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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington has been a leader in solid waste management since the passage of the first State
Solid Waste Management Act in 1969 (chapter 70.95 RCW). Since that time, the Legislature
has significantly revised the Solid Waste Management Act twice to reflect changes in the
priorities for the way solid waste is managed. The current Solid Waste Management Act, as
amended by the "Waste Not Washington Act® (ESHB 1671) in 1989, establishes the following
priorities for solid waste management:

Waste reduction.

Recycling, with source separation of recyclable materials as the preferred method.
Energy recovery, incineration or landfilling of separated wastes.

Energy recovery, incineration or landfilling of mixed wastes.

A~

The Act also set a goal of recycling 50% of the state’s waste by 1985. In 1990, Washington'’s
citizens recycled about 34% of their waste?, compared to a national average of 17%.°

The Solid Waste Management Act recognizes the need "to compile and maintain adequate
data on the types and quantities of solid waste that are being generated and to monitor how
the various types of solid waste are being managed". Ecology was directed to collect
information and to provide data to the state, local governments and the private industry to

~ assist in decision making and program development.

With the 1989 amendments to the Solid Waste Management Act, Ecology was required to
prepare a new state solid waste management plan. That plan, completed in January 1991,
identified the need for data collection and management in order to provide the necessary
information to the state, legislators, local governments, private industry and citizens to make
appropriate decisions and to understand the current conditions of solid waste in the state. In
order to fulfill the statutory obligation of providing data and implement recommendations of
the state plan, Ecology has prepared this first annual status report, Solid Waste in
Washington State.

FINDINGS OF THE ANNUAL STATUS REPORT

Ecology undertook the development of this first annual status report in 1992. The intent of
the first report was to locate, identify, classify and compile, in a database, basic information

! This law amended several state statutes, including the Solid Waste Management Act (chapter 70.95 RCW). In this annual

report, we will refer to the Solid Waste Management Act, which now includes the amendments provided for in the "Waste Not
Washington Act."

2 1990 Washington State Recycling Survey, Washington State Department of Ecology, Publication #91-21,

8 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the United States: 1992 Update, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency,

EPA/530-R-92-019, NTIS #PB92-207 166, July 1992. There is currently no standard methodology that is used by the USEPA or the
states to measure recycling rates. Differences include variations on what commodities are included in the calculations and what data
collection methods are used.
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Before

Open burning and uncovered dumps are prevalent.
1969

Local health departments permit solid waste facilities.
State Solid Waste Advisory Committee established.

Local governments plan for solid waste management.
Open dumps closed or converted to sanitary landfills.

1969

Local planning requirements established.
Guidelines developed for handling and disposal of residential and _
commercial wastes.

1972
Open burning prohibited.
Standards established for all disposal facilities.

Legislature amends the Solid Waste Management Act to:
1. Include hazardous waste management.
2. Make "Waste management® priority over "disposal.

1976

Collection and disposal systems addressed.

1980 Hazardous, residential and commercial wastes included.

Waste management priorities defined as:
1. Waste reduction
2. Waste recycling
3. Energy recovery or incineration
4. Landfilling
Local solid waste advisory committees (SWACs) required to assist
counties in developing comprehensive solid waste plans.
Local comprehensive solid waste management plan updates required.

1984

Siting criteria,-design standards, closure/post-closure and financial

1985 assurance requirements included.

State’s solid waste composition and management methods analyzed.
Waste reduction and recycling supported as basic strategies of waste
management.

1988

Set 50% reduction and recycling goal by 1995.
New solid waste management priorities established as:
1. Waste reduction
2. Recycling, with source separation preferred
3. Energy recovery, incineration or landfilling of separated waste
4. Energy recovery, incineration or landfilling of mixed waste.
Ecology directed to prepare a new State Solid Waste Management Plan.
Local plan updates to include waste reduction & recycling elements.

1989

Based on the new priorities for solid waste management.
Sets goals for the next twenty years.
Recommends actions to achieve the goals.

1991

Incorporate changes made at the Federal level in Subtitle D.
1992




Executive Summary

about a variety of solid waste management facilities statewide. Information was provided primarily
from Ecology’s regional office staff. Additional information was also obtained directly from the
municipal solid waste landfills.

The majority of the information contained in Chapter Il is a result of this collection effort. Some
additional information was supplied from other sources in Ecology and elsewhere as noted. Ecology
has compiled the information and completed some basic analysis of the data obtained and has
identified some implications of what seems to be occurring. These implications will be discussed later
in this portion of the report.

Some of the basic findings of this first annual report include the following. (See Chapter Il for a more
detailed discussion of these findings.)

Total Solid Waste Handling Facilities:

+ There are 459 solid waste facilities statewide, including landfills, intermediate transfer and
storage facilities, incinerators and other types of facilities.

« Of the 459 facilities, 210 are publicly owned, 249 are privately owned.
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills:
s There were 45 active* municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills in Washington in 1991.
« Of the 45 MSW landfills, 32 are permitted, 13 are not permitted.
+ Of the 45 MSW landfills, 36 are public. (24 permitted), 9 are private (8 permitted).
+ Of the 39 counties in Washington, 35 had active landfills in 1991.
Waéte Recycling: |
+ In 1990, approximately 34% of Washington’s waste was recycled.
Waste Disposal:
s In 1991, approximately 64% of Washington's waste was landfilled and 2% was incinerated.

+ An estimated 3.8 - 3.9 million tons of waste was reported disposed at the 45 MSW landfills
in 1991. ‘

s 69% of the waste was disposed in public facilities, 31% in private facilities.

+ 90% of the waste was disposed in permitted facilities, 10% in unpermitted facilities.

+ Some of the 45 municipal solid waste facilities take in other types of waste in addition to
municipal solid waste (MSW) and commercial waste. Some of these additional waste

streams include demolition waste, inert waste, industrial waste, wood waste, sludge,
ashestos and petroleum contaminated soils.

4 For purposes of this annual status report, active MSW landfills are those that accepted waste in 1991 from the general

population (non-federal facilities).
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¢+ Only one MSW landfill in the state reported taking waste from out of state and from out of
the country. '

*» MSW does move between some counties. Most of the movement is because of the more
convenient location of a neighboring landfill. Some counties contractually long-haul their
waste to other counties. In addition, specific waste streams, such as petroleum
contaminated soils, moved between counties for disposal at certain landfills. In 1991, one
city long-hauled waste to an Oregon facility.

Remaining Capacity:

* As of 1992, self-reporting by the 45 MSW landfills indicated 161 million tons of remaining
capacity.

» Of the remaining self-reported capacity, 23% is in publicly-owned landfills, 77% is in
privately-owned landfills.

 Based on self-reporting by the 45 MSW landfills, 19 expect to close, or stop taking MSW, by
October 1993 (when new Federal RCRA Subtitle D landfill regulations (40CFR Part 258)
take effect). .

» Ofthe 19 facilities expecting to close by October 1993, 15 are publicly-owned, 4 are
privately-owned.

* In the next five years, five (5) additional MSW landfills have.indicated they will close.

» Based on currently permitted capacity, 21 MSW landfills will be operating in five years, with
20 of those continuing to operate 10 or more years. The majority of those landfills will be in
eastern Washington.

IMPLICATIONS FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

In analyzing some of the information obtained during the preparation of the annual status report,
Ecology has identified some trends to be evaluated further:

s Although there are several unpermitted MSW landfills (13) in Washington, only 10% of the
waste was disposed in them.

» Of the 45 active landfills reporting in 1991, 19 have indicated they plan to close before the
new Federal Subtitle D landfill regulations take effect in October 1993. This will leave only
26 operating MSW landfills in 1994.° The number of facilities closing could increase as the
full implications of the more stringent Federal criteria become better understood by the
MSW landfill owners. ’

o As MSW landfills close, both in the public and private sector, costs for proper closure and
post-closure care will continue for the next 20 - 30 years.® The financial assurance

) 5 There are three active proposals for new landfills in Washington which, if completed, would increase this number.

5 MSW facilities that close before October 1993 will have a 20 year closure period. The new federal Subtitle D standards

require a 30 year closure period.

vi
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required for maintaining the proper closure conditions for this Iength of time is Iacklng,
especially among publicly owned landfills.

» Because of this trend in landfill closures, Ecology will set as a high grant funding priority
during the 1993-1995 biennium, assisting publicly owned municipal solid waste landfills with
closing properly under chapter 173-304 WAC, the Minimum Functional Standards for Solid
Waste Handling. A similar level of effort is expected to be made in the 1995-1997 biennium.

« In five years, 16 counties will have active landfills. While there will be adequate capacity
statewide, the issue will become accessibility to that capacity.

» Although the majority of future capacity will be with the larger private-sector landfills, the
publicly-owned MSW landfills will continue to play a role.

« As the new Federal Subtitle D standards come into effect in October 1993, many facilities in
other states will likely close. Washington and Oregon both have large regional MSW,
Subtitle D-complying facilities. Out-of-state waste coming to Washington may increase.
The size of this increase cannot be determined at this time.

« Current estimates indicate sufficient capacity for the next 40 years based on the current
waste disposal rates. Projections of remaining capacity are difficult because facilities that
intend to remain open and operable may be closed because of non-compliance with landfill
standards. The amount of waste to be disposed will vary depending upon the success of
waste reduction and recycling programs, waste streams caused by cleanup activities (e.g.,
petroleum contaminated soils) are adding to the amount of waste disposed and future
importation of waste from out-of-state will add to the waste stream. In addition, as more
and more facilities close, the remaining capacity in those that are open will be used up
faster.

» The pattern of MSW landfill closures indicates that the majority of remaining landfill capacity
in 10 years will be in the eastern part of the state.

NEXT STEPS

Data Collection

The analysis conducted in 1992, of solid waste classifications and facility types revealed that
comprehensive data gathering, through the development of annual reporting forms for each facility
type, is needed to gain detailed insight into the waste characteristics of Washington’s waste stream.
Ecology’s first year effort is significant since it not only identified the locations of 458 facilities but
began a process of fostered cooperation between facility operators, heaith departments,
municipalities, county governments, private consulting firms and other agencies of state government.

In the future, Ecology will more closely coordinate with other agencies and associations who are
collecting information about various aspects of solid waste management. For example, in 1992, the
Association of Washington Cities conducted a survey of their member cities and reported their
findings in its 1992 Solid Waste Survey’. The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
keeps information on their certificated haulers and curbside, multi-family and yard waste collection

7 1992 Solid Waste Survey, Association of Washington Cities, October 1992.’

Vii
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programs. The Washington Refuse and Recycling Association completed a Preliminary Analysis of
Refuse Company Revenue and Expenses study for its membership®. The Clean Washington Center
is tracking information on markets for recyclables.

It is Ecology’s goal to get these and other organizations involved in solid waste management together
in-early 1993, to discuss methodologies of data collection, discuss the types of information needed
and what each group is currently tracking or planning to collect in the future. Data sharing and
coordination, so that duplication of efforts does not occur, is the desired outcome for the future.

Another goal of Ecology is to achieve compliance with the Minimum Functional Standards’ annual
facility reporting requirement. Ecology has projected a four year schedule for developing standardized
reporting forms, similar to the MSW landfill forms developed and disseminated in 1992, for each
classification and facility type. Form development for 1993 has been initiated for energy recovery and
composting facilities. In addition, Ecology wants to more actively involve the local jurisdictional health
departments since they have the permitting and enforcement authority over the solid waste handling
facilities in the state. '

Program and Policy Development

In the state/local partnership for solid waste management in Washington, Ecology has clearly
prescribed roles. The ability to craft a program to meet these responsibilities is based on a clear
understanding of the context in which they are to be carried out. The ability to understand current
conditions and anticipate future trends becomes critical to improving technical assistance to public
and private facility operators while maintaining adequate regulatory oversight in conjunction with local
jurisdiction health departments.

This Annual Report forms the basis for Ecology’s Solid Waste Management Program. The information
presented in this and subsequent Annual Reports will assist in:

M Upgrading the best management practices - RCW 70.95.280;
@ Conducting detailed waste stream analysis - RCW 70.95.285;

3) Updating the State Solid Waste Management Plan - RCW 70.95.260(2);

“4) Providing technical assistance to individuals, cities, counties, and industry - RCW
70.95.260(3);
(5) Initiating, conducting, and supporting research projects pertaining to solid waste

management systems - RCW 70.95.260(4) and;

(6) Adopting and revising minimum function standards for solid waste handling - RCW
70.95.60.

These aforementioned areas are ongoing Ecology program responsibilities. There are in addition to
these activities, several near-term policy issues which the information contained in the Annual Report
can address. In 1989, the amendments to chapter 70.95 RCW, the Solid Waste Management--
Reduction and Recycling Act, established a fifty percent (50%) recycling goal for the state to be
achieved by 1995. In addition, these amendments created a tax on solid waste collection to fund a

Preliminary Analysis of Refuse Company Revenue and Expenses, Columbia Research Corp., April 1992,

viii
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Solid Waste Management Account. The use of this account is directed to carry out the purposes of
the Solid Waste Management Act. This Annual Report, and subsequent reports, will be used to do
policy analysis in order to: '

(1) Assess program effectiveness in providing support for achieving the fifty per cent
(50%) recycling goal; ‘

@ Evaluate performance of the management system in terms of technical assistance,
standards development and regulatory oversight as prescribed by chapter 70.95 RCW,

3) Provide recommendations on how to manage solid waste in the future based on the
data provided in the Annual Report.
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CHAPTER |

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

This chapter discusses some of the key roles, responsibilities and activities of local governments and
state government. It is by no means inclusive. Several other local and state agencies have
involvement in the management of solid waste. For this first annual status report, the following roles
and responsibilities have been highlighted.

ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In Washington, local governments have the lead responsibility for solid waste management. It is the
responsibility of counties and cities to plan for and dispose of solid waste that cannot be reduced or
recycled in a manner that is environmentally safe and economically sound. Local jurisdictional health
departments are responsible for issuing permits, inspecting and admmlstermg enforcement actions
against solid waste handling facilities.

LOCAL PLANNING
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plans

Since the early 1970’s, each county within the state, in cooperation with the various cities located
within the county, has been required by the Solid Waste Management Act to prepare a coordinated,
comprehensive solid waste management plan. These comprehensive solid waste management plans
detail and inventory all existing solid waste handling facilities and provide an estimate of long-range
needs for solid waste handling facilities projected over a twenty-year period. The plans outline an
orderly program for the development of solid waste handling facilities. The facilities included in the
plan are to meet, among other requirements, the Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste
Handling (MFS) (chapter 173-304 WAC).

Since 1989, counties and cities have also been required to include waste reduction and recycling
elements in their solid waste management plans, written according to guidelines developed by
Ecology.’

Current Conditions

The legislature expects counties and cities to make sound solid waste management decisions based
on approved and "current" comprehensive solid waste management plans. [n this regard, the
legislature has placed two conditions on county plans which effect current conditions. First, a plan is
to be reviewed and revised within five years of July 1, 1984, or more specifically, July 1, 1989; and,
second, counties and planning cities are to submit a waste reduction and recycling element, a cost
assessment element and any revisions to other elements of the plan by the specified dates per county
area classification, i.e., Class One Areas by July 1 of 1991; Class Two Areas by July 1, 1992; and,

s Guidelines for the Development of Local Solid Waste Management Plans and Plan Revisions, Washington Department of

Ecology, Publication Number 80-11, March 15, 1890.
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Class Three Areas by July 1, 1994.° The date a plan is approved by Ecology is the official date for
monitoring the five year statutory review process noted above.

Recent case law affirmed the importance of current condition planning in solid waste. On April 16,
1991, the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) in its *Findings of Fact,* and *Conclusions of Law"
in case #90-165, Weyerhaeuser Company, Inc. v. Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Health District & Department of
Ecology, determined Ecology’s approval of a plan amendment to the Cowlitz-Wahkiakum
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan in 1988, constituted an approved revision to the
‘entire* plan. The PCHB also noted that nothing in chapter 70.95 RCW suggested that a
comprehensive solid waste management plan becomes void even if a local governmental jurisdiction
fails to “review and revise*'! the plan be the statutory deadline. The PCHB reasoned that when the
legislature decides to declare an activity automatically void, such as a plan’s expiration date for:
example, it does so "explicitly.”

A comprehensive solid waste management plan does not become void automatically by statute
regardless of changed conditions within a county. A plan only becomes antiquated if either a county
so declares a plan review is necessary, or if Ecology declares a plan to be not in “current condition,"
that is, not reflective of changes within the county.

Ecology’s current condition authority stems from two statutory points of reference. First, it is Ecology
only that is granted the authority to approve plans by statute; and, second RCW 70.95.110(1) states a
county or city’s comprehensive solid waste management plan must be *maintained in a current
condition and reviewed and revised periodically by counties and cities as may be required by the
department.”

A plan’s current condition status - reflective of changes in solid waste within a county - is of particular
importance with respect to the backdrop of permit activity. That is, a jurisdictional health department
can only issue a permit once a plan is approved by the department. The department is then charged
with the responsibility of reviewing all permits issued by the jurisdictional health department to *ensure
that the proposed site or facility conforms*'? among other things to *the approved comprehensive
solid waste management plan.™

Since the PCHB decision, Ecology has developed, adopted and initiated a *"current condition" policy.
Ecology’'s approach to declaring a plan *not current* follows what is called a “Grace Period Approach
or Graduated Solid Waste Plan Review"'“process. At the heart of the policy is the recognition the
comprehensive solid waste management planning is an evolving process. Through cooperation,
education, information sharing and technical assistance between Ecology and local governments
engaged in planning activities, the department believes that local governments will meet the legislative
planning mandates by the end of 1994 - the last year to plan for Class Three Areas.

10 The classes of areas are defined as follows: (a) Class one areas are the counties of Spokane, Snohomish, King, Pierce, '

and Kitsap and all the cities therein; (b) Class two areas are all other counties located west of the crest of the Cascade mountains
and all the cities therein; and, (c) Class three areas are the counties east of the crest of the Cascade mountains and all the cities
“therein, except for Spokane county. RCW 70.95.110(3)

PCHB #890-165, "Conclusions of Law," ltem VIil., page 15.
2 RCW 70.95.185
¥ RCW 70.95.185(2)

Ecology's Current Condition Policy was adopted November 1991.
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To gradually incorporate the current condition policy into comprehensive solid waste management
planning, Ecology has sent letters explaining this approach to plan compliance to all counties. The
department has established three parameters for compliance with the "current condition" provision of
the law. First, a plan must comply with the five year statutory review period defined by the legislature.
Second, a plan must contain the waste reduction, recycling and cost assessment elements by the
required timeframe. And, third, the plan must conform with the procedural requirements of the law as
well as specific findings of content review determined during the mandated plan review process.
Based on these parameters of testing current condition, eighteen counties have plans that are in
"current condition” while twenty-one counties have agreements or scheduled completion dates for their
plans with Ecology per RCW 70.95.080(3). By reaching agreements on plan completion deadlines
with the remaining counties, Ecology has accepted parameters of so-called not current or outdated
plans as long as major county solid waste policy decisions conform to provisions contained in plans
under development and if the counties maintain their agreed upon schedules for plan completion.

Table 2 depicts the present status of comprehensive solid waste management planning in the state
based on "current condition" status. (See Map “C" in Appendix A for a map showing the counties
included in each Ecology regional office.)

TOTAL | NWRO™ SWRO CRO. ERO

—
PLANS IN CURRENT CONDITION 18 2 7 2 5

PLANS ON REVISION SCHEDULE 21 5 5 5 8

Moderate Risk Waste Planning'®

In 1985, the Legislature amended the Hazardous Waste Management Act (HWMA), chapter 70.105
RCW, to require local governments, or a combination of contiguous local governments, to prepare
plans to manage moderate risk waste by June 1990. Moderate risk waste is defined as waste that is
hazardous in characteristic but not otherwise regulated by the HWMA because it is generated by
houséholds or by businesses (called small quantity generators or SQG’s), but in amounts léss than
the quantity exclusion limits established in the Dangerous Waste Regulations, chapter 173-303 WAC.

Local governments formed 33 planning areas for which they would prepare moderate risk waste plans.
A planning area generally consisted of one or more counties and all the cities therein. A lead agency
was selected to prepare the plan and secure grant funding (grants through Ecology paid for 75% of

15 There are two additional plans in the NWRO not included in this number. Under RCW 70.95.080 cities are offered three
options for the preparation of local comprehensive plans: (1) Prepare its own plan; (2) Enter into an agreement with the county and
prepare a joint plan; (3) Authorize the county to prepare the plan to include the city. Two cities have opted to prepare their own plans
- Seattle (plan in current condition) and Everett (on a schedule to prepare a revised plan).

16 Because of the requirements for local governments to prepare hazardous waste plans {moderate risk waste plans) and the

involvement of households in this waste stream, Ecology has determined that MBRW will be included under the larger definition of
solid waste for the purposes of this annual report and for inclusion in a revised State Solid Waste Management Plan.
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the planning costs, $2.6 million, from the Local Toxics Control Account and Centennial Cleanwater
Fund). Lead agencies varied from area to area to include health districts/department, councils of
governments, planning or public works department, or any combination of the above.

After the plan was prepared, it was submitted to all jurisdictions for adoption, and then to Ecology for
approval. Ecology approval establishes eligibility for grant funds to implement the plans. By
November 1992, all 33 moderate risk waste plans had been approved by Ecology.

Unlike comprehensive solid waste management plans which have a twenty-year planning period,
MRW plans have a five year horizon, generally 1992 - 1996. Plans were divided into five parts:

. Introduction and purpose, including a goals statement,
. 'Background description of the plénning area,

. Existing and future conditions and needs, which included a rough quantification of generation
rate and disposal practices for the various moderate risk waste (MRW) streams,

. Plan objectives and alternatives to solve the problems described in the needs analysis, and

. Recommended programs and actions, including a budget and implementation schedule. In
addition, specific waste streams were targeted for special attention. In all plans, used oil was
one of the targeted waste streams. Programs were required in each of five areas: household
and public education, household collection, SQG education and technical assistance, SQG
collection assistance, and SQG compliance/enforcement.

MRW plans were to be implemented by local governments by December 1991. Since 1991, when the
first implementation grants were awarded by Ecology, almost $13 million has been disbursed to local
governments for MRW activities. Despite this extensive funding, there is a shortfall in the projected
costs to implement local MRW programs. Costs for the 1991-1993 biennium have been estimated at
$28 million, rising to $33 million for the 1993-1995 biennium'’. (See Chapter lll for additional
information about MRW activities in Washington.)

In 1991, the Legislature enacted the Used Oil Recycling Act, chapter 70.95 RCW, which requires local
governments to amend their MRW plans to include household used oil. This Act sets a final
collection/recycling goal of 80% by 1996. Local governments were to discuss in their plan
amendments ways they would provide convenient collection of used oil, and how they would educate
the public to make them aware of the need for proper disposal of used oil.

COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE

A city may establish a system of solid waste handling for the entire city or for any portion of the city.
With a few exceptions, a city may require property owners and occupants to use the solid waste
collection and disposal system or recyclable materials collection and disposal system, and set
charges for those systems. A city is responsible for assuring that the solid waste handling systems
and facilities, whether publicly or privately owned, are consistent with the city’s solid waste
management plan, which has been integrated into the county’s comprehensive solid waste
management plan, '

7 The Problem Waste Study, Washington State Department of Ecology, Publication Number 90-59, December 1990.
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Counties are authorized to establish solid waste handling and disposal systems or facilities for
unincorporated areas, and make any rules and regulations necessary for the use and occupation of
those sites. A county may designate a disposal site or sites for all solid waste collected in the
unincorporated areas. A county is responsible for assuring that the solid waste handling systems and
facilities, whether publicly or privately owned, are consistent with the county’s solid waste
management plan.

Although a county may contract for the collection of source separated recyclable materials from
residences within the unincorporated areas, counties are explicitly prohibited from operating a solid
waste collection system. Solid waste collection in unincorporated areas of the state is regulated by
the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.

Counties may form two types of special purpose districts: solid waste collection districts and solid
waste disposal districts. The two districts have different purposes: a disposal district allows a county
to levy a tax to fund solid waste, while a collection district allows a county to require mandatory solid
waste collection.

FACILITY PERMITTING AND ENFORCEMENT

Local jurisdictional health departments are responsible for issuing permits for solid waste handling
facilities. The health department must investigate every application to determine whether an existing
or proposed site and facilities meet all applicable laws and regulations, conform with the approved
comprehensive solid waste management plan, and conform with all zoning requirements. Health
departments have sole jurisdiction for issuing and suspending permits in accordance with locally
adopted rules and state regulations.

Ecology reviews every solid waste facility permit issued by a jurisdictional health department to ensure
that the proposed site or facility conforms with: (1) all applicable laws and regulations including
chapter 173-304 WAC, Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling (MFS); and, (2) the
approved comprehensive solid waste management plan. In reviewing conformance with the

. comprehensive solid waste management plans, Ecology’s technical review specnallsts are to determine
if the jurisdiction has a plan maintained in a current condition.

Ecology has the authority to appeal a permit that does not conform with these requirements to the
Poliution Control Hearings Board (PCHB), within thirty days of the permit issuance. The PCHB may
overturn Ecology’s appeal, in which case the permit is issued, or sustain the appeal, in which case
issuance of the permit is revoked. Both actions are appealable to Superior Court.

Local jurisdictional health departments also are responsible for inspecting solid waste handling

facilities and administering any enforcement action against a non-complying facility.
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

To assist local governments in fulfilling their role of planning, enforcing laws and ordinances, and

providing waste reduction and recycling opportunities to citizens, Ecology provides financial
assistance in the form of grants.
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GRANTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

One of Ecology’s responsibilities under the Solid Waste Management Act, and related laws such as the
Model Toxics Control Act, is to distribute financial aid to local governments. Ecology has been issuing
grants to local governments since 1971. The first grants helped local governments plan for solid
waste management. Following are some grant programs that help local governments develop and
implement plans to manage solid and moderate risk waste. (For additional information on grants, see
Table 3.)

Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPG)

in 1991, Ecology responded to the needs of local
governments by consolidating several programs and
their separate "pots" of money into a larger, unified
Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPG) program.

This program encourages local governments to
consider all their waste management needs at the
same time and to cooperate in regional solutions to
waste problems.

The coordinated program also encourages local
governments to use their local solid and hazardous
waste plans as working tools. Projects should be
contained in Ecology-approved and adopted plans if
they are to be funded, which serves to tie daily
activities to long-range planning.

The grant program is non-competitive. Every two
years the available grant money is allocated for
each county-wide area, using a formula based on a
constant amount per county plus a certain amount
per capita. Grant recipients must provide a local
match of cash expenditures, from 25 to 40 percent
of the total eligible costs. Grants do not pay for
incinerators, new landfill construction, or garbage

collection and disposal. Some of the activities they TABLE 3: WASTE MANAGEMENT GRANT
do pay for include: . ] INFORMATION

¢ Educating and informing the public about
ways to reduce the amount and toxicity of
the waste they produce and ways to recycle their waste.

¢ Supporting and encouraging recycling, such as curbside collection and drop-off facilities.

¢ Funding collection events for household hazardous waste to divert it from the solid waste
stream and ensure proper disposal.

* Educating and informing businesses about waste management and recycling, and help them
find manufacturing methods that produce less hazardous waste.

s Enforcing solid waste laws and ordinances to ensure that solid waste is managed and
disposed of in an environmentally safe manner.
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Monies comes from the Local Toxics Control Account, established by the Model Toxics Control Act
and funded by state taxes on toxic substances, from the Hazardous Waste Assistance Account,
funded by fees paid by businesses that generate or potentially generate hazardous waste, and from
the Referenda 26 and 39 accounts, funded by the sale of general obligation bonds.

Demonstration Projects and Pre-Implementation Grants

During 1991, cities and counties used grants for a wide variety of waste reduction and recycling
projects. The Waste Reduction and Recycling Phase | grants program provided assistance to local
governments for demonstration projects, to try out more than one recycling collection option in
different areas, and for pre-implementation program design, to research and design regional recycling
systems.

Monies for these grants come from the Referenda 26 and 39 accounts. There were 13 active projects
in 1991 using these grants. The total amount of money made available was $4 million. The remaining
$12 miillion in the Referenda 26/39 accounts is earmarked for capital costs for recycling equipment
and facilities. Ecology began accepting applications for these Phase Il funds in the fall of 1992. The
funds will be available through 1995.

Tire Grants

Two programs are assisting local governments in finding new uses for waste tires and cleaning up
waste tire piles, using grants and contracts provided by the Vehicle Tire Recycling Account. The
account is funded by a one-dollar fee on the retail sale of new replacement vehicle tires, Tire
Recycling Grants have helped local governments try out new uses for waste tires, such as the city of
Spokane’s $26,250 grant for a rubberized asphalt project. Spokane paved a city street in 1989 and
will evaluate the project annually until 1993, ‘

The Vehicle Tire Recycling Account is now being used primarily for waste tire pile cleanups. Over
817,000 tires were removed in 1991 from piles in Pierce, Thurston, Clark and Asctin counties. Many of
the tires are shredded for cement plant and pulp mill fuel. Some are retreaded, some are used as
marine bumpers, and in Klickitat County, tire shreds were used as road sub-base. (See Chapter lil for
further discussion of tires.)

Waste Reduction and Recycling Public Information and Education Grants (WRRPIE)

In 1989-1990, a $1 million grant program was developed by Ecology to implement a statewide waste
reduction campaign and to further develop local programs. A manual and catalog of available
educational materials and guidance on the development and implementation of waste reduction and
recycling education programs was developed and provided. The program required local governments
to apply for grant funding and come up with a 25-50% match. The first campaign focused on "Smart
Shopping to Reduce Waste."

In 1992, Ecology worked with local governments on a new statewide waste reduction and recycling
public information and education campaign focused on waste reduction, with special emphasis on
backyard composting and household hazardous waste. The approach allows Ecology to work with
local governments in developing the program and campaign, and distribute the materials to local
governments without grant applications and match requirements.
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Compost Study Grants

Compost Study Grants were provided through the
Solid Waste Management Account, funded by a tax
on solid waste collection. In 1991, the first year of
the grant program, five grants funded four projects
(one was a joint project). These grants provide
financial assistance to local governments for:

* Researching how to enhance current
markets and uses, and developing new
markets

* Obtaining technical information about
product quality, and testing appropriate
applications for compost products.

* Testing new collection and/or processing
methods for compost, and testing the
quality of the finished compost product.

Results of these grants will be available in June
1993.

ROLE OF ECOLOGY

Specific planning, data collection, technical
assistance and oversight duties are the
responsibility of Ecology. Some of these include
reviewing and approving local comprehensive solid
waste management plans, providing technical
assistance to local governments for planning,
developing ordinances and local policies, reviewing
solid waste facility permits and providing
educational and informational materials.

STATE PLANNING

In 1989, the Legislature required Ecology to prepare
a new state solid waste management plan In
January 1991, Ecology completed the Washington
State Solid Waste Management Plan'® which sets
goals for the next twenty years (see Table 4) and
has the future vision that:

TABLE 4: GOALS OF THE 1991
STATE PLAN

18
1991.

Washington State Solid Waste Management Plan, Washington State Department of Ecology, Publication #91-1, January
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All solid waste in Washington State (including industrial waste) will be managed by the highest
priority method possible, as specified in the Solid Waste Management Act, to protect the
environment and human health.

The State Plan also makes recommendations for action that state and local government, citizens,

businesses and the legislature need to take to meet the goals. For specific conclusions of the State -
Plan, see Table 4. Some of those recommendations recognized the need to obtain better information

about the current state of solid waste so that future planning and policy decisions can be made. This

annual report will assist in developing that information base.

Part of the direction of the Legislature was also for Ecology to review and revise the state plan as
necessary every two years. Part of the revision process is to prepare this annual status report to

determine the status of solid waste in the state and guide in implementing and updating the State
Plan.

DATA COLLECTION AND DISTRIBUTION

Ecology is responsible for the collection of information and data on all aspects of solid waste
management to assist local governments and policy makers. Some of the specific tools used are
discussed below.

Annual Recycling Survey and Waste Characterization Study

Two of the measurement tools, the recycling survey and the waste characterization study, assist policy
makers, government officials, and the business community in evaluating existing waste reduction and
recycling programs and identifying where problems remain.

Ecology conducts an annual recycling survey to track the progress toward meeting the statewide goal
of a 50% recycling rate by 1995. The annual survey is sent by mail to all recyclers to find out how
much was collected in Washington in a given year.

The last waste stream characterization study was completed in 1989." A new waste characterization
study, begun in 1992, is scheduled for completion in mid-1993. The study will:

. Generate data that will characterize the disposed waste stream;

. Produce primary waste generation and disposal data, including the validation of recycling
estimates; and

J Characterize specific wastes from residential, commercial and industrial generators.

Annual Status Report

This Annual Status Report is the result of the need to obtain and utilize more information about the
entire realm of solid waste management in the state.  Chapter 70.95 RCW, the Solid Waste
Management Act and the State Solid Waste Management Plan both recognize the need for data
collection and utilization to make wise and sound policy choices for the future of solid waste
management.

19 Best Management Practices Analysis for Solid Waste, prepared by the Matrix Management Group for the Department of

Ecology, December 1988 and January 1989, Publication Nos. 88-33A-D.
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For this first report, Ecology limited the data collection to obtaining information about the solid waste
infrastructure statewide. More detailed information was collected for the municipal solid waste landfills.
(See Chapter Il for more information.)

The future plans for the annual status report process include improving existing data collection
methods and obtaining more detailed information about the other classifications of solid waste
facilities in the state. Tracking the movement of solid waste around the state, and between states, is
another area that needs more information. ‘

Other important additions to the annual status report include obtaining the permit and compliance
status of facilities with the various regulations, preparing facility profiles and obtaining more adequate
determination of waste types and quantities at the various classifications of facilities.

WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The 1989 amendments to the Solid Waste Management Act established waste reduction and source
separation as the fundamental strategies of solid waste management, with an aggressive state goal to
achieve a 50% recycling rate by 1995. '

Ecology provides programs and technical assistance designed to assist local governments in their
waste reduction and recycling efforts by working with local solid waste advisory committees, providing
technical information, organizing statewide recycling coordinator meetings, and researching solutions
to specific program implementation problems.

A-Way with Waste Curriculum

| A-Way With Waste is a comprehensive solid waste education program first prepared by Ecology in

| 1985, in cooperation with the Association of Washington School Principals, the Washington Education

| Association, the Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Office and the Washington State Office of
Environmental Education in 1985. The foundation of the program is the A-Way With Waste curriculum,
a K-12 multi-disciplinary classroom activity guide which includes information on waste reduction,
recycling, landfilling, incineration, litter control, hazardous waste management, and household
hazardous wastes.

Approximately 500 teachers from around the state attended the training workshops during 1991. That
would represent a possible 30,000 - 40,0000 students reached with Ecology’s environmental
education program, assuming 100 percent utilization of the material.

Household Toxics Education
Ecology provides assistance and backup to local governments who have a lead role in educating the
public about the hazardous products used in and around the home. This assistance to local agencies

includes:

* Providing educational materials and guidance documents developed for local use and
distribution; '

¢ Cataloging waste education materials that are available for local reproduction and use; and

» Directing assistance on an individual basis or through workshops.
10
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A statewide waste reduction education campaign will be implemented in April 1993. The campaign
will likely focus on strategies to reduce the use of toxic products in and around the home.

Compost

Ecology provides cities, towns and counties with technical assistance regarding the types of compost -
facilities to include in their local comprehensive solid waste management plans. To encourage
citizens, businesses and local governments to compost their organic solid wastes and use the finished
compost product as a soil amendment or muich, Ecology is developing guidelines that establish
testing procedures and numerical thresholds to distinguish compost products from waste. The
guidelines should be completed by March 1993.

State Agency and Institution Waste Reduction and Recycling

All state agencies and institutions are required to plan and implement waste reduction and recycling
programs. As part of the Government Options to Landfill Disposal (G.O.L.D.) Program, Ecology and
the Department of General Administration (GA) work cooperatively in providing technical assistance to
state agencies and institutions on these G.0.L.D. plans and program implementation. Forty-eight (48)
of the 90 G.O.L.D. plans were submitted to Ecology by the end of 1992. The waste reduction and
recycling programs of state government through the G.O.L.D. Program contribute toward reaching the
50% recycling goal by 1995 and reaching the G.O.L.D. Program goal of a 50% increase in the use of
recycled content paper by July, 1993. GA is tracking the progress of recycling by the state agencies
and institutions. During the reporting period of January 1 - June 30, 1992, 37 agencies (over half of
the agencies and institutions) reported a 31% recycling rate.*® Since those reporting represented the
major agencies and institutions, GA indicated this is probably a reliable average recycling rate.

Product Packaging

In Washington, packaging comprises about 30% of the solid waste stream. Ecology continues to
explore ways to eliminate, minimize, and reuse materials associated with product packaging, to
increase recycling and the number of products made with recycled content, and to increase public
awareness of packaging issues. In 1990, a task force that included representatives from state and
local government, the public, environmental associations, and industry produced the Action Plan of
the Packaging Task Force®' that recommended a variety of strategies to accomplish package
reduction. Today, Ecology is working cooperatively with retailers and manufacturers on voluntary
efforts to eliminate, reduce, reuse, and recycle packaging.

Procurement

Materials are not truly recycled until they are remanufactured and sold in its new form. Educational
programs must think of recycling as an integrated system - not just a collection program. Ecology
works with GA, the Department of Trade and Economic Development's Clean Washington Center, and
with local governments on increasing the procurement of products made with recycled content.
Ecology’s work includes producing educational materials for citizens; providing assistance to GA to
implement the G.O.L.D. Program, the "Buy Recycled" Program, and contracts from the Western States
Contracting Alliance; providing assistance to local governments on their procurement policies,
ordinances and education programs; working with the Washington Retail Association on their

20 Personnel communication, David Block, Department of General Administration, December 1992,

2 Action Plan of the Packaging Task Force, December 31, 1990.
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voluntary Preferred Packaging Procurement Guidelines; and providing data on the amount and type of
recyclable materials collected annually.

Awards for Achievement in Waste Reduction and Recycling

Ecology coordinates three awards programs for efforts in waste reduction and recycling. The awards Bp—
and 1992 recipients are discussed below.

Governor’s Award for Outstanding Achievement in Pollution Prevention:

Ecology has developed an award program called the Governor's Award for Outstanding Achievement
in Pollution Prevention. The goal of the program is to foster a pollution prevention ethic in Washington
by publicly recognizing businesses whose programs exemplify Washington's goal of reducing -
pollution at the source.

In implementing this program, Ecology has focused on the top level of the waste management

~ hierarchy by recognizing outstanding reduction and recycling efforts. Evaluation criteria also
emphasize multi-media, comprehensive pollution prevention programs. First year award winners for
1992 are shown in Table 5.

BUSINESS / ENTITY

CATEGORY |

Small Business K D Autobody, Inc., Found ways to reduce air emissions and hazardous
Puyallup waste generation in their facility.
(small collision repair facility) | -

Medium-sized EIf Atochem, Made substantial reductions in the use of hazardous
Facilities Tacoma substances, generation of toxic air emissions,
(Chemical Production Facility) | hazardous waste and waste water pollutants.

Large Business/ Boeing, Successful chemical reduction and substitution
Industry several facilities program.
(Defense & Space)

Government Naval Submarine Base, Hazardous waste minimization program has taken an
Facilities Bangor - Hood Canal innovative, comprehensive approach including a
(Military Installation) "reutilization store".

Honorable Leathercare, Reduced use of chlorinated solvents, air emissions,

Mention Seattle wastewater discharges and generation of hazardous
(Drycleaning) - waste.
Honorable " Natural Blue, Inc., Eliminated use of soil fumigants, chemical fertilizers,
Mention Ferndale insecticides and herbicides.

(Blueberry Farm)

Honorable Nelson Irrigation Corp., Developed an aqueou