% 251% Medical Waste 1 00% 00% 0.1%
anures ) 35 012 00% 0.2% Fluorescent Tubes 0 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Disposable Diapers 230 07% 03% 12% . Asbestos ' 0 00% 00% 00%
Carcasses, Offal 0 0.0% 0.0% 00% Other Hazardous Waste 0 00% 00% 00%
Crop Residues 262 08% 00% 22% .  Other Non-hazardous Waste 5 00% 00% 00%
Septage ‘ ) 0 00% 00% 00% Reslduals 205 0.7% ]
Remainder/Composite Organics 22 01% 00% 0.1% Ash 0 00% 00% 00%
Dust 0 00% 00% 00%
, . 7 Fines/Sorting Residues 205 07% 0.3% 1.0%
Total Tons 30,881 Sludge and Other Industrial 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Sample Count 36" ' : :
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Table F-3
Detailed Waste Composition, Residential

Calculated at a 90% confid interval
) Tons Mean Low High ‘ Tons Mean Low ~  High
Paper 5822 215% Wood Wastes 502 1.8% v
New spaper 509 22% 12% 32% Natural Wood 3 00% 00% 0.0%
Cardboard 889 33% 23% 42% Treated VWood 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Ciher Groundvi cod Paper 507  1.9% 01% 36% Painted Wood 53 02% 00% 04%
High-grade Paper ‘ 282 10% 04% 16% Dimensional Lumber 396 15% 00% 33%
Magazines 229 08% 03% 1.4% Engineered Wood 4 0.0% 00% 0.0%
Mixed/Lovs -grade Paper 1,633 60% 49% 72% Wood Packaging 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Coposlable Daper 1,420 5.2% 44%  619% Cther Untreated Wood 7 00% 00% 0.1%
Remainder/Composite Paper 215 08% 04% 12% Wood Byproducts 0 00% 00% 00%
Process Shdge/Other Industrial 49  02% 00% 04% Remainder/Composite Wood ‘38 0.1% 00% 03%
Plastic ' 2,953 10.9% » ‘ Consumer Products 1,319 4.9%
PET Bolties 344 13% 11%  14% Computers 0 00% 00%  00%
HDPE Battles, Clear 180 07% 06% 08% Other Hectronics 29 01% 00% 02%
HOPE Bottles, Colored 197 07% 02% 13% Textiles, Synthetic 158 06% 0.1% 1.0%
Plastic Filmand Bags 1,274 47% 36% 58% Textiles, Organic 352 13% 08% 1.8%
Plastic Boitles Types 3- 7 23 0.1% 00% 01% Textiles, Mixed/Unknow n 206 08% 03% 1.2%
Expanded Polystyrene 105 04% 03% 05% Shoes 115 04% 02% 07%
Other Rigid Plastic Packaging 293 11% 08% 1.3% Tires and Other Rubber 24 01% 00% 02%
Other Plastic Products 168  06% 05% 08% Fumiture and Mattresses 3 00% 00% 00%
Rena'nder/(bnpbsle Plastic 359 13% 0.7% 2.0% Carpet ) 433 16% 04% 28%
Glass 880 3.2% ' Carpet Padding 0 00% 00% 00%
Clear Glass Beverage 173 06% 04% 09% Rejected Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Green Glass Beverage 53 02% 01% 03% Returned Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Brow n Glass Beverage 308 11% 07% 16% Other Composite Consumer Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Clear Glass Container "126  05% 01% 08% CDL Wastes 791 2.9%
Green Glass Container 0 00% 00% 00% Insulation 0 00% 00% 00%
Brow n Glass Container 3 00% 00% 0.0% Asphalt 0 00% 00% 00%
Plate Glass 0 00% 00% 0.0% Concrete 0 00% 00% 00%
Remainder/Composite Glass 218 08% 00% 20% Drywsall 0 00% 008% '00%
Non-glass Cerarrics 1 00% 00% 00% Soil, Rocks and Sand 797 29% 06% 53%
Metal 1,586 5.8% Roofing Waste ‘ 0 00% 00% 00%
Aluminum Cans 259 10% 08% 1.1% Ceramics 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Alurminum Fo¥/Containers 29 01% 01% 02% Remainder/Composite CDL 0 00% 00% 00%
Cther Alurminum 0 00% 00% 00% Haz and Special Wastes 18 01%
Copper ‘ 0 00% 00% 00% Used Oil 0 00% 00% 00%
Other Non-ferrous Metals 4 00% 00% 00% Ol Fiters 0 00% 00% 00%
Tin Cans 412 15% 1.1% 1.9% Antifreeze 0 00% 00% 00%
White Goods 0 00% 00% 00% Auto Batteries 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Other Ferrous Metals 424 16% 05% 26% Household Batteries 4 00% 00% 0.0%
Remainder/Composite Metals 458 1.7% 0.0% 35% Pesticides and Herbicides 1 00% 00% 0.1%
Organics 12,976 419% ‘ Latex Paint 0 00% 00% 00%
Yard Garden and Prunings 2,492 92% 13.7% Od Paint 0 00% 00% 00%
Food Vvaste 8372 309% Medical Waste 3 00% 00% 00%
N 259 10% Fluorescent Tubes 0 00% 00% 00%
Disposable Diapers 1,732 64% Asbestos 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Carcasses, Offal 0 00% Other Hazardous Waste 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Crop Residués 0 00% Other Non-hazardous Waste 0 00% 00% 00%
Septage : 0 0.0% Residuals 266 1.0%
Remainder/Composite Organics 111 04% Ash 0 00% 00% 00%
' Dust 21 01% 00% 02%
Fines/Sorting Residues 245 09% 0.2% 1.6%
Totat Tons 27,117 Sludge and Other Industrial 0 00% 00% 00%
Sample Count 14 )
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Table F-4
Detailed Waste Composition, Self-haul

Calculated at a 30% de i al
Tons Mean Low High Tons Mean Low High
Paper 648 3.7% Wood Wastes 4,893 28.0%
New spaper 4 00% 00% 0.0% Natural Wood 177 1.0% 00%  2.6%
Cardboard 196 1.1% 04% 19% Trealed Wood 80 05% 00% 12%
Gther Groundw ood Paper 4 00% 00% 00% Painted Wood 443 25% 00% 51%
High-grade Paper 18 01% 00% 02% Dimensional Lumber 2,178 125% 26% 224%
Magazines 4 00% 00% 0.1% Engineered VWood 1076 62% 0.0% 125%
Mix ed/Low -grade Paper 331 19% 03% Wood Packaging GGG 3.8% 0.0% 10.1%
Carmpostable Paper 139 0.1% 0.0% Other Untreated Wood 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Rerrainder/Composite Paper 71 04% 0.0% Wood Byproducts 0 00% 00% 00%
Process Sludge/Other Industrial 0 00% 00% Rermainder/Composite Wood 272 16% 00% 3.7%
Plastic 1308 7.5% Consumer Products 1,750 10.0%
PET Bottles 11 01% 00% 01% Computers 86 05% 00% 13%
HDPE Bottles, Clear 2 00% 00% 00% Other Bectronics 0 00% 00% 0.0%
HDPE Bottles, Colored 7 00% 00% 01% Textiles. Synthetic 24 0.1% 0.0% 0.4%
Plastic Fim and Bags 122 07% 03% 1.1% Textiles, Organic 45 063% 00%  06%
Plastic Botlles Types 3-7 1 00% 00% 00% Textiles, Mixed/Unknovin 5 00% 0.0% 0.1%
Expanded Polystyrene 7 00% 00% 01% Shoes 0 00% 00% 00%
Other Rigid Plastic Packaging 8 00% 00% 01% Tires and Other Rubber 427 24% 06% 43%
Other Plastic Products 721 41% 06% 7.7% Furniture and Mattresses 857 49% 00% 105%
Remainder/Composite Plastic 426 24% 05% 4.4% Carpet 305 18% 00% 43%
Glass 58 0.3% Carpet Padding 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Clear Glass Beverage 0 00% 00% 0.0% Rejected Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Green Class Beverage 0 00% 00% 00% Returned Products 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Brow n Glass Beverage 0 00% 00% 00% Other Composite Consumer Products 0 00% 00% 00%
Clear Glass Container 38 02% 00% 06% CDL Wastes 1,766 10.1%
Green Glass Contamner 3 00% 00% 00% insulation 1 00% 00% 00%
Brow n Glass Container 0 00% 00% 0.0% Asphatt ' 0 00% 00% 00%
Mate Glass 4 00% 00% 0.1% Concrete 271 16% 00% 4.1%
Remainder/Composite Glass 14 01% 00% 02% Cryws all 1,124 £54% 16.5%
Non-glass Ceramics 0 0.0% 00% 0.0% Soil, Rocks and Sand 139 0.8% 21%
Metal 4318 24.7% Roofing Waste 4 00% 00% 0.1%
Aluminum Cans 15 01% 00% 02% Ceramics 6 00% 00% 0 1%
Aturinum FolContamers 0 00% 00% 00% Remainder/Composite CDL. 222 13% 00% 34%
Other Aluminum 185 1.1% 00% 23% Haz and Speclal Wastes 26 01%
Copper 0 00% 00% 00% Used Oil 25 01% 00% 04%
Other Non-ferrous Metals 53 03% 00% 07% Qil Fiters 0 00% 00% 00%
Tin Cans 21 01% 00% 03% Antifreeze 0 00% 00% 00%
White Goods 0 00% 00% 0.0% Auto Batteries 0 00% 00% 00%
Other Ferrous Metals 1,728 99% 0.0% 19.8% Household Batteries 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Remainder/Composite Metals 2316 13.3% 0.0% 272% Pesticides and Herbicides 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Organics 2,668 15.3% Latex Paint 0 00% 00% 0.0%
Yard Garden and Prunings 0.0% 22.2% Ot Paint 0 00% 00% 00%
Food Viaste 04% 9% Medical Waste 0 00% 0.0% 00%
tAanures m 0.0% Fluorescent Tubes 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Disposable Diapers 0.0% 06% Asbestos 0 00% 00% 00%
Carcasses, Offal 0.0% 0.0% Other Hazardous Waste 0 00% 00% 00%
Crop Residues Q0%  0U% Other Non-hazardous Waste 1 00% 00% 0.0%
Septage 0.0% 0.0% Residuals 20 0.1%
Remainder/Composite Organics 00% 0.3% Ash 0 00% 00% 00%
Dust 0 00% 00% 00%
Fines/Sorting Residues 20 01% 00% 03%
Total Tons 17,453 Siudge and Other Industriat 0 00% 0.0% 00%
Sample Count 12 '
Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update F-5 August 14, 2006
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Appendix G
Waste Composition Calculation Methodology

Waste Tonnages
Annual disposal data was collected from Ephrata and Delano landfills.

e For Ephrata Landfill, total waste disposal tonnage for 2004 was available for commercially -
collected waste and self-haul waste. To further apportion the commercially-collected:
tonnage into residential and commercial tonnage, a vehicle survey was conducted by Grant
County staff during August of 2005 at the Epbrata landfill. The vehicle survey form used to
collect data at Ephrata Landfill is shown in Figure . Scalehouse records and data provided by

. Consolidated Disposal Services were also taken into account.

e The total volume dlsposed in 2004 for commerc1ally—collected and self-haul waste was
provided by Delano Landﬁll This volume data was converted to tons using standard MSW
density estimates from the 1995 Plan, as listed in the table below.> The commercially- -
collected disposal was further apportloned usmg population data and the population of cities

using the Delano Landfill.
- Table G-1
Conversion Factors from 1995 Plan
Substream « Pounds per cubic yard
‘Commercial/Industrial . 600
Residcential " 600
Self-haul . 240

Recyclmg Tonnages |
Tonnage recycled in 2004 was provided by the Washington State Department of Ecology Annual
Recycling Survey. Additionally, recycling businesses that did not report on the survey were
contacted to venfy that there recychng quantltles were mcluded in the Ecology estimate.

Waste Compos:tlon Prof' les

Waste composition profiles for the commercial, residential and self-haul substreams were derived -
from sampling data collected for the 2003 Washington State Department of Ecology Rural Waste
Characterization Study.

Composition Calculations o : :

The composition estimates represerit the ratio- of the components’ welght to the total waste for
each noted substream. They were derived by summmg each component’s weight across all of the”
selected records and dividing by the sum of the total Welght of waste as shown in the followmg
equation:

* According to the 1995 Plan, conversions were based on estimates by haulers, landfill operators, and
county staff. | |

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update G-1 - August 14, 2006
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L)

where:
¢ = weight of particular component

w = sum of all component weig_hts o
for .i=lton :
where n= number of selected samples .
for j=1tom - :
~ where m = number of CO_rnponents

The confidence interval for this estlmate was denved in two steps Flrst the vanance ‘around the
estimate was calculated, accounting for the fact that the ratio includes two random varlables (the
component and total sample weights). The vmance of the ratio estlmator equatlon follows:

Zw,.' .

i
n

where:

W=

Second, precision levels at the 90% confidence interval were calculated for a component s mean as

follows -
where: A - ‘
t = the value of the t-statlstlc (1 645) correspondmg toa 90% conﬁdence level

For more detail, please refer to Chapter 6 “Ratio, Regressmn and Dlﬁ‘erence Estlmatlo of
Elementary Survey.Sampling by R.L. Schea&er ‘W.-Mendenball and L. Ott (PWS Publlshers, 1986).

Weighted Averages _

The overall Grant County waste composition estimates were calculated by performing a weighted -
average across the three substreams: commercial, residential, and self-haul. The weighted average
was based on the tonnage for.each substream. For example, if during the study period 50,000 tons
of residential waste were disposed, and a total of 100,000 tons were disposed, then residential
composition estimates would be applied to 50% of the total.

The composition estimates for commercial, residential, and self-haul substreams were applied to the
relevant tonnages, as discussed above, to estimate the amount of waste disposed for each material
category. _

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update G-2 _ August 14, 2006
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The weighted average for an overall composition estimate was performed as follows:

0, = (pl *rj,) +(p, f52)+ (Ps *rs)+....
where: . o , ) - ,
p = the proportion of tonnage contributed by the noted substream
1 =ratio of component weight to total waste weight in the noted substream
for j=1tom '
where m = number of materials

- The variance of the weighted average was calculated:
. VarOJ‘—“(PlZ *VA,.'"-)-I.- (p22 *V )+ (p32 *V )+

"j,

Waste Generatlon Pro;ectlons .
. To project waste generation for 2010 and 2025, estimates for total dxsposal and recyclmg were
divided by total county population. These per—person rates were then apphed to populatlon :
estimates for 2010 and 2025. %

Estimated total waste generation for 2010 and 2025 was calculated by addmg projected dlsposal
~ and recycling for the given year. RO _

4 Intermedlate County Populatmn Projections developed for Growth Managemmt Act, Washmgton State
Office of Financial Management, Forecasting Division, January 2002: division,

http://www.ofm. wa. gov/pop/gma/index htm

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update G-3 August 14, 2006
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Figure G-5. Vehicle Survey Form

Date — o Surveyor: . . Page __ of
Site
Customer For Mixed Res and]] _ Net Weight or T
Type Source Biz loads Volume of Load Surveyor's Notes
AsKdrver B S of Yargs.
S = sef-haul R = residential ‘ . estimate % of load . . .
C = comm'lor B = business that s Res and Biz : e : - ’ ' .
public M=mixedR & B —
CD=constideme . . (Must total to 100%). : : -
| = industria
TS = transfer tralier
O = other % Res % Biz
1| s c R BM oo I 18 O Q fons
03 cu. yds.

. Start a new survey sheet for each day of the week-long survey period.

. Complete a survey entry for each vehicle that enters the facility.

. Make entries neatly in pen.

. Enter the information at the top of each page. Enter total # of pages on each page at the end of the day.

. i you circle the mixed source ask the driver for the % of each.

. If you make an error on an entry, draw a line through the entire entry and start over on a new line.

“7. Industral includes: 1) loads from agncultuna livesteck, mining and logging operations and 2) loads from manufactunng operatuons such
as food processing, milling, pulp & paper etc. If uncertain, write the oompany name in "surveyor's notes.”

DNHLWN =

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update G-4 : _ ' 7 August 14, 2006
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KEY jsf,s, e th- L , z ol
4 - accepts material o : 1 m nm W. .m ..... L m .m..m .M m - m Mo. 3 m gy m
- R S I & 1=l : , BB 8 2
£ - charges for City | Hows | Phome || E|3|F|CEEEE|FET|EE 131582 8o g OTHER -
materia o LI R N G Hl & m 5 A m..P EIEE| 8 mM. = wm g8 g o
$ - pays for material ‘ LB m z g & 1215 S| 5 2 M AC Al Al - :
L : 1l . . = =) A .
, 10:6in ‘ ‘ Reusable latex paint,
Bargain Town Moses summer, 9-5 (509) 766- ¢ e +i$ appliances - fee for
. Lake .. 1289 .
. in winter refrigerators
Cascade Diesel : H&ﬁﬂww M-F, 8-5 Mm.wﬁ%w 765- . Non-contaminated oil
Whmm%as Moses | 8:30 -5, MF | 765-5651 WMMMMMEQ
Accepts no green-
glass. Will pick up
Lakeside Disposal & Moses M-Sat; Sam- | (509) 765- * 0. ole * . large quantities of
Recycling, Inc. Lake d4pm 4263 : : ~'I high-grade paper
1 4 ‘from commercial
customers.
Drogett T | Lage | 2bous | wi flel ] * and eier glaes botles |
o Per ton, pay $0.35 for
alum, $0.35 for brass,
$0.25-0.35/stainless
|80 $30-40 for semap om,
Moses Lake Iron And | Moses (closed 12~ (509) 765- $ g |s $20 for scra EM _..Exu
Metals Lake 12:30), Sat | 6342 P t0 DX,
8-12 : $50-60 for cast iron;
pr and $0.35/1b for .
. radiators. Drained =~
engines, car parts,
No tin or appliances
Moses Lake Senior Moses 24 hours
center Newspaper Lake (cans only 8- ¢ + +
Recycling Drop-off 4, M-B) .
Safeway Stores Inc ngwnmwm Sam-lam .m.m.wﬂwv 765- ] .
o Moses 8-8pm, M- (509) 765- , Max 5 gallons of oil
Schuck's Lake Sa; Sun 9-7 - | 0601 ¢ per week
Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update H-2
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KEY
4 - accepts material

Antifreeze
Batteries
Packaging

Lead Acid

" Corrugated

Tinned Cans
~Newspaper .
High Grade
Computer Bar
Yard Waste
Cardboard
Ferroustétal
Non-ferrous
Plastic Grocery

Used Motor Oil

Alubm’ inum Cans

. e T g o S
F - cherges 1 City' |  Hous | Phone |3 LY M g OTHER
. S . &
$ - pays for material : :
(formerly Spencer out 4612 $0.70/gallon,; oil is
Environmental) : County free if over 200
. . gallons, otherwise
- . $102.95
Warden Recycling
Drop-off/Consolidated | Warden | 24 hours
Disposal :
{ Accepts only clear
and brown glass
Wilson Creek . Wilson (509) 345- bottles. mﬁaw_ is only -
Recycling Drop-off Creek 24 hours. 2541 ferrous metal .
; accepted. Also
accepts magazines
and catalogs.
M-F, 8-3
Wilson Creek Wilson MM.M% e Clear and brown
Recycling at Wilson Creek call mo_,%m m 345-2541 glass only. Catalogs,
Creek School during PP .| magazines also.
summer
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Appendlx I

Program Optlons

This appendix describes the process used to evaluate the 16 program options presented in Chapter 4
Waste Reduction and Recycling. Two different methods were used based on the type of program
and information available. The first method, used for seven of the 16 programs, used best estimates
and assumptions from other sources. The second method was based on a cost model calculator and
was used to evaluate the other nine programs.’ :

Best Estimate Methodology for Evaluating Programs

We did hot have sufficient information to construct cost model calculators for the followmg
programs. Therefore, our evaluation of these options was based mainly on literature searches and
interviews with people implementing similar programs in other locations. For each of the seven
programs listed below, the process of evaluating and gathering data is described.

1.

Reuse depot: c :
Program estimates were based on research done for San Juan County and actual costs
incurred in Whatcom County for setting up a reuse depot center.

Education and promotion programs:

Resource Recycling (July 2002) reported that increasing expenditures by $1. 00 per
household can add 3% to current recycling rates _

. Organics composting facility:

The projected tip fee was based on estimate from Royal Orgamc Products

On-site audits and technical assistance:

Estimates were based on a combination of research for San Juan County and current
experience with Seattle businesses.

Financial incentives: ; .

Multiple sources reported that increasing tip fees can increase diversion. In Orange County,

. California, research found that increasing the tip fees at county landfills by 23%-30% would

divert all waste to other facilities. Resource Recycling (July 2002) reported that higher

- disposal tip fees increase recycling significantly, but by varying amounts dependmg on the

specifics of the situation.

Pay-as-you-throw:

Several studies reported in Resource Recyclzng found that increasing disposal fees mcreased

recycling.

» Embedding recycling fees in garbage rates can increase diversion by 3. 5% t0 4.5%.
(Resource Recycling, July 2002)

e Pay-as-you-through can increase diverted materials by 4% to 6% for curbside recycling
programs, although similar increases were not seen for drop-off programs. (Resource
Recycling, July 2002)

e Pay-as-you-throw can decrease residential waste tonnage by 16% to 17%. (Resource
Recycling, July 2002)
= 5% to 6% is due to recycling.

» 4% to 6% is due to yard waste diversion

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 1 o . - August 14, 2006
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® 6% is due to source reduction.
7. Special collection events:
The King County Recycling Collection Events coordinator provided program results for
2004. In 2004, King County offered five 5 events and diverted nearly 500 tons of waste
brought to the events in almost 2,600 vehicles.

Cost Model Methodology

~“The program options with significant and quantlﬁable costs were evaluated with a detalled cost
evaluation model. The final outputs of the cost evaluation model used to evaluate these selected
programs are shown in Figures I-1 through I-9. The nine programs are as follows:-. -
1. Backyard Composting
2. Organics and'Wood Drop-Off = ..
3. Designate Targeted Recycling Drop-Oﬁ“ and Landfi]l Sites, Expand Matenals Collected,
- Promote and Improve Signs and Instructlons : _ S
Residential Organics Collection — 3 Cities .
Residential Organics Collection — Entire County
Curbside Recycling Collection
Commercial Organics Collection
. Commercial Paper Collection .
Commingled C&D Drop-Oﬂ‘ Sites at Ephrata Landﬁll

R BN SV N

Data Inputs ‘

All nine programs were modeled overa 10-year penod Diversion estimates were based on disposal
quantities reported in Chapter 3 and Appendix F of this Plan. Estimates of capture rates and
participation rates were applied to the total material available for diversion in order to calculate an
amount of material that realistically could be diverted through the program. Percents that were used
to estimate the quantities that would be diverted were based on past a.naly31s and expert knowledge
Specific sources are cited in the descnpuons of the models

After diversion quantities were calculated, the next step in the cost modehng was to determine the
program design and necessary cost inputs. To establish capital, operation and management costs,
revenues, contracted services costs, and other costs estimates, local companies and resources were
contacted for cost figures and mput on program demgn The sources of all mformatxon are recorded
in the descrlptlons of the models.

Certain standard inputs were used to calculate costs and increased in d1vers1on for all the programs.
A discount rate was not taken into account. -

=  Annual population growth: 1.2%

= Annual growth in the number of smgle—famlly homes 1.9%

= Annual inflation: 2%

The mput factors and resultlng cost prOJecuons for the nine proposed programs hsted above are
shown on the following pages.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 1.2 ' o o ) August 14, 2006
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Figure I-1. Backyard Composting S

Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model

Input Assumptions and Results for Resldenﬂél Bacquard Org;nks Composting

Economic Assumptions
Inflation: 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: 10

Program Participation and Waste Genaration Assumptions’

Eligible Waste Generators: - 16,507 househbids
Compostable
Food Waste Yard Waste Paper Source
Generation (Ib/hh/week): 10.02 . . 566 3.22 Grant County SWMP Update
Current recovery (ib/hhiweek):. .0.0 0.6 0.0 Grant County SWMP Update
Est. Recavary Efficiency, new program: 72% 70% . 21% Seattle RPA
Implied new annual recovery (tons): 89 26 4 Assumes current recovery will continue being
Implied total annual recovery (tons): 89 26 4 recovered with the current program
Total: . 119 annuat new tons
119 annual total tons
Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 S 5 . Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up: 1.9% Could be diie to population growth or increased effectiveness
Capital Costs™ " ; e
Cost per item
(present year
Qty Capital Asset dollars) Year Purchased Lifetime Source
1 250 Containers $ 35 1 1 Earth Machine West (1)
2
3 ——
Total § 8,750
0 & MCosts L et i s v
Annu
per ftem
: {present year
Qty Description dollars) Source
1 2 Workshops $ 1,000 [Cascadia Assumption
2 2 Newspaper inserts $ 1,000 |Earth Machine West
3
Total § 4,000
Confracted Services (hauling, processing). . ' i iein oo i
Description Cost per Bin Source
1 AR
2
3 . L
Total § -
Results o
Average annual tons recovered: 750
Net present value: $ {180,000)
Annualized cost (2005 dollars): $ 18,000
Levelized cost per ton (2005 dolfars): $ 24

(i) Assume 100-200 containers could be distributed at each workshop and 2 workshops per year wouid be held.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update I3 | ‘ August 14, 2006
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Figure I-2. Organics and Wood Drop-Off

Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model

Input Assumpti and Resutte for Organics and Wood Drop-off Collection

Economic Assumptions
Inflation: 2.0%
Nomiral discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: 10

Program Participation snd Waste Generation Assumptions T Lo

Compostable
Food Waste Yard Waste *_Paper Clean Wood (1) Source
Disposal (tonsiweek): 286.77 92.69 58.08 97.21 Grant County SWMP Update
Current recovery (tonsiweek): 11.43 < 36.05 0.00 7.32 Grant County SWMP Update
Participation in new prog 10% 20% 10% 20% Cascadia Assumption
Est. Recovery Efficiency, new program: 50% 80% 25% 80% Cascadia Assumption
Implied new annual recovery: 746 7 76 809
implled total annual recovery: 775 1,071 76 870
- Total: 2,401 annual new total tons
2,792 annual total tons
Ramp-up : R .
Year: 1 2 3 4 § Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 50%' 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up. - 1.2% Could be due to ion growth or i
Capital Coste L :
Cost per item
(present year
Capital Asget dollars) Year Purchased Lifetime _Source
1 10 Roll-Offs $ 5,000 . 1 10 Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc. (2)
2
3
Total $ 50,000
i M Coats
» Annuai Cost par -
item {present
Source
1 Hauling 250 |Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc. (3}
2 .
3
Total § = 130,000
Contracted Services (hauling, processing) ' e s = K
Descri Source . . )
1]Processing 3 13.50 fRoyal Organic Products o :
2
3
Total $ 13.50
Results : o S P T ok
A G i tons d: 2,780
Net present value: §  (1,890,000)
Annuelized cost (2005 dollars): $ 189,000
Levellzed coat per ton {2005 dollars): $ 68
(1) Inct f ional wood, wond, hatural wood, & wood packaging
(2) Includes one container for 10 sites; 8 drop-off sites & 2 landfills.
(3) $250 per pull for each site. Assume 1 pulls per site per week squals a tatal of 520 pulls per year
Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update I-4 August 14, 2006
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Figure I-3. Designate Targeted Recy_cliné Drop-Off and Landfill Sites, Expand Materials -

Collected, Promote and Improve Signage

Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model

Economic Assumptions e R
Inflation: 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: 0.0%
Number of yaars to use in NPV analysis: . 10

Program Participation and Waste Generation Assumpfions

Input A pti and Results for Expanding Acceptable Recyclable Materials Collected at Drop-off Locations

Mixed Waste Non-ferrous &
Paper (1) _ Plastic #1 & #2 _ Ferrous Metal Source .
Disposed (tons/wesk): 96.19 22,06 69.71 Grant County SWMP Update
Cumrent recovery (tonshweek): 0.19 0.74 - B7.76 Grant County SWMP Update
Participation in new program, 20% 20% 20% Cascadia Assumption
Est. Recovery Efficiency, new program: 70% 70% 70% Cascadia Assumption
Implled new annual recovery (tons): 700 161 508
Implied total | 1y (tons): 702 166 860 )
Total: 1,368 annual new tons
1,727 annual total tons
Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 5 Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up; 1.2% Could be 'due to population growth or increased effectiveness

GapitalCosts. . " RN
Cost per item

" dollars) - Source

{present year Year
Qty Capital Asset dollars) Purchased Lifetime Source
1 10 Dumpsters $ 500" T 10 Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc. {3)
2 10 Roll-offs $ 7.000 h 1 10 GK Industrial Refuse Systemns Estimate
3 10 Signs $ 2,000 1 10 Cascadia Estimate (4)
p . S .
5
Total § 95,000
Annual Cost
peritem
(present year

Contracted Services (hauling, processing)

1

2

3

Total $ -
Results

Averag I tons re d: 1,710
Net present value: $ (100,000)
Annualized cost (2005 dollars): $ 10,000
Levelized cost per ton {2005 dollars): " §- 6

* Does not include any O&M costs, Revenues, or Contracted Services costs because disposal company will haul material for free.
(1) Includes groundwood, high grade, magazines, mixed/low-grade paper.

(2) Assumed program would only capture 10% of currently recovered metals.

(3) Includes one dumpster and one roll-off for 10 targeted sites; 8 drop-off sites & 2 [andfills.

(4) Cost estimates for new signs and promotion for each of the 10 targeted sites.A82

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update = I-5
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06

August 14, 2006



Figure I-4. Residential Organics Collection — 3 Cities

Grant County Recycling Option Cast Madel

Input A pti and for R £ C Collaction in Mo"ses Lake, Quincy, & Ephra'ﬁ
Economic Assumptions
inflation: 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: 10

Program Particlpation and Waste Ganeratioh Assumptions

Eligible Waste Generators: 7.133 househalds (1)
Compostable .
Food Waste Yard Waste Paper Source
Disposed (Ibhhwveek): 19.02 16.72 3.22 Grant County SWMP Update, except yard waste - eslimated Qunicy generation
Current recovery (ibhhweek): 0.00 9.33 0.00 Grant County SWMP Update (2)
Part ion ih new prog 30% 40% 30% Actual Quincy rate for yard waste, all other materials rom Seattle data
Est. Recovery Efficiency, new prog C_ 50% 95% X 18% Actial King County & Sealtie data and Seatle RPA estimates
Implied new annual recovery (tons); 529 1,178 32 : .
Implled total annual recovery (tons): 529 1418 32
Tatal: 1,740 annual new tons
1,980 annual total tons
Ramp-up ’ ' ’ : ’ .
Year: 1 2 3 .4 5 ) Thereafter
% of expected material flow:- - - 25% - - . 50% - - 75% - 100% - 100% - 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up: 1.2% Coutd be due lo growih or
Capltal Casts Cay E o . ¢ R
Cost per item
{present year Year
Capltal Asset dollars) Purchased Lifetime Source
1 2.140 Containers $ 13 1 5 Composters.com
2 1 Design promo materials $ 5,750 1 20 Cascadia Estimate
3
Total $ 33,569
Q& M Costs §
Degeription Sour
1 1 Ads & promotion  § 9,600 [Cascadia Estimate
2 . .
3]
Additionai Operating Costs (3) - R RaS
. Price .
{per household .
ont Cost Source.
Hauling Cost g 375 % * 128,394 {Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc - per household estimate (4)
Yotal $ 128,394
c’ oy Services » “ﬁrSeoss‘lnn) e ... e
rption ost per Ton Souice
1{Processing $ 13.50 jRoyal Organic Products
2
3]
Total $ 13.50
Resufts : Z, R RO B .

Average annual tons recovered: 1,790
Net present value: $  (1,840,000)

cost (2005 ) $ 184,000
Lavelized cost per ton (2005 dollars): $ 103
(1) Inctudes households in the city limits of Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy. .
(2) Current Recovery of yardwaste Includes 240 tons aftributed to Quincy curbside prog (989 h ). Source: C ldated Disposal Services.
(3) A section section for Additional Operation Costs was Included because these calculations are based off of thty household estir not annual costs.
(4) Operating costs are based on the assumption collection services would be provided by contract haulers In incorporated areas.
Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update I6 ‘ August 14, 2006

GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06



Figure I-5. Residential Organics Collection — Entire County

Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model

Inpin Assumptlons and' for dentlal Org Collsction for Entire County
Econdmic Assumptions
{nftation: 2.0%
Nomina! discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: -10

Progiam Participation and Waste Generation Assumptions. * ™

Eliglble Waste Generators: 16,507 households (1)
Food Waste Yard Waste (2 Compostable Paper Source
Disposed (Ib/hhweek): 19.02 16.72 3.22 Grant County SWMP Update
Curmrent recovery (Ibhhweek): 0.00 933 0.00 Grant County SWMP Update
Participation in new program: 30% 57% 30% Actual Seattle data
Est. Recovery Efficlency, new program: 50% X 95% 18% Actual Kirg County & Seattie data, and Seattle RPA
Implied new annual recovery (tons): 1,224 3,886 75
Implied total recovery (tons): 1,224 4,126 75
. . Total: 5,185 annual new tons
5,425 annual total tons
Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 5 Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 25% 50% 5% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up: 1.2% Could be due to growth ot
Cost per ltem
(presont year
Qty Capital Assat doltars) -~ - Year Purchasad Lifetime
1 4952 Containers ©$ .13 1 . 5 Composters.com
2] 1 Design promo materials $ 5,750 1 20 Cascadia Estimate
3|
Totat § 70,127
O&MCosts. - ' . -1 L L D . o . A
-’ 'Annual Cost per tem
(present year
lon dobiars) Source
1 Ads & promotion $ 11,800 | Cescadia Estimate
2
3 g
Total $ 11,900
Gperating Costs | o Lo B
+ Price
{per household per
Description month) Cost Source
4] Haulig Cost $ 375 % 423,405 JConsolidated Disposal Services, Inc - per household estimate (3)
2
3
Total $ . 423,405

Cost por Ton Source

$ 13.50 {Royai Organic Products
$ 13.50
Results
] I tons 4,890
Net present value; $ (5,640,000)
lized cost (2005 dollars): $ 564,000 -
Lavellzed cost per ton (2005 do|lars) s ’ 115

(1) Includes households in the entire County.
(2) Quirent R yoly Indudes 240 tons atiributed to Quincy curbside program (289 households). Source: Consolidated Disposal Services.
(3) Operating costs are based on the assumption that collection would be provided by the franchised hauler and contract haulers in incorporated areas.

Grant Coﬁnty Solid Waste Management Plan Update 17 | ‘August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06 ‘



Figure I-6. Curbside Recycling Collection

GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06

Grant County Recycling Option (_:osi qu_ql
Input A pti and Results for Reslid: Curbside Recycling Collection
Economic Assumptions L
- Inflation: 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: . 0.0%
Number of years to use In NPV analysis: .10
Program Particlpation and Waste Generation Assumptions ~ i
Eligible Waste Generators: 7,133 househoids (1)
Paper_(2) #1 & #2 Plastic Metal (3) Source
- Disposed (Ib/hhiweek): '13.22 : 166 - 3.60 ‘|Grant County SWMP Update
Current tecovery (ibthhiweek): 3.36 0.06 3.39 Grant County SWMP Update
Particip in new pragram:| 70% 70% 70% Cascadia Assumption
Est Recovery Efficiency, new prog 73% 70% 70% fSeattle RPA, except Plastics - Cascadia Assumption
Impliad new annual recovery (tons): 1,246 151 327 . .
Implled total recovery (tons): 1,563 156 635
Total: 1,724 annual new tons
2,356 annual total tons
Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 § Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual ingrease after ramp-up: 1.2% Could be due to population’ growth or i
Capital Costs - - IR
Cost per item
{present year
Qty Capital Asset doltars}) Year Purchased Lifetime Source
1 1 Design promo materials $ 5,750 1 20 Cascadia Estimate
2
3
4
§|
Total § 5,780
Q & M Costs . et e A P et
Annuat Cost per
ftem {present year
oty Description doliars) Source
1 1 Ads & promotion $ 11,900 {Cascadra Estimate
2
3
4
5 e
Total § 11,900
Revenue from Sale of Materlal .. . . .. . - v cmiocasis o o e e e e o e g
Market Price (per
Materlal ton) Revenue
1
2
3
4
8|
Total § -
Cantracted Services (haullng, processing) il
Cost per
household per
_month _ Source
$ 3.00 [Sound Resource Management, The Monthly UnEconomist, June 2001
. $ 3.00
Resuits
Average annual tons recovered: 2,330
Net present value: § (2,940,000)
Annuallzed cost (2005 dollars): $ 294,000
Levelized cost per ton {2005 dollars): § 126
* All Capital costs and O& M costs fated with 1and r are |l P In the Contracted Services section under prog costs, p tion costs not -
included in Contracted Services.
(1) Includes hausehalds in the city limits of Moses Lake, Ephrata, and Quincy.
(2) Paper includes: Newspaper, mixed waste paper, high grade paper, magazines, cardboard, & other groundwood paper.
(3) Metal includes: Aluminum ¢ans, tin cans, other non-ferrous, & other ferrous.
Grant County. Solid Waste Management Plan Update 1-8 ~ August 14, 2006



Figure I-7. Commercial Organics Collection .

Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model
Input Assumptions and Results for [ Colk

Inflation: 2.0%
Nominal Discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use In NPV analysis: . 10

Prograsm Paiticipation and Waste Generation Assumptions =~ o

Density of Waste: 400 pounds per cubic yard
Standard food waste dumpster sizes: 15 cuble yards
2 cubic yards
Hoteis/ Food '
Restaurant __ Groceries Schools H Motsls Processing Source
Eligible Waste 65 18 19 3 7 11 On-line directories (1)
Participation rate;| 10% 20% 80% . 80% 10% 40% Program Assumptions by Cascadia
Parti 7 4 - =15 5 1 4 Mukiply above two knes
Disposal (Ibiwk 2,185 4,030 466 541 1.821 2,474 Cascadia-Study for City of Los Angeles
Current recovery (Ibfwk/ste)| 184 . 164 70 70 70 70 Grant County SWMP Update (2)
R new 55% 80% 75% 75% A5% 90% Rest./Groceries--Sealtle/KC Study; others assumed
implied mw annual rscuvered (tons): 203 302 138 51 13 255
implied total annual d (tons): 231 7 . 168 59 . 15 263
: Totals: 962 new tons
1,050 annual total tons
Ramp-up . . .
Year: 1 2 3 4 5 Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 25% 50% 75% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual /ncrease after ramp-up: 1.8% Could b i Tu population growth or Increasea elledveness
Capitad Costs - o . :
Average number of businesses servicable, per truck per day: 150 per Consolldated Disposal Sendces, Inc.
Number of collection days In a week: 2 Assume 2 days needed for collection
Average bin fullness: 100% Assumption by Cascadia
Hotels/ Food

basedon

Total pick-ups required per wk: 73
Total plck-ups required per day: 37
implied of trucks req o2

Cost per item
{present year Yewr

Restourant __Groceries Schools Hospitals Motels  Processing Source
Avg. # of pick-ups required per business, per wk| 2 5 1 2 3 Calculated based on abave inputs (3)
Avg # containers nesded per site, perwk:]” - 1 - © 25 05 -2 05 1 15 Ci

Awvg. total # of pick-ups requived, per wk: 13 8 31 | 10 2 9 _| Calciiated hased on above inputs

Asset _dollars] Saurce
1 Trucks $ 220,000 1 ' 10 Consolidated Disposal Services, Inc.
k<] Contalners  § 325 1 10 Consolidated Disposal Services. Inc.

Total § 230,680

'8 M Coits . S g y - e et el

0.2 Drivers 33, 000 Consodlidated Disposal Services, inc.
10 Annual Maint. $ 40,000 |Consdlidated Disposal Services, Inc.

Total § 45,030
Contracted Services (haling, processing). A e

]

4}Processing 13.50 jRoyal Organlc Products

Total $ 13.50

Resuls™™ = " =

rage annual tons 830
Net present value: $  (900,000)
Annualized oost (2005 dollars): $ 90,000
Levelized cost per ton (2005 dollars): $ 22

(1) includes businesses with more than 10 employees.
2) 584.44 tons of Food atributed to Restaurants & Grocery Stores, 50% of recovered yard waste (1874.45 tons) aﬂnbutad to all generator groups.
(3) HospRals & Hotels/Motels using 1.5 cubic yard dumpster. All others using 2 cubio yard dumpster.

of 2 pick-ups perwk

Grant Counfy Solid Waste Management Plan Update 1.9
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06

Augaust 14, 2006



Figure I-8. Commercial Paper Collection .
B Grant County Ret‘:ycllngvo'pt‘lon Cost Model

Input Assumptions and Results for Expanding Paper Collection to all Commecial Customers

Economic Assumptions.
inflation: o 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: 10

Program Participation and Waste Generation Assumptions

Eligible Waste Generators: 43 Iarge’ busfnesses (1)

Cardboard High Grade __ Mixed Paper (2) Source .

Generation (Ib/biweek): 793 199 848 Grant Czunty SWMP Update
Current recovery (Ib/bweek): 622 2 a0 Grant County SWMP Update
Participation in new program:] - 50% - - 50% 50% Cascadia Assumption
Est. Recovery Efficiency, new program: 86% 86% 84% Seattle RPA
Implied new annual recovery (tons): - 82 85 356 '
Implied total annual recovery (tons): 381 98 398
Tatal: 533 annual new tons
875 annual total tons
Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 5 Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up: 12% Could be due to population grawth or increased efectivéness
Gapital Costs e
Cost per item
" {(presentyear ’ ) o
: Qty Capital Asset doliars) Year Purchased Lifetime - Source
ZL
3
Total § -
08 M Costs . o ot o
Annual Cost
per item
’ : (presentyear . -
Description dollars) Source
11 05 Tech. Assist. $ 46,000 [Cascadia Estimate
2
3 bt
Total $ 23,000
Contracted Services (hauling, processing) © . ... .. .
Description Cost per ton
2
3 .-
Total $ -
Results . .
Average annual tons recovered: 870

Net present value: $§  (250,000)
Annualized cost (2005 doliars): $ 25,000
Levelized cost per ton (2005 dollars): $ 29

* Assumes paper collection would be economical for a commercial hauler to provide the service, provided the County identifies, recruits, and provides
technical assistance for businesses.

(1) Large businesses have over 100 employees.

(2) Includes mixed low-grade, newspaper, other groundwood paper, and magazines.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update 1-10 S August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06 :



Figure I-9. Commingled C&D Drop-Off Sites at Ephrata Landfill
Grant County Recycling Option Cost Model

Input Assumptions and Results for Commingled Recyclable C&D at Ephrata Landfill

Economic Assumptions
Inflation: 2.0%
Nominal discount rate: 0.0%
Number of years to use in NPV analysis: 10

|Program Participation and Waste Generation Assumptions

Seli-Haul Commercial Source
Current Disposal {tons) {(1): 13.032 29,484 Grant County SWMP Update
Current Recovery (tons): 898 1,640 Grant County SWMP Update
% Processed: 50% 20% Cascadia Estimate
Recaovery efficiency. 50% 30% Cascadia Estimate
implied new annual recovery (tons): 3,258 1,769
Implied total annual recovery (fons): 3707 2589 Assume collecting 50% of current recovery
Total: 5,027 annual new tons

6,296 annual total tons
13,682 annual tons of throughput

Ramp-up
Year: 1 2 3 4 5 Thereafter
% of expected material flow: 50% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Assumed annual increase after ramp-up: 1.2% Could be due to population growth or increased effectiveness
Capital Costs i
Cost per item
(present year Year
Qty Capital Asset dollars) Purchased Lifetime Source
1 5 Containers $ 6,500 1 10 GK Industrial Refuse Systems
2,
3
$ 32,500
O&MCosts - I .
Annual Cost
per item
(present year
Qty Description dollars) Source
1 -
2
3 .
Total $ -
Confracted Sefvices (hauling, processing)
Description Cost per ton Source
1}Processing $ 40.00 [Recovery 1 Tip Fee
2
3
Total $ 40.00
Results
Average annual tons recovered: 6,230
Net present value: $§ (6,010,000)
Annualized cost (2003 dollars): $ 601,000
Levelized cost per ton (2003 dollars): $ 97

(1) Includes metals (other ferrous & non-ferrous, and other aluminum), clean wood (dimensional, natural, untreated, & wood packaging),
and other C&D (concrete, drywall, sand/soil/rock, and ceramic).

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update I-11 August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim draft 8-14-06
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GRANT COUNTY COST ASSESSMENT QUESTiONNAIRE
(Draft) :

PREPARED FOR GRANT COUNTY
PREPARED BY: Jeffrey Morris, Sound Resource Management Group, Inc.
CONTACT TELEPHONE: 360-319-2391/360-319-2391 (mobile)

DATE: February 20, 2006

DEFINITIONS

Throughout this document:
YR.1 shall refer to calendar year 2004,
YR.3 shall refer to calendar year 2006.
" "YR.6 shall refer to calendar year 2009.



1. DEMOGRAPHICS
1.1 Population
1.1.1 Total population of Grant Coﬁnty:
YR 178,300 YR.3 80,100 YR.6 82,900

1.1.2 Planning level populaﬁon (Including' the Town of Elmer City located in Okanogan
County and that portion of the Town of Coulee Dam located in Okanogan County):

YR.179,415 YR.3 81,250 YR.684,100

1.2 References and Assumptions

Total Grant County population estimate for 2004 from Official April 1 2005 Population
Lstimates, April 1 Population of Cities, Towns, and Counties, Used for Allocation of Selected
State Revenues, State of Washington, State of Washington Office of Financial Management
(OFM), Forecasting Division, Olympia, WA, June 28, 2005 — available on the Internet at
www.ofm. wa.gov/pop/april 1/finalpop2005.xls.  This OFM source also was the basis for the
projections of Grant County total population for 2006 and 2009 based on the 1.15% estimated
population growth rate for Grant County between 2000 and 2005 exhibited in this source.

Area covered by the CSWMP includes the Towns of Coulee Dam and Elmer City,
located in Okanogan County. These towns are members of the Regional Board of Mayors, along
with Electric City and Grand Coulee, which are located in Grant County. The RBOM towns use
the Delano Landfill located in Grant County. The RBOM arranges for a collection company to
serve its members, and each member has an individual contract with the collection company.
These towns have elected to be part of the RBOM because they are in close proximity with the
other members, are small communities, and benefit from sharing resources and services. Coulee
Dam and Elmer City have relatively low populations, 850 for Coulee Dam’s portion that lies in
Okanogan County and 265 for Elmer City in 2005. There is also a seasonal influx of workers
and tourists into Grant County that is reflected in waste generation forecasts used in the Grant
County CSWMP.



2. WASTE STREAM GENERATION

2.1 Tonnage Recycled

21.1' YR.117288 YR.320,500 YR.634,200
2.2 Tonnage Disposed |

22.1 YR.175451 YR.3 80,500 YR.6 83,800
2.3 References and Assumptions

Recycling and disposal tonnage for 2004 from draft CSWMP, Table 3-1. Projections for
2006 and 2009 based on draft CSWMP, Table 3-8. '



3. SYSTEM COMPONENT COSTS:

3.1 Waste Reduction Programs

3.1.1  Solid waste prevention/reduction programs which have been implemented and those
which are proposed are listed below: ' '

IMPLEMENTED PROPOSED

1. WR & R Education & Outreach 1. Electronics Public Education
2. SQG Education ‘

3. Mercury Reduction

3.12  Costs, includihg Capital costs and operating _éosts, for waste reduc’;ion/prévéntion
programs implemented and proposed:

IMPLEMENTED

YR.1 $31,541 YRJ3 $48,775 YR.6 $52,525
PROPOSED

YR.1 $0 YR.3 $18,507 YR.6 $19,661

Notes: Sources for waste reduction costs: County actual costs for 2004; County Budget and
CSWMP Table 4-5 for 2006; and CSWMP Table 4-5 and assumed 2.5% annual inflation rate
for 2006-09 for 2009.

3.13 Funding mechanism(s) that will pay the cost of the programs in 3.1.2. (Note: Tip =
landfill and drop box tipping fees; CPG = Department of Ecology Coordinated
Prevention Grants.)

IMPLEMENTED
YR.1Tip& CPG YR.3 Tip & CPG YR.6 Tip & CPG

PROPOSED

YR.1 YR.3 Tip YR.6 Tip



3.2 Recycling Programs

3.2.1 Proposed or implemented recycling program(s), their costs, and proposed funding
mechanisms are listed below. (Note: Tip = landfill and drop box tipping fees, CPG =
Department of Ecology Coordinated Prevention Grants, Sales = revenue from selling
recycled materials, User = user pay through collection company or drop-off fee.)

322 IMPLEMENTED o |
PROGRAM | ' CoST FUNDING

1. County Drop Box and Landfill Included in Tip & Sales
Drop-Off Recycling landfill budget
2. HHW Collection YR.1 $66,093 Tip & CPG
YR.3 $79,100 Tip & CPG
YR.6 $85,200 Tip & CPG
PROPOSED
PROGRAM COST FUNDING
1. Tire Recycling YR.1 $0
YR.3 $12,000 Tip & CPG
YR.6 $12,900 Tip & CPG
2. Mercury Collection YR.1 $0
YR.3 $3,850 Tip & CPG
YR.6 $4,100 Tip & CPG
3. Expand Drop-Off Recycling YR.1 $0
YR.3 $95,000 Tip
YR.6 $0 Tip
4. Commercial Paper Collection YR.1 $0
YR.3 $NA User
YR.6 $SNA User
5. Technical Assistance YR.1 $0
YR.3 $23,000 Tip
YR.6 $24,408 Tip
6. Organics Drop-Off YR.1 $0
YR.3 $0
YR.6 $156,801 Tip
7. Commingled C&D Drop-Off YR.1 $0
YR.3 $0

YR.6 $609,070 Tip



8. Organics Composting Facility YR.1 $0

YR3S 0 Tip
YR.6 $30,000  Tip
9. Residential Organics Collection YR.1 80 .
' YR3 $0 o o _
YR.6 $74,027 ‘ User

Notes: Sources for recycling costs: County actual costs for 2004, County Budget and CSWMP
Table 4-5 for 2006, and CSWMP Table 4-5 and assumed 2.5% annual inflation rate for 2006-
09 for 2009. o . o



3.3 Solid Waste Collection Programs

33.1 Regulated Solid Waste Collection Programs

1. WUTC Regulated Hauler Name: Consolidated Disposal Service, Inc.

G-permit #G-190
YR. 1 YR. 3 YR. 6
RESIDENTIAL v
- # of Customers 7,400 7,570 7,840
- Tonnage Collected 9,755 9,980 10,335
COMMERCIAL
- # of Customers ; - 650 654 660
- Tonnage Collected 12,575 12,650 12,770

2. WUTC Regulated Hauler Name: Waste Management, Inc.

G-permit #G-237 ,
' YR. 1 YR.3 YR 6
RESIDENTIAL
- # of Customers 535 550 565
- Tonnage Collected ‘ 417 430 440
COMMERCIAL
- # of Customers 187 188 190
- Tonnage Collected 1,029 1,035 1,045
3. WUTC Regulated Hauler Name: Sunrise Disposal
G-permit #G-201
YR. 1 YR.3 YR.6
RESIDENTIAL
- # of Customers 75 77 79
- Tonnage Collected 97 100 102
COMMERCIAL
- # of Customers 20 20 20
- Tonnage Collected 76 76 76

Notes: Residential customer growth rates based on planning area population growth rates.
Commercial customer growth assumed at 25% of residential customer growth. Tonnage
projections based on per customer collection tonnage for 2004. :

Sunrise Disposal’s residential garbage collection tonnage in unincorporated Grant County
assumed to equal 1.3 tons collected per residential customer. See notes under non—regulated
solid waste collection programs for basis for 1.3 tons estimate.



Sunrise Disposal’s commercial garbage collection tonnage based on total regulated and
non-regulated customers and 841 tons remaining from 2,496 tons disposed at Delanc Landfill
by Sunrise after deducting 1,655 tons for 1,273 regulated and non- regulated re51den11al
customers at 1.3 garbage collectlon tons per customer.

3.3.2__Other (non-regulated) Solid Waste Collection Programs
1. Hauler Name: City of Soap Lake

YR 1 YR. 3 YR. 6

RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL
- # of Customers ' 689 705 730
- Tonnage Collected 714 ‘ 730 755

2, Hauler Name: Consolidated Disposal Service Inc - CDSI (contracts for Ephrata,
Mattawa, Quincy, Royal City, and Warden)

YR. 1 YR. 3 YR. 6
RESIDENTIAL o , ,
- # of Customers 5400 5525 57720 0
- Tonnage Collected - 7,075 7,240 7,495 -
COMMERCIAL }
- # of Customers 445 4438 452
- Tonnage Collected 8,195 8,250 8,325

3. Hauler Name: Lakeside Disposal (cchtract for Moses Lake) '
' YR 1 YR.3 YR. 6

RESIDENTIAL
- # of Customers 4,461 4,565 4,725
- Tonnage Collected 5,799 '5,935 6,140
COMMERCIAL o Cen
- # of Customers 676 680 685
- Tonnage Collected 9,200 9,255 9,320

4. Hauler Name: Sunrise Disposal (contract with Regional Board of Mayors for Coulee
Dam, Electric City, Elmer Clty, and Grand Coulee)

YR.1 YR.3 YR. 6
RESIDENTIAL
- # of Customers 1,198 1,225 1,270
- Tonnage Collected ‘ 1,558~ 1,595 1,650
COMMERCIAL o ' | _‘
- # of Customers ] 199 200 ' 202

- -Tonnage Collected 1,025 1,030 1,040



Notes: See notes for regulated haulers for customer and tonnage proj ectlon assumptlons for 2006

34

and 2009.
Lakeside Disposal tonnage split for 2004 between re51dent1a1 and commercial based on

1.3 tons per residential customer, with remainder of 14,999 tons collected in Moses Lake and
disposed at Grant County landfill allocated to commercial. The 1.3 tons per residential
customer is the average garbage collection quantity reported CDSI for its regulated collection
area in Grant County for 2005.

Energy Recovery & Incineration (ER&I) Programs
No ER&I facilities used or proposed in Grant County.
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Land Disposal Program

Landfill Name: Ephrata Landfill
Owner: Grant County
Operator: Grant County

Approximate tonnage dlsposed at the landfill by WUTC regulated haulers
Note: Estimates given here are based on hauler 1nterv1ew data and customer
growth rates as laid out in 3.3.1 above.

YR1 23,776 ~ YR3 24,095  YR.6 24,590

Approximate tonnage disposed at the landfill by other contributors. '

Note: Estimates given here are derived from total tonnage projections given in
2.2.1, less regulated hauler disposal tonnage given in 3.5.2, and also less Delano Landfill
tonnage in 2004 and 2006.

YR.1 48,592  YR.3 53,140 YR.6 59,210
Estimated cost of operating (including capital acquisitions) the Ephrata Landfill.
YR.1$1,237,207 YR3 $4,402,787  YR.3 $4,741,320
Funding mechanisms that will defray the cost of this component.
Drop box sites and landfill tip fees plus reserve fund investment interest fund
landfill operations costs in 2004. Same plus landfill closure reserves fund landfill

operations and old cell closure/post-closure costs in 2006 and 2009. 2009 costs based on
2006 costs inflated at 2.5% per year.
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3.5.6

Landfill Name: Delano Landfill
Owner: " Regional Board of Mayors
Operator: Regional Board of Mayors

Approximate tonnage disposed at the landfill by WUTC regulated haulers.
Note: Estimates given here are based on hauler interview data and customer
growth rates as laid out in 3.3.1 above.

YR1 173 YR3 176 YR6 0
Apprommate tonnage dlsposed at the landfill by other contributors.

Note: Estimates given here are derived from tonnage actuals and projections
given in 2.2.1 and 3.3.1, less regulated hauler disposal tonnage given in 3.5.2 and less

_Ehprata Landfill dlsposal tonnage.

YR12910 YR3 3124  YR60
Estimated cost of operating (including capital acquisitions) the Delano Landfill.
YR.1 $440,375 YR.3 $322,995 YR.3 $0

Funding mechanisms that will defray the cost of this component.

Landfill tip fees and three reserve funds (Closure Fund, Post Closure Fund, and
Landfill Fund) fund landfill operations and closure/post-closure costs in 2004 and 2006.
Delano Landfill plans to close after 2006.
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3.7

3.8

Administration Program
Budgeted cost for administering solid waste ‘and recycllng programs and major
funding sources are given below.

Budgeted Cost
| YR.1$126,190 YR.3 $1,698,500 YrR.6 $1,829,100

Funding Sources

For 2004 funding is through Ecology CPG grant & Ephrata Landfill disposal fees.
Same for 2006 and 2009 plus Ecology Remediation Plannmg Grant to cover remediation
planning that year. .

Administration cost components included in these estimates.
Wages, benefits, supplies, professional services, advertising, taxes, miscellaneous.

Specific proposed programs, costs and funding sources are:
No proposed new programs.

Other Programs: None

References and Assumptions: See notes prgjvidcd in each section above or below.

FUNDING MECHANISMS:
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4.2 Funding Mechanisms summary by percentage:

Table 4.2.1 Funding Mechanism by Percentage

Year One
Component Tip Fee % Grant% Bond % Collection Tax Other % Total
Rates %
Waste Reduction| 25% 75% 100%
& Recyclin
Collection 100.0% 100%
Drop Sites{ 100.0% 100%
Land Disposal| 100.0% 100%
Administration| 100.0% 100%
Table 4.2.2 Funding Mechanism by Percentage
Year Three
Component Tip Fee % Grant% Bond % Collection Tax Other % Total
Rates %
Waste Reduction| 72% 28% 100%
& Recycling
Collection 100.0% 100%
Drop Sites| 100.0% 100%
Land Disposal| 100.0% 100%
Administration] 34% 66% 100%
Table 4.2.3 Funding Mechanism by Percentage
Year Six
Component Tip Fee % Grant% Bond % Collection Tax Other % Total
Rates %
Waste Reduction] 93% 7% 100%
& Recyclin
Collection 100.0% 100%
Drop Sites| 100.0% 100%
Land Disposal| 100.0% 100%
Administration] 34% 66% 100%

15




4.3 References and Assumptions:

Grant County Public Works 401 — Solid Waste 2006 Budget Report provides 2004 actual
and 2006 budgeted revenues and expenditures. 2006 budgeted expenditures increased for
proposed waste reduction and recycling' programs per CSWMP Table 4-5. Tip fee forecast for
cost assessment Year 6 based on increases shown in Table 4 S for Year 4. Year 1 in Table 4-5 is
2006; for the cost assessment Year 1 is 2004.
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Appendix K

Public Comments



Preliminary Draft Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Public Comments
May 15 through June 13, 2006 Public Comment Period

Grant County received the following comments during the public comment period between May 15
and June 13, 2006 on the Preliminary Draft Plan. The comments are listed below, with a response
following each comment.

Bill Lamphere, Quincy, verbal comments received at the 2 p.m. public hearing on May 22, 2006
(Note: comment is summarized with Mr. Lamphere s approval):

Grant County programs do not emphasize diversion of organic waste from the landfill enough and a
wide range of large users exist that have use for compost, such as made by composting mint waste.
If composted organics were available, then the County could educate people about the value of
separating this material at the source and recycling it. If Grant County does not encourage
composting of organics then eventually it goes to the landfill and shortens the landfill life.

Response: The Plan Update proposes collecting organic wastes at drop off sites as processing
opportunities become available. Grant County continues to work with communities, groups, and
businesses interested in developing processing sites to receive these materials. Grant County
does not have the staff and expertise, nor does it believe it is in the best interest of its
constituents, to operate a site itself. No change fo the Plan Update is proposed.

Steve Shinn, written comments received June 13, 2006.

1. Pg viii Goals of the Plan: I believe the word Encourage shall be changed to Required. 1 do not
believe that the County can continue to accept wastes that can be recycled. These wastes will
only shorten the life of the landfill which will require the construction of new fill and/or shipping
waste out of county at higher disposal costs. I believe the plan only looks at the next 20 years
and should look at the next 50 years in its planning.

Response: The Goals in the Solid Waste Plan Update deliberately use Encourage because this
reflects a positive, collaborative approach and the fact these are goals the Grant County
communities seek to achieve. Grant County has successfully implemented several recycling and
education programs beyond those proposed in the 1995 Plan without requiring recycling and
waste reduction. Grant County proposes to continue the steady progress where possible. No
change to the Plan Update is proposed.

2. Pgix: The county should take advantage of non-disposal alternatives. The county should develop
sites which take these materials and use as waste composition and generation.

Response: The City of Quincy has been operating a composting facility for their waste for
several years. The Plan Update proposes creating drop-off sites for organic compostable wastes
as processing opportunities expand. Grant County completed a composting study, and is
discussing opportunities to develop processing facilities. Grant County will continue to look for
alternatives to disposal for other materials, such as tires and construction and demolition waste,
which the Goals of the Plan Update reflect. No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update K-1 August 14, 2006
GCSWMPU rev prelim drafl 8-14-06



3. Pgx: The designated recyclables should not be based only market opportunities but the fact that
they are recyclable. There may be net loss in recycling, but these items do not fill the landfill up.
Any costs incurred should be added to the landfill fee.

Response: Page 33 of the Plan Update has an extensive list of designated materials and more
detail on modifying the list, which is summarized on page x. The Plan Update recognizes other
materials we do not think of as recyclable now may become so in the future. The language is
intended to give the flexibility to add these materials quickly to the list for economic,
environmental, or other reasons without needing a more costly, slower, and onerous amendment
process. Grant County currently includes the costs of recycling programs in setting the disposal
fee. No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

4. Pgx Waste and Recycling: I like the 5 year plan but hope that it is achieved. I'm sure it can be
achieved without requiring recycling.

Response: The 5-year plan is intended as a practical, achievable plan for Grant County. With
your support, and the support of the businesses and other residents in Grant County, we believe
it can be achieved. No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

5. Tam concerned with the residents, municipals’, and commercial business continuing to disposing
of electronic equipment at the landfill. I bring this as I believe the county allows one computer
and/or monitor from each resident. Also, I’ve been told that a city manager has directed staff to
dispose of this equipment in the dumpster. Is this environmentally sound?

Response: We agree disposal of electronics in the landfill is not environmentally sound. Page 83
of the Plan Update outlines the regulatory framework for Moderate Risk Waste, which includes
cell phones and batteries and other electronics. Proper management and disposal of electronics is
within in a separate planning process for the County’s Moderate Risk Waste Plan (referenced on
Page 7 of the Plan Update). No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

6. Pg xiii Enforcement: Why is the County Health Department responsible for enforcement? It
seems that this should responsibility of the Solid Waste Department.

Response: As noted on Page 93 in the Plan Update, Chapter 70.95 of the Revised Code of
Washington assigns these responsibilities. No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

7. Pg xiv Funding: I believe that fees should be increased to reflect a recycling program cost. I
know for fact that a 20% rate increase to the City of Moses Lake should not require a rate
increase to its consumers (The City currently has a $ 4 million surplus in the sanitation fund and
nets in excess of $ 200,000 yearly).

Response: The current disposal fees at the Ephrata Landfill include the cost of recycling
programs that Grant County implements, and will continue to do so. Grant County has no
influence on the City of Moses Lake’s (or other cities’) budget process, fees, or dedicated funds.
No change to the Plan Update is proposed.

Grant County Solid Waste Management Plan Update K-2 August 14, 2006
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