Seattle’s Solid Waste Plan

Picking Up the Pace Toward

Zero Waste
2011 Plan Revision

Final Draft

July 2012

Seattle
® Public
Utilities

www.seattle.gov/util/SolidWastePlan



Acknowledgements

Mayor
The Honorable Michael McGinn

City Council
Sally J. Clark
Tim Burgess
Sally Bagshaw
Richard Conlin
Jean Godden
Bruce A. Harrell
Nick Licata
Mike O’Brien
Tom Rasmussen

Solid Waste Advisory Committee
Past and present members
Dan Corum

Laura Feinstein

Signe Gilson

Katie Kennedy

Carl Pierce

Julie Pond

David Ruggiero

Katherine Salinas

Rita Smith

Rob Stephenson

Wendy Walker

Prepared by
Seattle Public Utilities
Ray Hoffman, Director

Nancy Ahern, Director, Utility Systems
Management Branch
Timothy Croll, Director, Solid Waste Division

Victoria Beaumont, Project Manager, Solid Waste
Plan

Dick Lilly, Business Area Manager, Waste
Prevention

Julie Vorhes, Business Area Manager, Clean City
Programs and Local Hazardous Waste Program

Jeff Neuner, Business Area Manager, Landfill
Closure, Capital Facilities and Field Operations

Hans Van Dusen, Business Area Manager,
Collection, Processing and Disposal

Brett Stav, Business Area Manager, Education

Gabriella Uhlar-Heffner, Business Area Manager,
Construction and Demolition Debris

Deborah Caul, Finance and Rates Economist

Jenny Bagby, Principal Economist

Luis Hillon, Senior Economist

Jenna Franklin, Communications

Susan Stoltzfus, Communications

Stephanie Schwenger, Project Management
Assistance

Editing and Production
Eva Weaver, Weaver & Associates
Jon Hegstrom, graphic design

Public Engagement
Stanley Tsao, The Connections Group

Project Planning
Chris Luboff Consulting



Artwork
Spike Mafford, Photos

Kate Hunt

Flathead Grid No. 1, 2007
Newspaper, steel, encaustic, twine
12 x 12 x 4.5 inches

Ross Palmer Beecher

CANDY COBWEB QUILT, 2003
Wire-stitched metal, paint wood,
costume jewelry and found object
35x35.5x 3 inches

Evan Blackwell

The Disposable Heroes series, 2005
Various plastics

22 x 10 x 17 inches

Evan Blackwell
Untitled Eusapia, 2010
Wood window frames
36x38x2.5in.

Deborah Faye Lawrence

Tend & Befriend Utopia Tray, 2007
Acrylic, recycled paper collage and
varnish on recycled tin TV tray
21.75 x 15.75 inches

Julia Haack

Tracks 2, 2009

Latex paint on salvaged wood 54 x
44 x 3 inches

Marita Dingus

Outdoor baby (hanging), 2010

Pull tabs, champagne wire muselet,
electric ceramic tubes, plastic curler
attachments, glass

26 x 9 x 3 inches

Marita Dingus

Fence with Rubber, Yellow and
Green Plastic and Spools, 2011
Black rubber strips, yellow and
green plastic objects, wood beads,
buttons, thread spools, plastic dental trays 25 x
23 x 2 inches




Table of Contents

Executive Summary

Chapter |  Revising the Plan

I.1 What’s Being Revised
.2 Planning History Overview
|.3 Planning Process — Continuing the Vision and Goals

Chapter 2 Seattle Solid Waste Trends

2.1 Physical Environment

2.2 Human Environment

2.3 Waste Definitions

2.4 MSW Recycling Measurement
2.5 Waste & Recycling Trends

Chapter 3 Waste Prevention

3.1 Recommendations from 1998 Plan and 2004 Amendment

3.2 Planning Issues for this Update

3.3 Current Programs and Practices
3.4 Alternatives and Recommendations
3.5 Measurement

Chapter 4 Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards

4.1 Where MSW Starts and Ends

4.2 Collection

4.3 Recycling

4.4 Transfer Facilities

4.5 Processing and Disposal

4.6 Surveillance & Control (Enforcement)
4.7 Emergency Management

Chapter 5 Other Seattle Solid Waste Streams

5.1 Construction and Demolition Debris
5.2 Historic Landfills
5.3 Clean City Programs
5.4 Moderate Risk Waste
5.5 Special Waste
Chapter 6 Administration and Financing the Plan

6.1 Organization and Mission of Seattle Public Utilities
6.2 Education
6.3 Financing the Plan

Appendices

Appendix A:  Glossary
Appendix B:  Zero Waste Resolution (30990)



Appendix C:
Appendix D:

Appendix E:
Appendix F:

Appendix G:
Appendix H:

Public Involvement

Recycling Potential Assessment (RPA) Model and Environmental Benefits
Analysis

Recycling Reporting
State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) documents
Seattle Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) Participation

Resolution of Adoption



List of Acronyms

ADC alternative daily cover

BIA business improvement area

BPA bisphenol A

C&D construction and demolition

CESQG conditionally exempt small quantity generator waste
CFC chloroflurocarbons

CIP capital improvement program

coop Continuity of Operations Plan

DOC Department of Corrections

DPD Department of Planning and Development
DRRP Disaster Readiness and Response Plan
EJNA Environmental Justice Network in Action
EJSE Environmental Justice and Services Equity
EOW every other week

EPR Extended Producer Responsibility

EPS expanded polystyrene (Styrofoam)

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FORC Friends of Recycling and Composting
G&A General and Administrative

G&E General Expense

HHW household hazardous waste

HMA hot mix asphalt

IPM integrated pest management

IWS industrial waste stabilization

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
LFG landfill gas

LHWMP Local Hazardous Waste Management Program
MID Metropolitan Improvement District
MOAs memoranda of agreement

MRW moderate risk waste

MSW municipal solid waste

MTBE methyl tert-butyl ether

NNYD Northwest Natural Yard Days

NRDS North Recycling Disposal Station

NTS North Transfer Station

NWPSC Northwest Product Stewardship Council
OocCC old corrugated cardboard

PSI Product Stewardship Institute

PVC polyvinyl chloride

RAS recycled asphalt shingles

RCW Revised Code of Washington

RPA Recycling Potential Assessment

RTO Recovery Time Objectives

SEPA State Environmental Policy Act

SPU Seattle Public Utilities

SRDS South Recycling Disposal Station

STS South Transfer Station

SWP Solid Waste Plan

WMI Waste Management Incorporated



Executive Summary

This Plan revises Seattle's 1998 Solid Waste Management Plan, On the Path to Sustainability, as
amended in 2004. The overall direction in the plan remains the same. However, this update
presents an opportunity to step back and take a deep look at our system and the possibilities for
the future.

Properly managed solid waste protects public health and the environment. This Plan describes
how Seattle will manage the city’s solid waste over the next 20 years. It projects Seattle’s needs
for solid waste services and facilities. And the plan describes how those needs will be met and
paid for. It also serves as a way to communicate planned solid waste strategies to the public and
decision-makers. Washington State law requires the Plan.

Organization of this Plan

Readers of the 1998 Plan and 2004 Amendment will notice this Plan is organized somewhat
differently. This Plan also goes into more depth on some topics. Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) saw
this revision as a chance to create an extended resource document. Not only will it guide the
work of the city’s solid waste managers, the Plan will be a place to refer questions about
Seattle’s solid waste system. Seattle is an internationally recognized leader in solid waste
management. As such, SPU frequently fields questions from across the nation and other
countries.

The Plan is organized into 6 chapters as follows:
e Chapter 1 — Revising the Plan
e Chapter 2 — Seattle Solid Waste Trends
e Chapter 3 — Waste Prevention
e Chapter 4 — Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards
e Chapter 5 — Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs
e Chapter 6 — Administration and Financing the Plan

These chapters describe in some detail major areas of solid waste management for the City of
Seattle and list program recommendations. Chapter 1 briefly explains how this version of the
solid waste management plan fits in with the previous plans. Chapter 2 lays out various trends as
they have emerged from SPU research into what is new in solid waste generation in Seattle.
Chapter 3 discusses waste prevention and its transitioning role in managing discards. Chapter 4
talks about what SPU does with the typical household and business waste that is produced in the



Executive Summary

city. Chapter 5 takes on other wastes the SPU system needs to manage. And finally, Chapter 6
discusses the Plan’s future and financing.

New in this Plan is a summary matrix for the Plan’s many recommendations. The Plan’s chapters
contain many strategies for reducing waste, for increasing recycling, and for managing the solid
waste system. The recommendations matrix should help reviewers more quickly identify and
better comment on their areas of concern. Full explanations of recommendations are contained
in the relevant chapters. Key recommendations are highlighted throughout the Executive
Summary.

The Plan features eight appendices:

e Glossary

e Zero Waste Resolution

e Public Involvement

e Recycling Potential Assessment (RPA) Model & Environmental Benefits Analysis

e Recycling Business Reporting

e State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Documents

e Seattle Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) Participation

e Resolution for Adoption
The information in these documents supports the Plan and its wide audience. The Plan has many
purposes beyond its need to meet regulatory requirements. It must explain to the public how
current and future programs work. The Plan aids City of Seattle staff in preparing and running

solid waste programs. And it helps decision-makers in the City Council and SPU leadership select
among the many options that will pick up the pace toward zero waste.

Revising the Plan

SPU started updating this Plan by reviewing past goals and plans, and taking stock of changes in
the rules and regulations that bear on Seattle solid waste planning. To gather a range of public
perspectives, we built early stakeholder involvement into our update process.

Various state and local regulations and guidelines influence Seattle’s solid waste planning. Chief
among the regulations is the State of
Washington’s 1969 legislation RCW 70.95
requiring local solid waste plans. Local
plans project and provide strategies for
future solid waste management needs.

Until 1988, the City of Seattle prepared
its solid waste plan as part of King
County’s local plan. In 1989, Seattle
began its independent planning for solid
waste management with the Integrated
Solid Waste Management Plan. Ten years
later the city prepared the 1998 Solid

2 | 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan
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Waste Management Plan, On the Path to Sustainability, which was updated by the 2004 Plan
Amendment.

This 2011 Plan revises the 1998 Plan, capturing the trends in and influences on solid waste
management since 2004. Washington State updated its solid waste plan Beyond Waste in 2009,
and in 2010 published its new Guidelines for Development of Local Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plans and Plan Revisions.

Locally, the Seattle City Council adopted Resolution 30990 (the Zero Waste resolution) in 2007.
The resolution moved the City of Seattle’s 60% recycling goal to 2012 (previously 1998, then
2008 and 2010). It also added actions and strategies for reaching the goal and set a new goal of
70% recycling by 2025.

Even though the planning backdrop has evolved, the basic concepts in Seattle’s 1998 Plan
prevail. This Plan upholds the 1998 Plan’s key concepts of zero waste, waste prevention,
sustainability, and product stewardship. The 2004 Amendment updated the 1998 Plan by
accenting a streamlined municipal solid waste (MSW) system, food and yard waste (organics)
diversion, and product stewardship.

The process to produce this Plan followed the steps of past plans. It involved a wide range of
stakeholders, including the Seattle Solid Waste Advisory Committee, citizens, the solid waste
industry, other interest groups, and staff from city departments. The Seattle City Council adopts
the Plan before the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviews and approves it.

The process to maintain the Plan will comply with state regulations. SPU will review the Plan at
least as often as required by RCW 90.95, which is currently every 5 years. SPU and Ecology will
confer as to whether the 5-year review calls for a Plan amendment or revision.

Further, SPU reviews progress yearly via an Annual Recycling Report. If programs do not perform
as expected, we will figure out what the problems are and seek solutions. The desired solutions
could potentially lead SPU to pursue a policy change that is significantly different from, or not
contemplated in, this Plan. In that case, or because of other update triggers, we will confer with
Ecology as to whether the change calls for a Plan amendment or revision.

Seattle Solid Waste Trends

Several major trends have emerged from the analysis for solid waste program planning. Over
the next 20 years, Seattle’s population will increase, with more growth in multi-family housing
than in single-family housing.

And employment will shift
away from manufacturing to
more office-type business,
health care, and services.

Seattle’s waste generation
tends to go up and down with
the economy, as it did through
the recent recession. Waste
volumes will climb back up
slowly from pre-recession
levels.

Where does SPU get Data?

SPU uses a robust array of data and modeling tools to track
recycling progress and analyze future programs. Data
sources include routine detailed reports from SPU’s
contracted collectors and processors, and yearly reports
from recycling businesses.

To see what people are putting in the garbage, SPU
conducts waste composition studies on 4-year cycles by
sector.

SPU’s Seattle Discards Model analyzes recycling program
performance. The Recycling Potential Assessment model
analyzes future programs. And we gather waste prevention
data on a program-by-program basis.

Final Draft July 2012 ‘ 3
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Even with the most recent economic fluctuations, recycling has steadily increased since 2003,
reaching 53.7% in 2010, Seattle’s highest recycling rate yet.

Seattle’s Recycling Rate Continues to Climb
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Four municipal solid waste (MSW) sectors contribute to the total waste generated in Seattle.
They are the single- and multi-family residential, self-haul, and commercial sectors. In terms of
total generated tons, the commercial sector is the largest, followed by the single-family sector.

Seattle MSW Generation by Sector 2010

Single-Family
30%

Commercial

48%

Multi-Family

Self-Haul

12%

As of 2010, the single-family sector recycled 70.3% of its waste. The multi-family sector recycled
29.6%, and the self-haul sector recycled 13.7%. The commercial sector recycled 58.9%.
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Waste Prevention

SPU’s waste prevention programs work to reduce waste volumes from households and
businesses. These programs are sometimes referred to as waste reduction or precycling. Waste
prevention programs also seek to reduce toxics in goods purchased by people, institutions and
businesses. SPU’s waste prevention programs include product stewardship activities, which seek
increased producer responsibility for wastes.

SPU continues to organize waste prevention activities into programs for reuse, onsite organics
management, sustainable building, and product stewardship. The 2007 Zero Waste Resolution
drove several new waste prevention activities, with special focus on product stewardship. Waste
prevention initiatives for the future build on existing programs to stretch for more results.

Reuse. Reuse includes programs to increase the amount of reusable goods that stay out of the
garbage and go to places that can resell or use them. Reuse also includes developing end-
markets for salvaged materials. Recommendations to increase reuse mainly focus on bolstering
current programs.

Reuse recommendations include:

e Continuing and enhancing programs at the city’s transfer stations to divert more materials
before they enter the station, and to direct C&D loads to C&D recycling processors

e Continuing involvement and support for industrial commodities exchange
e Continuing and enhancing programs to divert reusables to charities

e Increasing electronics diversion by adding more products to Washington State’s electronic
product recycling law, and by promoting private donation of electronic products to places
that refurbish them

Sustainable Building. Sustainable building programs largely address wastes from construction
and demolition (C&D). Supporting Green Building and LEED (Leadership in Environmental
Engineering and Design) helps building design meet goals for longevity, reuse, and recycling.
Meeting such standards also requires more effort to reduce, reuse, and recycle building
materials. SPU collaborates with the City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development
(DPD) on sustainable building programs. One program includes changes to building permitting
that removes disincentives to deconstruction and salvage and promote reuse and recycling.

Sustainable building recommendations include:

e Continuing to expand C&D prevention and recycling programs. This includes developing
grading standards for dimensional lumber and promoting house moving.

e Supporting the initiatives listed under C&D in this Plan

Final Draft July 2012 ‘ 5
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Onsite Organics. Two long-standing SPU programs—backyard composting and grasscycling—
have been mainstays in helping customers to manage food and yard waste at home.

In recent years, SPU expanded onsite organics management by
working with commercial food vendors. A 2008 law (Ordinance
122751) that requires quick-serve restaurants to use
compostable or recyclable packaging reduces food-packaging
waste. The law has also led more businesses to request
organics pick-up service.

Another short-term SPU program helped large commercial
kitchens to reduce food orders by tracking what was really
needed.

Also, several commercial food businesses now donate surplus
food to hunger-relief agencies. Recommendations to increase
organics management carry forward mature programs and
support the ramp up of new ones.

Onsite organics recommendations include:
e Continuing to promote backyard composting and grasscycling

e Continuing programs for commercial food businesses to donate edible food to feeding
programs. Supporting feeding programs in keeping food fresh and composting leftovers.
Helping commercial kitchens find efficiencies

e Focusing community grants on schools to increase food and yard waste collection

e Supporting schools and business to comply with food packaging regulations so that all
food serve-ware is recyclable or compostable

Product Stewardship. The City of Seattle supports a product stewardship approach to
product end-of-life management through the Northwest Product Stewardship Council (NWPSC).
The NWPSC is a coalition of governmental organizations that conducts studies and promotes
product stewardship programs and policies. Product stewardship places responsibility and costs
on producers and users of various products rather than on solid waste ratepayers.

SPU product stewardship activity ranges from supporting recycling laws (electronics, mercury-
containing lighting), to education and take-back programs. SPU has also pursued action on
disposable bags and food service ware, and a yellow pages phone book and junk mail opt-out
registry. Based on a recent study, SPU has a list of other problem products to pursue for product
stewardship as funding allows. Product stewardship recommendations support current
approaches and build a framework for future actions.

6 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan
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Product stewardship recommendations emphasize:
e Developing a strategic framework for product stewardship actions

e Continuing to work with the NWPSC to promote product stewardship, and increase the
range and effectiveness of product stewardship at the state level

e Continuing to support national dialogues through the Product Stewardship Institute

e Pursuing local regulation for select products when state and regional action is not
forthcoming

e Tracking efforts toward product stewardship solutions, for example, producer fees for
products commonly found in the city’s curbside collection programs

Other Waste Prevention Programs. Other waste prevention programs focus on market
development, support for the community, and the City of Seattle’s own practices. Market
development increases demand for targeted recycled materials such as carpet, plastic film wrap
and asphalt shingles. Community matching grants support community-based waste prevention
and recycling projects. SPU’s Resource Venture, a contracted service, promotes conservation
and provides technical assistance to businesses. SPU’s new junk mail and yellow pages opt-out
program help residents and businesses reduce paper waste.

The City of Seattle Green Purchasing program helps city departments buy products that contain
recycled content, are less toxic, are recyclable, and come with minimal packaging. The city’s own
program to reduce paper use, Paper Cuts, is now ingrained and no longer needs to continue.
The recommendations for these other waste prevention programs mainly build on and expand
existing programs.

Other waste prevention recommendations include:

e Expanding city green purchasing efforts to city facilities construction and standard
specifications for work in the public right-of-way

e Continuing to seek packaging waste reduction and aggressive controls on chemicals

e Continuing the online junk mail and yellow pages phone books opt-out service, and
working with phone book businesses to change Washington State regulations that require
white pages phone book delivery

Additional recommendations related to waste prevention are in the section on recycling.

Final Draft July 2012 ‘ 7
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Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards

A network of public and private service providers and facilities collect, transfer, process, and
landfill the city’s discards. At each stage in the municipal solid waste (MSW) system, SPU makes
choices about how to handle the materials. Our

programs reflect our decisions. Many of this

Plan’s recycling recommendations will affect What is MSW?
collection programs. Transfer functions will Municipal Solid Waste, abbreviated as
improve with the rebuilt stations. SPU will MSWV, is solid waste that includes
continue to use contracting as its strategy for garbage, recycling, and organic
processing and landfill disposal. material discarded from residential

and commercial sources.
Collection

Collection is the stage in Seattle’s MSW system at which SPU can most influence customer
decisions and behaviors. New contracts begun in 2009 represent the biggest change in this area
\\/ since the 2004 Plan amendment. SPU contracted with a new collector
Ty

e and added to the list of accepted recyclables. The single-family sector
aa added weekly organics pick-up, and meat and dairy were added to
A accepted organics for all customers. Most customers’ collection day

-O O' changed.

' ‘ Single-Family Sector Collection. Single-family collection programs pick up
! garbage, recycling, and food and yard waste (organics). Residences must sign up for
m garbage and organics service.
Customers automatically sign up for
recycling with their garbage service. They may
choose from several sizes of cans or carts. Price
goes up with can size to encourage waste
reduction and recycling. SPU’s collection
contractors pick up garbage and organics every
week, and recycling every other week. SPU also

supplies other pick-up services for extra large
volumes, and for used motor oil and electronics.

Multi-Family Sector Collection.
‘v Multi-family collection services vary
=2 EI according to a building’s needs and

space constraints. The City of Seattle
requires multi-family buildings to subscribe to garbage service. Recycling service is available at
no charge to multi-family buildings. Organics service was optional in this sector until September
2011, when it became a requirement. A building’s needs determine container size and collection

frequency, which determine the monthly fee. Price goes up with container size and collection
frequency to encourage recycling.

8 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan
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34 Self-Haul Sector Collection. Self-haul customers include businesses who haul
m their own discards, and residential customers who have quantities of materials or
(o) ©" materials unsuitable for curb service. The largest portion of self-hauled materials

comes from commercial businesses and large institutions. Self-haulers collect
their own materials and bring them to the city’s two transfer stations. Collection
recommendations for this Plan aim either to increase recycling or to address the collection
system structure.

Commercial Sector Collection. In the commercial sector, garbage is handled
much as it is for residences. City collection contractors pick up from dumpsters of
various sizes at least weekly and transfer the garbage at the two Seattle transfer

B stations. The monthly fee depends on container size and how often the container
is picked up. Commercial businesses do not have to subscribe to garbage collection service. They
can self-haul to a city or private transfer station.

[ |

Commercial recycling service is not required. Paper and cardboard, however, are not allowed in
the garbage. For businesses, most recyclables are collected by a wide range of collectors using a
variety of container types and sizes. The collectors take the materials to many types of transfer
and processing facilities, and brokers.

A small part of this waste stream uses the same cart-based, city-contracted, bi-weekly collection
service provided for the city's residential curbside recycling service. The city offers this service at
no additional charge. Commercial customers with organics may choose city or private collection
service.

Collection-related recycling strategies target a range of actions in different sectors:

e Enhancing and increasing education. Increasing awareness of customer options such as
free recycling extras, larger recycling carts.

e Increasing enforcement
e Banning certain materials from disposal in the garbage

e Introducing pet waste and diaper composting

Collection system structure recommendations include:
e Continuing to contract for collection services
e Continuing to monitor collection performance

e Considering changing single-family garbage collection from weekly to every other week
after evaluating 2012 pilot project

Many recycling recommendations span the residential, commercial, and self-haul sectors. To
avoid repetition, all recycling recommendations are in one list in the following section on

recycling.

Final Draft July 2012 ‘ 9
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Recycling

Recycling keeps precious resources out of the landfill by turning them into usable or marketable
materials. While Seattle’s recycling rates are among the highest in the nation, there’s still more
that we can do. The assertive recommendations in this Plan will take Seattle to new levels in city
recycling.

Recycling isn’t a program in itself. Instead, it is a strategy carried out in waste prevention,
market development, collection, processing, education, and other programs Seattle is still
working toward the 60% recycling -

goal set in the prior Plan and in the
Zero Waste Resolution.

Each sector differs in what remains ==
to be recycled from the garbage, rawings Eery oot
and different factors shape
recycling program design.

SPU analyzed several potential new
recycling programs. The
recommendations that resulted
include keeping existing programs,
implementing new ones in a
phased manner, and adjusting
recycling goal years to align with
projected achievement of 60% by 2015 and 70% by 2022. Each recommendation targets certain
materials in the different sectors. Implementation is phased. Note SPU decided to move up the
start year for some of the recommendations than was assumed for the analysis.

10 | 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan
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Start Program

Single-Family  Multi-Family

o GRR sy
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Self-Haul Commercial

2010

Recyclable or compostable container
food program (actual 201 1)

2012

Multi-family Universal Organics
Service*

Increase Enforcement Residential Bans

Carpet Take-Back

Increase Enforcement Commercial
Paper Ban

Junk Mail, Yellow Pages Opt Out*

2013

Ban of Asphalt Paving, Concrete,
Bricks*

Floor Sorting of C&D Loads (>50%)

Enhanced Commercial Organics
Outreach

New Education - Small Business Free
Recycle Carts, Audit Top Self-Haulers

Restore Education All Sectors

2014

Single-Family Organics Ban

Reusable Bag Campaign*

Asphalt Roofing Shingles Ban

Extend Commercial Ban to Additional
Material

Clean Wood Ban

Plastic Film Ban

2015

Multi-family Organic Waste Ban
Plastic Bag Ban (from stores)*
Paint Product Stewardship Solution

Divert Reusables From Self-Haul

«

2016

Market Development for Textiles

Commercial Organics Ban

Pre-scale Recycling

2017

C&D in Commercial Ban

2020

Pet Waste & Diapers Composting

v

v Projected implementation

* Actual earlier start year:
Multi-family Universal Organics Service 4Q201 |
Junk Mail, Yellow Pages Opt-out 201 |

Asphalt, bricks, concrete paving ban legislation already passed, effective 2012

Reusable Bag Campaign 2012
Plastic Bag Ban 2012

Final Draft July 2012 | 11
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Transfer Facilities

Transfer stations compile collected garbage and other materials into larger loads for hauling to
their next stop. SPU’s transfer stations have outlived their useful lives. We are looking forward
to finishing the projects to rebuild them.

The city owns and operates two transfer facilities. The North Recycling and Disposal Station
(NRDS) is in the Wallingford neighborhood. The South Recycling and Disposal Station (SRDS) is
next to the South Park neighborhood. The two stations receive collector trucks and the
materials self-hauled by businesses and residents. Two private transfer stations supplement the
capacity of the city stations.

SPU also runs two moderate risk waste (MRW) collection facilities. Seattle provides this service
on behalf of the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program (LHWMP). The MRW facility at
SRDS serves the city’s south end. The other serves the north end at a location near Aurora
Avenue and 125th NE.

SPU does not expect to see self-haul recycling rate increases until the city’s two transfer stations
are rebuilt. We expect to complete the first phase of the south rebuild in 2012. The north facility
is scheduled to open in 2014. SPU postponed planning for the former SRDS. However, goals for
the property include a separate recycling drop-off area, a reuse area, and a new moderate risk
waste drop-off facility.

Meanwhile, smaller projects keep the existing stations safe and reliable.

Transfer facility recycling recommendations, as seen in the recycling
recommendations above, include strategies for self-haul that focus on:

e Banning certain materials from disposal in the garbage
e Making reuse and recycling drop-off more convenient
e Educating self-haulers about recycling opportunities

Other transfer facility recommendations keep current stations running as well as
possible, and plan for running and taking advantage of the rebuilt city stations.

Processing and Disposal

Processing and disposal are the end stages of managing the materials in Seattle’s MSW system.
Seattle contracts with different companies for recycling processing, organics composting, and
landfill disposal. This Plan proposes to stay with the contracting approach to end-stage MSW
management. Processing and disposal innovations would come through the contracts with
private service providers.

Recycling Processing. Rabanco, Ltd, currently holds the contract for recycling processing at
their Rabanco Recycling Center and Transfer Station. It is through negotiating the contract that
Seattle defines (or “designates”) what materials can be collected for recycling. Rabanco facility
improvements now allow more types of materials, such as specific plastics, in addition to
traditionally recycled materials like paper, bottles, and cans. The last time Seattle added
materials to the recyclables list was in 2009, when the new collection contracts started. All
recycling collected from the city’s residential sector goes to the Rabanco facility.

12 | 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan
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Recycling from the commercial sector can go to the Rabanco facility. Or if private sector haulers
collect it, recycling can go to open market recyclers and traders. Seattle requires private sector
recyclers to turn in reports once a year. The reports provide SPU with data on what materials
they handled and in what amounts.

Recycling processing recommendations center on contracting, and propose:
e Continuing with contracting out city collected recycling processing

e Continuing to allow open-market processing services for material privately collected from
commercial sector

e Evaluating the best contracting approach to prepare for 2013 to 2019 contract end

Organics Processing. Organics processing (composting) now includes yard waste, all food
waste, compostable (food soiled) paper, and other compostable food packaglng The C|ty has
had a contract for processing yard trimmings at ‘ ;
Cedar Grove since the facility opened in 1989.
Seattle's organics go to the Cedar Grove Maple
Valley facility, and organics from north Seattle
go to their facility near Everett. As regional
demand for composting increases, Cedar Grove
and others are developing options to increase
capacity.

Organics processing recommendations center on contracting, increasing capacity, and
compostable materials, including:

e Continuing with contracting out city-collected organics processing
e Continuing to allow open-market processing services for commercial sector

e Supporting composting capacity development, including possibly anaerobic digestion.
Pursuing competitive contract process after current contract ends.

e Continuing to encourage backyard organics composting

e Supporting changes to food packaging and labeling in ways that promote composting and
reduce contamination, enhance contamination outreach and enforcement

Final Draft July 2012 ‘
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Landfill Disposal. The city manages landfill disposal through its contract with Waste
Management of Washington (Waste Management) for rail haul and disposal of all non-
recyclable waste (garbage). The waste goes to their Columbia Ridge Landfill in Gilliam County,
Oregon. This contractual arrangement has been in place since 1990. The current contract
expires in 2028.

Projections for Columbia Ridge and
other regional landfills indicate ample
capacity for decades. Any significant
changes to processing and disposal
would be built into contracts for
those services.

Landfill disposal recommendations center on the contracting approach:
e Continue with contracting for landfill disposal

e Do not pursue or authorize direct combustion of mixed MSW. Do not authorize such
facilities.

e Monitor and consider emerging conversion technologies

e Evaluate contracting approach and disposal alternatives as 2028 nears

Emergency Management

Seattle’s geography and built environment put it at risk for catastrophic events such as
earthquakes, pandemics, and terrorism. Two specific emergency response plans apply to the
city's solid waste system.

Disaster Debris Management Plan. The city's Disaster Debris Management Plan sets guidelines
for removing and processing debris after a disaster that creates large volumes of waste.

Continuity of Operations Plan. SPU’s Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) describes how
critical functions, including solid waste, will be maintained in case of a serious emergency. It also
sets timeframes for restoring solid waste services. SPU will finish drafting the COOP in 2015.
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Other Wastes

In addition to the municipal solid waste (MSW) system, Seattle manages other programs for
wastes outside the MSW system. For the first time, Seattle’s Plan includes program proposals
for construction and demolition (C&D) debris. The historic landfills, Clean City, and special waste
programs continue their vital services and do not propose major changes. Moderate risk waste
management will continue to operate under the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program.

Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris

The largest waste stream outside the MSW system is C&D. The city’s prior solid waste plans
included neither specific goals nor objectives for C&D. Work over the past few years now
positions SPU to propose C&D programs and the first-ever C&D recycling goal.

SPU currently contracts with Waste
Management for C&D collection. C&D
generators may use this service or they
may self-haul. The C&D goes to a mix
of private and public transfer and
processing facilities both inside and
outside of Seattle. C&D waste
generation is considerably more
variable compared with MSW because
it is highly sensitive to economic
upswings and downturns.

In the years since the 2004
Amendment, SPU conducted studies
and developed ways to measure C&D.
At this point, we can now propose
programs and set goals for this waste stream. The Zero Waste Resolution directed these and
other actions.

Planning for C&D overlaps somewhat with MSW. This is because some C&D-type materials enter
the MSW system, mostly at the city’s transfer stations from self-haulers. This Plan’s MSW
recycling recommendations address the small portion of C&D that ends up in the MSW. Also,
waste prevention sustainable building programs support C&D reduction in both the C&D and
MSW sectors.

SPU worked with industry stakeholders in developing C&D recycling options for this Plan update.
SPU’s analysis showed that current programs would maintain the current C&D recycling rate,
which was 61.4% in 2010. If all recommendations are implemented, the C&D recycling rate
should reach 70% by 2020.
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C&D recommendations set goals, target certain materials, set facility standards, and modify
permit requirements, including

e (Creating city-wide C&D recycling goal of 70% by 2020
e Developing, with private processors, an advanced level facility certification process

e Banning metal, cardboard, plastic film wrap, carpet, and scrap gypsum (new
construction) by 2013. Banning clean wood and tear-off asphalt shingles by 2014.

e Requiring recycling reports from contractors as a term of their Final Permit.

e Continuing and building on existing programs for LEED and Built Green, salvage, and
hybrid deconstruction, coordinating with waste prevention activities

The materials bans will be phased in. All bans will begin with a period of education.

Historic Landfills

The historic landfills program tends to the old in-city and city-owned landfills that took Seattle’s
garbage before 1987. Until the 1960s, Seattle disposed of its garbage in landfills within the city
limits. Between 1966 and 1986, the City of Seattle operated two major landfills south of Seattle:
Midway Landfill and Kent Highlands Landfill.

No major new initiatives are being considered for Seattle’s historic landfills. Instead, it's more a
matter of staying the course on the decisions and investments that have already been made.

Historic Landfills--for the planning period SPU will

e Continue to monitor and maintain Kent Highlands and Midway in accordance with
regulatory requirements and to the satisfaction of adjacent communities

e Reduce monitoring requirements as appropriate, with regulatory concurrence
e Continue to monitor and control landfill gas at Interbay and Genessee sites
e Respond to problems at historic in-city landfills on a case-by-case basis

e Pursue possible site de-listing and future beneficial use of the Kent Highlands and
Midway landfill sites

Clean City Programs

Clean City programs are an extension of traditional City of Seattle solid waste services that help
keep streets and neighborhoods clean and healthy. Clean City programs abate graffiti, illegal
dumping, and litter. The city funds Clean City separately from solid waste programs.
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Anti-Graffiti Program. The anti-graffiti program removes or paints out graffiti on public
property. SPU, other city departments, other agencies, and the public are all vital for making this
program successful.

SPU runs a reporting hotline,
abates graffiti on certain
structures, performs
enforcement, and engages the
public’s support. Anti-graffiti
recommendations will make
program operations more
effective and respond to
evolving needs.

Anti-graffiti recommendations include plans to:
e Implement the 2009 to 2010 private property task force’s recommendations

e Encourage reporting, translation of outreach materials, and development of strategic
partnerships to leverage resources

e Amend the Seattle Municipal Code (SMC 12.A-08-020) to include stickers in the list of
prohibited materials

e Redeploy abatement resources across city departments to better address graffiti
abatement on parking pay stations

e Enhance community involvement and public education. Develop a customer satisfaction
measurement tool

e Inthe long-term, increase program emphasis on prevention, apprehension and
prosecution, and interdepartmental and inter-agency collaboration

lllegal Dumping Program. The illegal dumping program addresses illegally dumped materials
on public property. SPU program staff inspect the dumping sites. Washington State Department
of Corrections (DOC) crews clean up the materials as needed. lllegal dumping recommendations
will improve performance.
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lllegal dumping recommendations include plans to:
e |mprove enforcement protocol
e Provide additional staff training

e Expand use of existing database

Litter Programs. SPU provides several programs designed to reduce litter. Adopt-a-Street
offers tools for volunteers to collect litter. Street Side Litter places collection cans along city
streets in business areas. Public Place Recycling pairs recycling with litter cans. Litter Collection
in Parks places collection cans in city parks. Washington State’s secured load requirement
reduces litter and road debris.

Litter program recommendations include a key item to address Metro bus zones. Many bus
shelters are shifting to canopies attached to privately-owned buildings. Clear roles,
responsibilities and design standards will ensure these shelters receive proper litter services.

Moderate Risk Waste

The Local Hazardous Waste Management Program (LHWMP) manages moderate risk waste in
Seattle and other areas of King County. Moderate risk waste (MRW) is hazardous waste
generated by residents and in small quantities by businesses and institutions. This includes two
categories of waste:

1. Household hazardous waste (HHW), which is generated by residents, and

2. Conditionally exempt small quantity generator waste (CESQG), which is generated in
small quantities by businesses, schools, and other institutions.

Four local government bodies jointly manage the LHWMP: SPU, King County, Public Health -
Seattle & King County, and the county's suburban cities. To address changes that have occurred
within King County, the LHWMP has committed to:

e Providing the maximum possible number of service hours at Seattle's MRW (HHW)
collection facilities

e Collecting CESQGs on and on-going basis

e Expanding outreach for hazardous materials collection services, and providing outreach
to the elderly, homebound, non-English speaking population, and historically
underserved communities

e Working to secure state product stewardship legislation for unwanted medicines,
mercury-containing lighting, and paint
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Special Wastes

Like moderate risk waste, special wastes can’t go in the regular municipal solid waste (MSW)
system. But they aren’t hazardous enough to qualify as “Dangerous” as defined by state and
federal law.

These wastes require special handling and disposal because of regulatory requirements or other
reasons. Toxicity, volumes, or particular handling issues are some of those reasons. In some
cases, special wastes can be landfilled if properly managed. In order to ensure proper
management, SPU will:

e Continue to maintain up-to-date referral information for special wastes

e Continue programs to create better end-of-life solutions for problem materials, such as
state-level product stewardship laws for fluorescent lighting and consumer electronics

Administration and Financing

SPU fully expects to maintain the ability to carry out the Plan: SPU’s organization and financial
health are stable. Carrying out the plan will also require robust education efforts. Since monthly
solid waste customer rates will rise with or without the new programs, education will be vital.
Customers will need to know how to work with the new programs to keep their personal costs
as low as possible.

Organization and Mission of Seattle Public Utilities

Solid waste functions are spread throughout SPU. As a department within the City of Seattle,
SPU houses three direct-service utilities. They are the Water, Drainage and Wastewater, and
Solid Waste utilities. Our organizational structure consists of seven branches. The Utility Systems
Management branch is the main planning arm for SPU. The other branches either implement
solid waste programs or provide indirect support such as finance and human resources. SPU
strives to deliver reliable, efficient, and environmentally responsible services.

Education

SPU places a high priority on educating customers about recycling and waste reduction.
Educating our customers about the impacts of their behavior--and highlighting the programs
available to them--has helped develop the city’s identity as one of the greenest in the nation.

SPU’s many solid waste education efforts
are built into customer service and overall
communications. We use newsletters and
calendars, the web, the inspection team,
transfer station staff, and other means to
inform customers. Commercial customers
receive billing and service information
through their private collection services.
The Resource Venture and SPU’s key
accounts team also help educate
commercial customers.
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SPU’s educational programs have been highly effective. The Washington State Recycling
Association recognized the City of Seattle with a Recycler of the Year Award for the Better
Recycling Starts March 30 Campaign. This campaign eased the 2009 transition to new collection
contracts. Recycling recommendations in this Plan include plans to enhance education.

Financing

SPU’s financial analysis on the package of recommendations in this Plan revealed three
important effects.

First, overall system costs will be less with the recommendations in this Plan than they would be
by continuing the current programs (status quo). Thus, the revenue needed to operate the solid
waste program will be less than if we did not change the status quo.

As shown in the following chart, with the recommended programs revenue needed in 2030
drops from about 270 million to 249 million. Solid waste system costs decrease because the
recommended programs reduce garbage tons moving through the system. And waste reduction
and recycling cost less than putting garbage in the landfill. Although the new programs have
implementation costs, savings from reducing garbage more than offset the costs of the new
programs.

Revenue Needs will Rise More Slowly and Monthly Rates will Rise More Steeply with
Recommended Programs
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Secondly, the monthly rate (fee) per can will rise higher than if SPU does not change programs
as shown by the green shaded area in the chart above. For example, by the year 2030 with the
recommended programs the monthly can rate will be about $50 as compared with $44 under

the status quo. As customers decrease their amount of garbage, they reduce the size, number
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or frequency of containers they need. In turn, this reduces the number of service units from
which SPU can collect rates. Thus, the rate per unit rises. Under the status quo, rates will rise to
cover inflation and any new capital investments.

The third effect is the most important to the customer. Most customers will pay less for their
monthly service than if SPU does not change programs, even though the per-can rate will rise.
Customers tend to switch to a smaller garbage can size and less frequent pick-up as they reduce
waste and recycle more. The following figure illustrates this effect. In the year 2030, average
customer monthly payments will be almost $8 a month lower than if programs didn’t change.
However, rates will be sensitive to actual customer demand.

Average Customer Costs will Rise More Slowly

45.00 S 45.00

40.00 Status QUO_ca®e® 40,00
£ 3500 T T 35.00 <
2 Smmende 2
S 30.00 eco 3000 &
> >
Z 2500 2500 2
S 20.00 2000 S
% 15.00 15.00 %
o oo
S 10.00 1000 €
(V] (]
Z 500 500 &

0.00 — 0.00

2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 2029

System costs are comprised of operations and maintenance (O&M) and capital costs. About 60%
of annual O&M costs come from SPU contracts for collection, processing, and disposal. The
remainder comes from running the city’s two transfer stations and other SPU solid waste
functions. Annual ratepayer revenue pays for most O&M costs. This revenue comes from
monthly rates, or fees, that our customers pay for their collection service.

Solid waste financing also needs to cover capital investments. SPU will rely heavily on borrowing
over the next few years. We are in a period of large capital improvements. Projects are
underway to upgrade both of the city’s recycling and disposal stations. SPU is also a party to the
cleanup of the old landfill in the South Park Development project. To finance capital spending,
SPU relies primarily on borrowing and to a lesser extent on rate revenues.

All SPU’s spending and rate decisions go through an exacting decision process and comply with
well-developed financial policies. The Mayor and City Council approve all program and financial
decisions.

For in-depth information on any topic in the Executive Summary, refer to the relevant chapter in
the Plan.
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Executive Summary - Recommendations Summary

Seattle Solid Waste Management Plan
Recommendations Summary

These are summaries of the recommendations from City of Seattle’s 2011 Solid Waste Plan (SWP).
The reference number is for feedback to Seattle Public Utilities.

*Indicates where to find additional information about the recommendations in the SWP

[Ref No__ 2010 SWP Section*

MSW R1 Continue to operate current programs as a base for MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
f? future new recycling programs Collection 4.2*
O Transfer 4.4*
< MSW R2 Continue to require quick-serve restaurants, food MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
2 courts and institutional food services to use recyclable
5' or compostable single-use food service products
oQ MSW R3 Implement universal multi-family organics service in MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
2012 (Actual start Sep 2011) Collection 4.2*
MSW R4 Increase enforcement of residential bans in 2012 MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*
MSW R5 Implement carpet take-back program in 2012 MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Waste Prevention 3.0*
MSW R6 Increase enforcement of commercial paper ban in 2012 MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*
MSW R7 Implement junk mail and yellow pages phone books MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
opt-out — (Implementation accelerated to 2011) Waste Prevention 3.4*
MSW R8 Implement ban on landfill disposal of asphalt paving, MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
concrete and bricks in 2013. At city transfer stations Collection 4.2*
and in commercial garbage containers. (Legislation Transfer 4.3*
adopted 2011)
MSW R9 Implement transfer station floor sorting program for MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
C&D loads that appear at least 50% C&D material in Transfer 4.3*
2013
MSW R10 Enhance commercial organics outreach in 2013 MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*
MSW R11 New education programsin 2013: To small business MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3

about free recycle carts and audits of top self-haulers.  Collection 4.2*
Transfer 4.3*

MSW R12 Restore education funding for all sectors in 2013 to MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
pre-recession levels Collection 4.2*
Transfer 4.4*
MSW R13 Add food waste and compostable paper to single-family MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
organics | disposal ban in 2014. Collection 4.2*
MSW R14 Launch areusable bag campaign in 2014 MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
(Implementation accelerated to 2012) Waste Prevention 3.0*
MSW R15 Implement an asphalt roofing shingles landfill disposal ~MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
ban 2014. At city transfer stations. Transfer 4.4*
C&D5.1*
MSW R16 Extend the commercial landfill disposal ban to include ~ MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
additional materials 2014 Collection 4.2*
MSW R17 Implement a clean wood landfill disposal ban 2014. At  MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
city transfer stations and in commercial garbage Collection 4.2*
containers. Transfer 4.4*
C&D 5.1*
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[Ref No__ 2010 SWP Section*

MSW

MSW

MSW

SuipAray

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

MSW

C&D

C&D

C&D

C&D

C&D

C&D

C&D

R18

R19

R20

R21

R22

R23

R24

R25

R26

R27

R28

R29

CD1

CD2

CD3

CD4

CD5

CD6

CD7

Implement a plastic film landfill disposal ban 2014. At
city transfer stations and in commercial garbage
containers.

Implement multi-family organics (food and
compostable paper) landfill disposal ban 2015

Implement a plastic bag ban (from stores) in 2015
(accelerated to 2012)

Implement a product stewardship program for
architectural paint in 2015

Enhance diversion of reusables from self-haul loads in
2015

Launch market development for textiles in 2016

Implement commercial organics (food and
compostable paper) landfill disposal ban in 2016

Implement pre-scale recycling at the rebuilt transfer
stations in 2016

Implement a commercial landfill disposal ban on C&D
materials 2017. In commercial garbage containers.

Implement pet waste and diaper composting program
in 2020

Revise the City’s recycling goals to 60% by 2015 and
70% by 2022

Consider changing single-family garbage collection to
every other week after evaluating 2012 pilot project

Set the C&D recycling rate goal to
70% by 2020.

Continue current programs linked to Waste Prevention:
LEED and Built Green; voluntary salvation assessment
promotion; change definitions for waste diversion
credits

Develop training programs for hybrid deconstruction
techniques for residential and small commercial
structures

Develop and widely promote a certification program
for C&D processing facilities in coordination with the
local industry and other solid waste planning
jurisdictions

Implement a disposal ban for asphalt, bricks and
concrete paving 2012. At construction jobsites and
private transfer stations.

Implement landfill disposal bans for certain materials
by 2013, at construction jobsites and private transfer
stations: metal, and cardboard, plastic film wrap,
carpet, scrap gypsum from new construction

Implement landfill disposal ban for certain materials in
2014, at construction jobsites and private transfer
stations: clean wood, tear-off asphalt shingles
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MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*
C&D5.1*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Waste Prevention 3.0*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Transfer 4.4*
Waste Prevention 3.4*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Waste Prevention 3.0*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Transfer 4.4*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*
CC&D5.1*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3
Collection 4.2*

MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3

Collection 4.2
MSW Recycling 4.3*

C&D5.1

C&D 5.1
Waste Prevention 3.0*

C&D 5.1
Waste Prevention 3.0*

C&D5.1

C&D 5.1
MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3*

C&D5.1

C&D R5.1
MSW Recycling Recommendations 4.3*
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Strategy m 2010 SWP Section*

w Continue the current practice of contracting for Collection 4.2
< collection services to encourage competition and
(7)) achieve the best prices for SPU ratepayers
g - c2 Continue monitoring contractor performance to ensure Collection 4.2
3 contractors meet obligations and customers receive
promised service
m Transfer | TF1 Continue to maintain all structures, systems and Transfer 4.4
Facilities equipment to keep existing transfer stations safe and
;)n functional as long as they are being used
(@) Transfer  TF2 Ensure interim major equipment purchases compatible Transfer 4.4
E Facilities with new transfer facilities
:". Transfer  TF3 Seek opportunities to make services equitable for all Transfer 4.4
() Facilities Seattle populations, particularly the historically under-
wn served
Transfer  TF4 Continue trip reduction strategies Transfer 4.4
Facilities
Transfer  TF5 Implement Alaskan Way Viaduct Contingency Plan for  Transfer 4.4
Facilities managing materials from the city’s north transfer
facility during viaduct closure
Transfer  TF6 Rebuild the north and south transfer stations Transfer 4.4
Facilities
Transfer | TF7 Continue planning for staffing and equipment Transfer 4.4
Facilities transition to the new transfer facilities
Transfer  TF8 Renew redevelopment planning of the existing SRDS Transfer 4.4
Facilities when resources are available and decisions on the
north site are made
Process- PD1 Continue to contract for processing of recyclable Recycling Processing 4.5
ing and materials collected by SPU contracts
Disposal
Process- PD2 Continue to allow open market processing for Recycling Processing 4.5
ing and recyclable materials privately collected from the
Disposal commercial sector
Process- PD3 Evaluate optimal contracting approach in anticipation Recycling Processing 4.5
ing and of 2013/2016/2019 contract end
Disposal
Process- PD4 If recycling gains lag, consider testing “dirty” materials  Recycling Processing 4.5
ing and recycling facility (MRF)
Disposal
Process-  PD5 Continue to contract for processing of organic materials Yard and Food Waste Composting 4.5
ing and collected by SPU contracts
Disposal
Process- PD6 Continue to allow open market processing services for  Yard and Food Waste Composting 4.5
ing and organic materials collected from the commercial sector
Disposal
Process- PD7 Support composting capacity development. Pursue Yard and Food Waste Composting 4.5
ing and competitive process after current contract ends
Disposal 2013/2014/2015.
Process- PD8 Support changes to food packaging and labeling in ways Yard and Food Waste Composting 4.5
ing and that promote composting and reduce contamination Waste Prevention 3.0*
Disposal
Process-  PD9 Continue to contract for landfill disposal Disposal 4.5
ing and
Disposal
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[Ref No_| 2010 SWP Section*

Process- PD10 Do not pursue or authorize direct combustion of mixed Disposal 4.5

departments to better address graffiti abatement on
multi-space parking pay stations

.‘<ﬂ ing and solid waste. Do not authorize such facilities.
(7)) Disposal
g Process- PD11 Monitor and consider emerging technologies Disposal 4.5
3 ing and
Disposal
m Process- PD12 Evaluate contracting approach and disposal Disposal 4.5
ing and alternatives as the long-term disposal contract comes
E Disposal to an end in 2028
(@) Historic HL1 Continue to monitor and maintain Kent Highlands and  Historic Landfills 5.2
=3 |andfills Midway in accordance with regulatory requirements
- 0
-+ and to the satisfaction of adjacent communities
-— 0
() Historic HL2 Reduce monitoring requirements as appropriate, with Historic Landfills 5.2
(7] Landfills regulatory concurrence
Historic HL3 Continue to monitor and control landfill gas at Interbay  Historic Landfills 5.2
Landfills and Gennessee
Historic HL4 Respond to problems at historic in-city landfills on a Historic Landfills 5.2
Landfills case-by-case basis
Historic HL5 Pursue possible site de-listing and future beneficial use  Historic Landfills 5.2
Landfills of the Kent Highlands and Midway landfill sites
O Graffiti cc1 Implement the 2009 — 2010 private property anit- Anti-Graffiti 5.3
— graffiti task force’s recommendations
8 Graffiti cc2 Anti-graffiti: amend the Seattle Municipal Code (SMC Anti-Graffiti 5.3
- 12.A.08.020) to include stickers in the list of prohibited
materials
Q Graffiti cc3 Redeploy abatement resources across City Anti-Graffiti 5.3
(o
<

Graffiti cca Enhance community involvement and public education  Anti-Graffiti 5.3
activities: develop community outreach and
engagement plan; convene anti-graffiti outreach
coalition

Graffiti CC5 Develop and launch a tool to determine customer Anti-Graffiti 5.3
satisfaction with SPU’s anti-graffiti services

Graffiti CC6 Long-term, increase emphasis on prevention, Anti-Graffiti 5.3
apprehension and prosecution and
interdepartmental/inter-agency collaboration

Illegal CcCc7 Further develop enforcement protocol and enhance Illegal Dumping 5.3
Dumping staff training for safe and effective enforcement

lllegal ccs Long-term, increase emphasis on enforcement Illegal Dumping 5.3
Dumping

Litter cco Develop formalized roles, responsibilities and design Litter 5.3

standards for bus zone transition projects

Moder- MRW1 Maximize service hours at Seattle’s collection facilities = Moderate Risk Waste 5.4
ate Risk as much as possible
Waste

Moder- MRW?2  Continue collecting CESQG collection Moderate Risk Waste 5.4
ate Risk
Waste

Moder- MRW3  Expand outreach for hazardous materials collection Moderate Risk Waste 5.4
ate Risk services ;targeted outreach to the elderly, homebound,
Waste non-English speaking population and historically

underserved communities

X
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Strategy | Program _JRef No | Recommendation ______________________] 2010 SWP Section*

Moder- MRW4  Work to secure state product stewardship legislation Moderate Risk Waste 5.4
ate Risk for unwanted medicines, mercury containing lighting Waste Prevention 3.4*
Waste and paint
Special Special SW1 Continue to maintain up-to-date referral information Special Wastes 5.6
\"EG LI Wastes for special wastes
WP1 Continue existing transfer station reuse programs until Waste Prevention 3.4
new facilities done: contractor diversion, charity drop Transfer Facilities 4.4*
boxes. Reprogram as needed for new facilities
WP2 Develop educational materials to direct contractorsto =~ Waste Prevention 3.4
source-separated drop-off services or C&D mixed load  Transfer Facilities 4.4*
processors in lieu of SPU’s transfer stations C&D5.1*
- WP3 Collaborate with charities and others to continue to Waste Prevention 3.4
finds ways to divert usable items and materials.
- WP4 Continue to support City policies requiring donation of = Waste Prevention 3.4
usable electronic equipment to schools
- WP5 Promote private donation of electronic products to Waste Prevention 3.4
organizations that refurbish them for reuse
WP6 Continue involvement and support for industrial Waste Prevention 3.4
commodity exchange programs, focusing on market
development for recycled commodities as needed
WP7 Work with the NWPSC to expand Washington State’s Waste Prevention 3.4
Electronic Product Recycling Law to include additional
types of electronic products
WP8 Continue to ensure electronics disposal meets or Waste Prevention 3.4
exceeds Basel Action Network (BAN) Electronic
Recycler’s Pledge of True Stewardship, Ecology’s
Environmentally Sound Management and performance
Standards for Direct Processors, and upgraded BAN e-
Stewards standards as may be adopted by the Seattle
City Council
WP9 When renewing in 2014, upgrade electronics disposal Waste Prevention 3.4
standards in Seattle’s surplus electronics contract to
the new BAN e-Stewards standards
Sustain- WP10  Continue support for current C&D prevention and Waste Prevention 3.4
able recycling programs: changes in City of Seattle building C&D 5.1*
Building codes that provide incentives for salvage and
deconstruction; U.S. Green Building Council (LEED);
collaboration with Department of Planning and
Development
Sustain- WP11  Support new and expanded C&D prevention and Waste Prevention 3.4
able recycling initiatives: grading standards for salvaged C&D5.1*
Building structural (dimension) lumber to expand the market; Transfer Facilities 4.4*
house moving promotion
WP12  Continue to promote home onsite organics Waste Prevention 3.4
management: backyard composting of food scraps and
landscape waste; grasscycling
WP13 Continue programs for commercial onsite organics Waste Prevention 3.4

management: promote restaurant and retail donations
to food banks and feeding programs; work with food
banks to minimize their disposal costs by diverting
more food waste to composting; promoting food
purchasing and preparation efficiency as a complement
to programs designed to increase commercial food
waste composting
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Strategy
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WP14

WP15

WP16

WP17

WP18

WP19

WP20

WP21

WP22

WP23

WP24

WP25

WP26

WP27

WP28

Other WP WP29

Offer consulting services to help restaurants and
institutional kitchens buy and serve food with less
waste, if funds available

For the near term, focus grant monies on schools to
establish system wide approaches to school food and
yard waste collection

Continue to press the quick-serve restaurant industry,
food courts and institutional food service businesses to
use primarily compostable single-use food service
products

Move forward with efforts that support food packaging
regulation and food waste composting: proper
containers are used in public areas of quick-serve
restaurants and other food service businesses; food
service businesses have collection contracts so
materials are sent to proper processing; extensive
public education to support food packaging programs

Develop a strategic framework for product stewardship
actions, including assessment of products and materials
that can be regulated locally or at the state level

Continue work with NWPSC, LHWMP and others to
increase the range and effectiveness of product
stewardship at the state level

Continue support for proposed state legislation
regarding return of unwanted, leftover
pharmaceuticals, medical sharps and carpet

Monitor and support the development of plans for
producer-paid end-of-life management for mercury-
containing lighting products resulting from 2010 state
legislation

Work with partners to determine the best strategies
and timing for new state legislation covering products
such as latex and oil-based paint

Support the NWPSC dialog regarding product
stewardship for packaging and printed paper

Continue support for the Product Stewardship Institute
and the national product dialogs the institute supports

Pursue local legislation for select products, which may
include take-back, where state or regional action is not
forthcoming

Track efforts toward product stewardship solutions for
products and materials included in the City’s curbside
collection program

Monitor product stewardship programs’ material reuse
and recovery rates; evaluate future support compared
to curbside, other existing programs

Emphasize job creational potential of product
stewardship programs

Push city departments toward additional green
purchasing decisions in facilities construction
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[Ref No__ 2010 SWP Section*

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4

Waste Prevention 3.4



Executive Summary - Recommendations Summary

[Ref No__ 2010 SWP Section*

Other WP WP30  Work for guidelines requiring more recycling and Waste Prevention 3.4
recycled-content in “standard” specifications for work
in the public right-of-way

Other WP WP31  Seek packaging waste reduction and more controlson  Waste Prevention 3.4
chemicals purchasing to reduce toxics exposures for
staff and other city facility users

Other WP WP32  Contribute to standards setting for “ecolabels” and Waste Prevention 3.4
suppliers — from green office supplies to green fleets

Other WP WP33 Incorporate end-of-life management and product Waste Prevention 3.4
stewardship into purchasing

Other WP WP34  City continues its role as a resource for businesses that Waste Prevention 3.4
are utility customers and other government agencies

Q
)
-+
M
v
*
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<
M
=
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o
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Other WP WP35  Continue to include PaperCuts as a part of outreachto ~ Waste Prevention 3.4
businesses whenever possible

Other WP WP36  Continue community grants, with near-term focus on
schools organics reduction

Other WP WP37  Continue to use and monitor the online junk and Waste Prevention 3.4
catalog opt-out service establish in 2011

Other WP WP38  Given a favorable decision in the yellow pages Waste Prevention 3.4
publishers’ lawsuit seeking to block the Phone Books
Opt-Out Registry, strongly promote the opt-out service
to reduce paper use

Other WP WP39  Work with phone book companies and publishers to Waste Prevention 3.4

change Washington Utilities Commission regulations
that require delivery of “white pages” phone books
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Chapter |
Revising the Plan

Chapter | REVISING SEATTLE'S SOLID
WASTE PLAN

Seattle has been an international leader in solid waste management for decades. This has not
been an accident. Much credit for the city’s pacesetting role belongs to our public support for
new and environmentally progressive solid waste programs. Consistent, thorough planning has
also helped. This 2011 Plan represents another step in the evolution of Seattle’s solid waste
system.

1.1 WHAT'S BEING REVISED

This Plan revises Seattle's 1998 Solid Waste Management Plan, On the Path to Sustainability, as
amended in 2004. The overall planning direction remains the same. However, this update
presents an opportunity to step back and take a deep look at our system and possibilities for the
future.

We are also taking advantage of this opportunity to create a very different document. In
addition to meeting the legal requirement for a solid waste plan, this Plan will serve as a
comprehensive resource document for our customers and other parties.

1.2 PLANNING HISTORY OVERVIEW

The State of Washington's 1969 legislation RCW 70.95 set the requirement for local solid waste
plans. Seattle operated under the aegis of King County's 1974 and 1982 solid waste
management plans until 1989. Seattle's first solid waste plan was the 1989 Integrated Solid
Waste Management Plan, On the Road To Recovery.

In 1987, Seattle faced a waste management system crisis. The last two landfills, closed in 1983
and 1986, had become Superfund sites that would cost more than $90 million to make
environmentally safe. We began hauling our garbage to the King County landfill, which radically
raised its tip fees. Altogether, solid waste customer rates increased by 82%. Seattle thought
there must be a less expensive option, and set out to find it.

The Solid Waste Utility (now part of Seattle Public Utilities) considered incinerating city garbage.
Citizens immediately and overwhelmingly expressed their opposition. No one wanted an
incinerator in the neighborhood, and many were concerned about air pollution and final
disposal of the ash. The Utility responded to citizen concerns, and used the crisis as an
opportunity to launch waste reduction and recycling programs that had never been attempted
on so large a scale.
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In 1998, Seattle prepared its second Solid Waste Management Plan, On the Path to
Sustainability. That plan was updated by a 2004 Plan Amendment that the Washington State
Department of Ecology approved in 2005.

In 2007, SPU and the Seattle City Council jointly conducted the Seattle Solid Waste Recycling,
Waste Reduction, and Facilities Opportunities (Zero Waste) study. This study examined whether
there were still other methods Seattle might use to reduce the amount of its solid waste and
divert more from landfill disposal.

Following the 2007 study, the Mayor and City Council adopted Resolution 30990, the Zero
Waste Resolution. The resolution re-committed the city to its 60% recycling goal for the year
2012. It also set a longer-term goal of 70% recycling by the year 2025, and outlined some
additional actions and strategies for achieving these goals.

1.3 PLANNING PROCESS - CONTINUING
THE VISION AND GOALS

The planning process for this revision involved regrouping around the vision and goals of prior
planning. In writing this Plan, we are incorporating changes in the regulatory environment,
involving key stakeholders, and developing a process for future Plan updates.

Seattle's 1998 Plan incorporated the key concepts of zero waste, waste prevention,
sustainability, and product stewardship that continue to drive the contemporary approach to
solid waste management.

1998 Plan Vision: Zero Waste

e Increase waste reduction and resource conservation

® Recycle 60% by 2008

e Increase the efficiency, fairness, convenience, and accessibility of services

¢ Expand local markets and increase purchases of recycled-content products

e Increase consumer and producer responsibility for sustainable waste management
practices

e Implement the Seattle Sustainable Building Action Plan

¢ Improve sustainable waste management and resource conservation practices in City of
Seattle operations

o Keep Seattle's neighborhoods clean and safe by partnering with communities.
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The 2004 Plan Amendment renewed the 1998 vision with these enhancements:

e |n 2010, there is an even more streamlined solid waste system, with integrated
residential and commercial contracts and services, state-of-the-art transfer and
processing facilities, and minimum transport and handling.

e More local markets are available, including infrastructure for processing food waste and
construction debris.

e Garbage generation is declining. Both residents and businesses recycle aggressively.
Builders, manufacturers, and retailers play a major role in sustainable design and
product take-back.

e Organic composting has helped restore Seattle's soils and watersheds. The city's internal
waste reduction, recycling, and buy-recycled programs are exemplary.

e By 2025, there has been a radical shift in how we think about waste. Most products are
designed to be readily reused or recycled, and all costs incorporated into the price of the
product. Garbage disposal is obsolete. Consumers, producers, and utilities provide the
most efficient infrastructure for managing different products and materials.

This 2011 Plan revision continues the trend toward a model of resource management and
consideration of life-cycle costs and benefits. It aligns with the vision, key principles, and
strategies in Washington State's Beyond

Waste Plan 2009 update. Woashington State Beyond Waste Vision

The Plan further recognizes We can transition to a society where waste is

environmentally responsible solid waste viewed as inefficient, and where most wastes and
management as a cornerstone strategy toxic substances have been eliminated. This will

in climate protection plans. And its contribute to economic, social and
recommendations strive for equitable

distribution of the costs and benefits of
Seattle's programs.

environmental vitality.

1.3.1 REGULATORY AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

Various state and local regulations, guidelines, and plans influence Seattle’s solid waste
planning.

State of Washington law RCW 70.95 requires solid waste plans and sets required content. In
2010, the state published Guidelines for Development of Local Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plans and Plan Revisions. The state updated its solid waste plan Beyond Waste in
2009. Oregon State law regulates Columbia Ridge Landfill, in Arlington, Oregon, to which Seattle
sends waste for disposal.

The City of Seattle has numerous ordinances, resolutions and administrative rules governing
solid waste management. The 2007 Seattle City Council Resolution 30990 (the Zero Waste
resolution) and city climate protection initiatives have influenced solid waste management in
recent years. Seattle establishes its solid waste rules in the city’s Solid Waste Code (SMC 21.36,
21.40, and 21.44).

Seattle Public Utilities’ (SPU’s) 2009-2014 Strategic Business Plan sets the priorities of the utility
over 6 years. It includes updated mission and vision statements for SPU and describes the
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desired outcomes for our customers, and internal strategies we will put in place to achieve
these outcomes. SPU actively supports the Race and Social Justice Initiative as part of the
citywide effort to ensure that services are provided in an equitable manner to all citizens.

The City of Seattle Department of Planning and Development issues land use and building
permits to solid waste facilities consistent with local regulations, just as they do with any
development.

The City of Seattle's Comprehensive Plan, a collection of city-adopted goals and policies about
how the city will accommodate growth over the next 20 years, incorporates planned needs for
utilities, including solid waste facilities. The city has also developed emergency plans that
include provisions for managing excess debris from an extraordinary event.

Public Health — Seattle & King County regulates solid waste handling facilities in Seattle and
King County. Public Health, Seattle, King County, and the Suburban Cities Association jointly
manage moderate risk waste (MRW) through the Local Hazardous Waste Management Program.

1.3.2 PARTICIPANTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The parties involved in planning this solid waste plan update have certain roles and
responsibilities.

Government

e Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) has responsibility for creating, executing, funding all City of
Seattle solid waste programs and projects

o Office of the Mayor sets direction for all city departments, including SPU
e Seattle City Council is the city’s legislative body and adopts the Plan by resolution

e Washington State Department of Ecology reviews and approves this Plan

Other Stakeholders

e SPU’s Seattle Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) provides policy advice and is
involved throughout the planning process

e General Public includes residents and businesses, solid waste industry representatives,
and interest groups. The public’s role is played out via the Plan’s Public Involvement
process, which includes heightened efforts to reach hard-to-reach populations through
innovative means. Appendix C, Public Involvement, gives detail on the public process.

Each of these parties has their own perspective on the Plan. The Plan is meant to serve as a
resource for all of them. For example, regulators are interested in ensuring the Plan meets legal
requirements. SPU will use the Plan to guide solid waste work in the coming years. And the
public is interested in what changes are coming their way.

1.3.3 KEEPING THE PLAN UP TO DATE

SPU will update the Plan at least as often as required by RCW 70.95, currently at least every 5
years. The steps to do so involve assessing whether the update is an amendment or a revision,
as defined by Washington Department of Ecology. Amendments, generally, are minor
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adjustments to the Plan within the 5-year planning window, keeping the plan up to date for
permitting and grant purposes. If it has been 5 or more years since the last Plan revision, the
next update would most likely have to be a revision. Changes in disposal methods or facilities
would also trigger a revision.

For Seattle, the basic every-5-year process starts about 24 months before the next update is
due, with SPU conducting a thorough review of the current Plan’s policies, programs and
timelines. The review involves highlighting key potential changes. The key potential changes
then need evaluating as to whether they’d lead the Plan update to be an amendment or
revision. SPU will confer with Ecology before proceeding with either.

The update process could also be triggered in other ways, For example, SPU routinely reviews
progress via the Annual Recycling Report. In addition to reporting recycling rates, this report
describes program actions completed in the year being reported. It also includes the program
actions planned for the following year. This is where minor variations from planned programs
will be documented. Before the annual report is finalized, the Seattle Solid Waste Advisory
Committee (SWAC) reviews it and gives comment. The final report goes to the Seattle City
Council by July 1, when it is also posted on SPU’s website.

If progress tracked through the Annual Recycling Report does not perform as expected, we will
figure out what the problems are. The analysis could lead SPU to pursue a policy change that is
significantly different from, or not contemplated in, the Plan. In that case, a Plan amendment or
revision may be necessary.

In addition to reviewing the Annual Recycling Report, the SWAC discusses solid waste issues
throughout the year. A new recommendation from the SWAC could also potentially trigger a
Plan amendment or revision. Similarly, new directives from Seattle’s elected officials could
trigger a change to the Plan. Proposals from the public would be managed through SPU, our
elected officials, or the SWAC. SPU is responsible for managing and supporting the discussions
and related processes stemming from proposals, whatever the source. SPU ensures SWAC
involvement at all stages.

Another possible trigger to launch a Plan update could be an emergency action. This Plan does
include post-emergency actions to deal with solid waste and extra debris, as described in section
4.7. However, there is a chance that SPU could take an emergency action that would trigger a
Plan update in normal times. SPU will inform the SWAC and other key stakeholders about such
actions, as soon as that is feasible. Temporary actions will not require a Plan update. On the
other hand, an emergency action could become permanent or could be seen as significant. If so,
SPU will coordinate within the city, with the SWAC, and with Ecology as to whether the action
triggers a Plan amendment or revision.

SPU will write Plan amendments. Amendments will be adopted after review and comment by
the SWAC. SPU will also obtain any needed approvals from Seattle’s elected officials as
warranted by the changes. Finally, SPU will submit amendments to Ecology within 45 days of
adoption.

If a Plan revision is the right course of action, SPU will follow the steps outlined in Ecology’s
“Guidelines for Development of Local Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plans and Plan
Revisions, 2010,” including public involvement. The SWAC will take part at the outset and
throughout the revision process.
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Chapter 2
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Chapter 2 SEATTLE SOLID WASTE
TRENDS

This chapter describes Seattle’s physical setting, population, and solid waste generation trends.
All of these factors set the landscape of the solid waste planning environment. The forecast for
Seattle’s population indicates increases. Employment should rise, with a shift away from
manufacturing. With people and jobs increases, the total generation of discards will also rise.
Robust sources of data and analytic tools support projections and progress tracking.

2.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Seattle enjoys a central location in the Greater Puget Sound Region. The city takes up just over
142 square miles, including nearly 60 square miles of water. Puget Sound borders the city to the
west, with Lake Washington bordering to the east. Some of the city's terrain is hilly, and the
entire region is in a major earthquake zone. Seattle's marine climate is mild year-round, with
wet winters and relatively dry summers.

Seattle's two major north-south transportation corridors are State Hwy 99 (Aurora Ave through
much of the city) and Interstate 5. Interstate 90 connects eastward to the rest of the country.
Seattle is also well serviced by rail lines to the north, south, and east. Washington State ferries
are the city's major connection to the west.

2.2 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

Demographic factors important for solid waste planning include population, household trends,
and employment trends. Outreach planners need information on the various languages spoken
in the city. From looking at employment trends, SPU learns what kinds of businesses (and their
attendant wastes) will be contributing to the commercial waste steam.

2.2.1 POPULATION

Seattle's population is forecast to increase by almost 8% between 2010 and 2020 (Table 2-1).
Over the same period, numbers of single-family homes will increase by about 3% and multi-
family units by about 12%.
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Table 2-1

Seattle Population and Household Trends

Year 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Population! 563,374 573,076 608,660 631,350 655,947
Occupied Household! 258,481 266,204 283,510 294,158 303,557
Single Family thru 4-plex units?2 153,853 151,217 158,533 162,376 163,724
Multi Family with 5 or more units2 104,628 114,987 124,977 131,782 139,833
Average Household Size 2.180 2.153 2.147 2.146 2.161

ISource: Puget Sound Regional Council 201 |
2Source: SPU Accounts

According to the American Community Survey 2009, 79% of Seattle's population speaks English
only. About 6% are "linguistically isolated," which means they feel proficient only in a language
that is not English.

2.2.2 EMPLOYMENT

Employment forecasts show Seattle employment rising through the year 2020 (Table 2-2). The
numbers of employees in each type of sector factor into the volumes and types of waste
generated from businesses. The office sector employs more than twice as many people as the
next highest sector, health and education. The third highest sector is services. All employment
sectors are forecast to rise except manufacturing.

Table 2-2
Seattle Employment Trends through 2020

Year

Sector 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

Manufacturing 45,195 37,646 36,973 37,693 36,053
Wholesale and Retailer 54,544 49219 47,522 51,852 53,871
Food Services and Drinking Places 27,682 26,865 25,939 29,429 32,531
Services 59,062 55,264 58,479 76,657 91,025
Office 187,663 174,895 177,473 181,314 191,925
Health and education 81,211 76,758 78,809 89,412 98,836
Food and Beverage Stores 9,644 8,984 8,675 9,842 10,879
Transportation, Hotels, and Construction 52,200 46,668 46,470 52,723 58,279
Total 517,201 476,299 480,340 528,922 573,399

Sources: SPU estimates; Washington State Employment Security Dept. data; and SPU
forecast model (updated March 2, 201 1)

Waste generation directly correlates with economic cycles. MSW generation (garbage plus
recycling and organics) dropped with the recession after the economic high of 2007. SPU
expects total generation to rise again as the economy recovers, minus the effects of waste
prevention programs.
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2.3 WASTE DEFINITIONS

Terminology for waste can be confusing. The following section describes key terms applied to
categories of solid waste.

2.3.1 WASTE CATEGORIES

There are several categories of wastes (discarded materials) generated in Seattle.

Municipal Solid Waste — MSW includes all the garbage, recycling, and organics (yard and
food waste) collected from within Seattle and hauled to the city's recycling and disposal
(transfer) stations. It also includes some construction and demolition (C&D) wastes that are
disposed at city transfer stations or placed in residential or business garbage containers. See
Chapter 4, Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards.

Construction, Demolition and Land-clearing Debris — This category is called
construction and demolition or C&D. C&D includes wood waste, metals, asphalt roofing,
gypsum, and other materials generated by construction activities that is not disposed at city-
owned transfer stations or mixed with MSW garbage. It is managed separately from MSW for
recycling and disposal. See Chapter 5, Other Solid Waste Programs, section 5.1 for detail on
C&D.

Moderate Risk Waste — MRW includes household hazardous waste (HHW) and small-
guantity generator waste (SQGW). Seattle manages its MRW through a joint program supported
and implemented by the City of Seattle, King County, Public Health - Seattle & King County, and
the Suburban Cities Association. The joint program, the Local Hazardous Waste Management
Plan, guides MRW management. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, section 5.4
for information on MRW.

Other Special Categories of Waste — These are wastes not allowed in the MSW. They
require special handling and disposal due to regulatory requirements or other reasons such as
toxicity, volumes, or particular handling issues. Examples include biomedical, asbestos, biosolids,
and dangerous wastes. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, section 5.5 for detail
on this category.

2.3.2 RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL DEFINITIONS

Recycling and disposal are categorized into many modes and methods.

Woaste Prevention — Used interchangeably with "waste reduction," and sometimes called
"precycling." This is the practice of minimizing waste through responsible purchasing and
consumerism. Essentially, this practice removes waste from the waste stream by not creating it
in the first place.

Recycling — Recycling remanufactures or transforms waste materials into usable or
marketable materials, including organics to composting.

Disposal — When Seattle disposes waste, the waste materials are permanently placed in a
landfill. Seattle counts Beneficial Use, alternative daily cover (ADC) and industrial waste
stabilizer (IWS) as disposal for the MSW recycling rate calculation.

Beneficial Use — Neither recycled nor reused, the waste materials are used for some other
purpose like industrial boiler fuel.
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Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and Industrial Waste Stabilizer (IWS) — ADC refers
to materials used to cover the active face of a landfill instead of soil. IWS includes waste
materials deposited to provide structure in specialized landfills.

Diversion —This term includes recycling and beneficial use. SPU calculates diversion for the
C&D stream.

2.3.3 MSW SECTOR DEFINITIONS

Seattle's MSW waste is generated by four sectors.

e Residential — Single-Family. This sector includes waste picked up from homes
that have cans or carts picked up at the curb. These are typically single-family
homes, up to and including four-plexes.

e Residential = Multi-Family. The multi-family sector is for waste picked up from
residential buildings or complexes that have dumpster or detachable container
service. Typically, these buildings have five or more housing units.

e Commercial. This sector includes businesses. Typically, dumpsters are picked up as
needed by the account that serves these commercial buildings.

e Self-Haul. The self-haul sector is that part of our system where residents and
businesses bring various materials for drop-off at city-owned transfer stations.

See Chapter 4, Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards, section 4.3 for information about the
MSW sectors.

2.4 MSW RECYCLING MEASUREMENT

Existing programs are measured by a variety of means depending on the program. SPU's core
measurement and reporting is done by MSW sector. We also measure waste prevention to the
extent possible. The primary vehicle for reporting recycling progress is the City of Seattle Annual
Recycling Report. C&D measurement is not included in the annual calculations of Seattle’s
progress towards its MSW 60% recycling goal. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste
Programs, section 5.1 for information about C&D trends.

2.4.1 RESIDENTIAL DATA

SPU’s residential data come from reporting requirements built into our collection contracts. We
have data for each truck trip through a Seattle neighborhood to a processing center. Weekly trip
data include the total of all materials collected as garbage, recycling, and organics. SPU
summarizes the data quarterly (showing monthly data) and posts the summaries on the SPU
website.

SPU also conducts periodic studies where materials put out for collection are sorted and
measured to determine what is in the collected material. These periodic sorts are called
composition studies.

The organics collection program is similar in that SPU receives data at the truck trip level from
the residential collection contractors. The composition of the organics container (how much is
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food waste versus how much is yard waste) is estimated using the Seattle Discards Model, a
statistical model that separates out the tons based on historical data relationships.

The oil and electronics collected curbside are tracked via monthly reports from the contractors.

SPU measures onsite (home) organics programs using a variety of information sources. The most
important information is that from the Home Organics Survey. SPU conducts this survey every 5
years to update our understanding of home organics practices. Information on how many
households compost and grass cycle is combined with other data on average amounts of yard
and food waste per household. SPU uses all of these data to estimate the number of tons
diverted through the home organics programs. Since we do the Home Organics Survey only
every 5 years, estimates for tons diverted remain constant for 5 years until SPU has new data to
re-estimate the tons diverted.

2.4.2 SELF-HAUL DATA

Recycling in this sector consists of 1) self-hauled organics (for composting), and 2) a variety of
other recyclable materials placed in drop boxes.

SPU uses scale house data (weight and trip) as customers enter the station to measure tons
brought into transfer stations for compost. SPU also has data on how much compost material
we haul from the stations to processing facilities. Having both sets of data serves as a check on
the total tons of compost material. Compost tons are reported quarterly (monthly data) on the
Residential Organics Report.

Drop-box recycling tons are weighed when SPU hauls the material to the various processors.
Typically, customers who bring in material to recycle do not weigh in their vehicles. Instead, the
data source is outbound weight reports from the trucks that haul recyclables away from the
stations.

In addition to reporting these data annually as part of the Annual Recycling Report, SPU is
required to report the data to the Washington State Department of Ecology.

2.4.3 COMMERCIAL DATA

The primary source of information for the commercial sector comes from annual reports
required from recyclers and processors. Recyclers who operate in Seattle must submit the
reports as part of their City of Seattle Recyclers Business License. Specifically, recycling
businesses must report annual tons recycled, by material, and disposition of the material. Once
SPU receives the reports, we analyze them at length to make sure we do not double count tons.
(It is common for one recycler to collect material and then transfer it to another processor). The
City of Seattle mails a form to recyclers in February with a completion deadline of March 31. For
the 2010 report, SPU mailed forms to more than 150 companies.

In addition to the recyclers’ reports, SPU receives detailed trip level data for compost and
recycling tons collected under our collection contracts. These tons are currently combined with
the information from the recyclers’ reports and reported in the Annual Recycling Report.
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2.4.4 WASTE PREVENTION DATA

SPU’s waste prevention programs reduce the amount and toxicity of material entering Seattle’s
waste system. For the annual recycling rate, we estimate the tons of prevented waste and count
them as recycling.

Other than for the home organics programs, SPU tracks waste prevention on a program-by-
program basis. We use a variety of methods to measure tons not generated. These methods
include the following: self-weighing; pre- and post intervention surveys (attitudes, behaviors,
participation rates); collection data; composition studies; and estimation (modeling). The best
approach is to build evaluation methodology into new waste prevention programs and
campaigns.

Less waste generated per person would seem to imply more waste prevention. However, it is
very difficult to separate the effects of the waste prevention program from other variables like
changes in household size, the economy, types of businesses in Seattle, and products.

2.4.5 WASTE COMPOSITION DATA

Waste composition—what mix of materials is going to disposal—is assessed every 4 years, on
staggered cycles by sector. These studies sort and weigh the disposed materials into dozens of
categories. The studies are available on SPU's website.

The studies contribute key data for the Recycling Potential Assessment (RPA) modeling
described in Chapter 4, Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards, section 4.3. See also
Appendix D, Recycling Potential Assessment Model for more RPA detail.

2.4.6 SEATTLE DISCARDS MODEL

The Seattle Discards Model (SDM) is a tool SPU uses to analyze recycling performance. The SDM
establishes a relationship between garbage, recycling, and organics (food and yard debris)
monthly collection quantities, and the factors that affect (or “explain”) these discards amounts.
For instance, one equation in the model estimates the impacts of increased household size or
additional household income on the amount of discards that households place in the curbside
recycling stream. Another part of the equation estimates the impacts on residential garbage
from similar changes.

The SDM contains a set of equations to calculate expected garbage, recycling, and organics
discard quantities depending on factors such as:

e Unemployment rate

e Housing prices

e Household size

e Actual status of household income

e Average and marginal fees for collection

e Other factors such as temperature and precipitation
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If a new factor (or a shock to the system) emerges, such as the introduction of a disposal ban,
the SDM can isolate the tonnage impact of the ban from the other factors that are also affecting
waste tonnage.

The SDM includes equations for residential garbage, residential recycling, residential organics,
self-haul garbage, and commercial garbage. Each equation has its own set of factors, which
explain the various garbage and recycling streams. Variables in the equations have changed over
time, but the overall methodology is the same.!

2.5 WASTE & RECYCLING TRENDS

This section describes year-over-year waste and recycling trends in Seattle.

2.5.1 OVERALL MSW TRENDS

Seattle's overall MSW generation has generally followed economic trends, even as population
has steadily increased in our city (Figure 2-1). The overall recycling rate declined the first few
years of the past decade then has steadily climbed since 2003. SPU expects overall waste
generation to increase gradually over the planning horizon of this Plan (Figure 2-2).

Figure 2-1
Seattle Overall MSW Tons Generated and Recycling Rate
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A complete technical explanation of the model can be found in “The Seattle Discards Model: An
explanatory Model for Garbage, Recycling and Yard Debris Collection and Self Haul Quantities,” SPU,
December 2005.
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Figure 2-2
Seattle MSW Generation Forecast
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Overall generation is the sum of each sector's share of all discards. Proportionally, shares shift a
bit over time. Figure 2-3 shows shares from 2010 and illustrates that the commercial sector
generated almost half of Seattle's discards. The single-family sector contributed almost one-
third of Seattle’s MSW.

Figure 2-3
Seattle MSW Generation by Sector for 2010

Total Generation 2010
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2.5.2 SECTOR MSW TRENDS

As described in this chapter, SPU tracks MSW and recycling performance trends by each of the
four MSW Sectors. The following figures illustrate trends for material amounts entering each
sector and recycling performance (Figures 2-4 through 2-7).

Figure 2-4
Single-Family Waste Generated, Recycled, Disposed in Seattle 2000-2010
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Figure 2-5

Multi-Family Waste Generated, Recycled, Disposed in Seattle 2000-2010
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Figure 2-6
Self-Haul Waste Generated, Recycled, Disposed in Seattle 2000-2010
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Figure 2-7
Commercial Waste Generated, Recycled, Disposed in Seattle 2000-2010
450,000 Total
400,000 +— - = -
s 350,000 | e - ___ Generated
2 300,000
& 250,000 - Recycled and
o 200,000 1 composted
S 150,000 - P
— 100,000 Disposed
50,000
0
o — o~ ™ < n o ~ [ee] [e2] o
o o o o o o o o o o —
o o o o o o o o o o o
N (o] N N (gl N [a\] N (o] N N

2.5.3 SECTOR RECYCLING GOAL PROGRESS

Seattle has made substantial progress toward the recycling goals set in the 2004 Amendment.
The overall goal was a 60% recycling rate. Within that goal, each sector had its own target (Table
2-3) and varying success toward reaching the target.

Table 2-3

Seattle Recycling Goal Progress 2010

Sector 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 Goal set 2004
Single-Family 58.0% 57.5% 589% 64.0% 654% 70.3% 70.0%
Multi-Family 17.8% 215% 222% 263% 283% 29.6% 37.0%
Self-Haul 172% 18.1% 188% 18.8% 184% 13.5% 39.0%
Commercial 41.6% 40.7% 425% 51.7% 54.7% 58.9% 63.0%
Combined - All Sectors 40.0% 39.7% 41.2% 47.6% 50.0% 53.7% 60.0%

More needs to be done to increase Seattle’s recycling rate. The recycling recommendations in
Chapter 4, Seattle’s MSW System: Managing Discards, section 4.3 contain a variety of initiatives
to increase recycling in all sectors.
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Chapter 3 WASTE PREVENTION

Waste prevention removes waste from the waste stream by not creating it in the first place. It is
sometimes referred to as waste reduction or precycling. Seattle Public Utilities” waste
prevention programs promote more careful purchasing and consumption by institutions and
individuals. These programs also promote more efficient use of materials in business and
industrial activities. This chapter describes SPU’s waste prevention programs under the 1998
Solid Waste Plan and 2004 Plan Amendment. It also discusses issues for waste prevention
planning, recommendations for the future, and approaches to waste prevention measurement.

3.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 1998
PLAN AND 2004 AMENDMENT

In the 1998 Plan, SPU outlined and in the 2004 Amendment reaffirmed waste prevention
programs in the following areas (Table 3-1):

e Reuse — programs promoting goods and materials exchange opportunities to
residents and businesses

e Onsite Organics — programs for backyard composting, grasscycling, and pesticide
use reduction under a “Natural Lawn and Garden Care” theme

e Sustainable Building — U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy &
Environmental Design (LEED) standards for city-owned buildings. Sustainable
building includes promotion of building materials salvage and recycling.

e Product Stewardship — participation in the inter-governmental Northwest Product
Stewardship Council and the national Product Stewardship Institute. Stewardship
includes support for state legislation requiring producer responsibility for end-of-life
materials management.

e Other Waste Prevention Activities — expanded City of Seattle green purchasing
practices. Other activities include public education on better or safer products to use
and general waste reduction through SPU publications, media, and SPU's outreach
consultant.

In the sections that follow, these programs are described in detail, including the changes they’ve
undergone over time.
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Table 3-1

Seattle Waste Prevention Goals 1998 and 2004

Recommendation

Status

1998 Plan
Increase waste reduction and resource conservation

Increase consumer and producer responsibility for
sustainable waste management practices

Implement Seattle Sustainable Building Action Plan

Incorporate waste prevention into broader conservation
message

Maximize impacts of conservation messages by
partnering with other agencies

Target high-quantity materials, especially yard debris

Ongoing

Ongoing

Notable success in producer responsibility for electronic
wastes

Ongoing

New and renovated city buildings meeting Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards

Ongoing

Ongoing

Partnerships with King County and Local Hazardous
Waste Management Program, and others

Banned landscape waste from residential and commercial
garbage. Continuing increases in compostable materials
collected curbside

2004 Amendment
Increase waste reduction and resource conservation

Increase consumer and producer responsibility for
sustainable waste management practices

Implement Seattle Sustainable Building Action Plan

Reduce toxic products in waste stream

Continue to incorporate waste prevention into multi-
dimensional conservation programs

Expand city's waste prevention activities to incorporate
waste prevention targets established in "Sustaining our
Commitment" Mayor Nickels’ Plan to Reaffirm Seattle’s
Leadership in Recycling January 2003

Focus on high-volume materials (paper and organics) and
high-toxicity materials such as mercury

Develop programs to influence organizational not just
individual behavior

Establish methodology to measure non-SPU sponsored
commercial waste prevention activities and give credit to
businesses for waste prevention efforts

Ongoing

Ongoing

Successes in product stewardship for electronic waste
and mercury containing lighting, Styrofoam food
packaging ban and requirement that single-use food
service packaging be compostable or recyclable
Ongoing

With new regulations for deconstruction and increasing
regulation of C&D wastes

Increased electronic waste recycling with E-Cycle
Washington. Upcoming mercury lighting producer-paid
end-of-life management. Green purchasing steadily
improving

Ongoing

Done

Ongoing

Ban on paper and yard debris in residential and
commercial collection. High-toxicity products primarily
addressed by Local Hazardous Waste Management
Program initiatives, or regulated through state legislation
Ongoing

Includes green purchasing, institutional food service
efficiency, and food service packaging regulations.
Ongoing

Most effective in construction and demolition (C&D)
salvage, deconstruction and recycling programs
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3.2 PLANNING ISSUES FOR THIS UPDATE

This Plan update responds to a number of changes in the financial, political, and regulatory
environment for waste prevention. It is also informed by the understanding SPU has gained
from the past 5 years of program implementation. In those years, climate change has increased
the importance of green house gas reduction in every area of city activity. Waste prevention is
no exception. Reduction in materials, their use, and shifts in product design from disposable to
recyclable are issues in this Plan.

3.2.1 ZERO WASTE RESOLUTION

City Council actions led to the biggest changes in SPU waste prevention activities. Those
directives have called for definitive results over the next few years. Chief among the policy
directives is Resolution 30990, known as the Zero Waste Resolution, passed in June 2007. The
Zero Waste Resolution instructed SPU to:

e Increase support for the Northwest Product Stewardship Council

e Study problem (hard-to-recycle) products and propose strategies. The emphasis
should be on the application of product stewardship principles. Strategies range
from bans to market development that would reduce the presence of these
products in the waste stream.

e Study bans of plastic shopping bags and expanded polystyrene (EPS, sometimes
called Styrofoam) food service ware

e Participate in the state’s electronic products take-back system, E-Cycle Washington
e Create a program of community waste prevention matching grants

e Develop strategies to increase recycling by customers self-hauling waste to the city’s
recycling and disposal stations

e  Work with the Department of Planning and Development (DPD) to modify the
demolition permit process to increase building materials salvage

e Increase waste-reduction audits and education for business and single- and multi-
family customers

Actions in most of these areas have become part of the City of Seattle’s waste prevention
programs.

3.2.2 RECESSION

A second large influence on the City of Seattle’s waste prevention programs was unanticipated.
The deep recession beginning in 2007 reduced SPU revenue, which resulted in deep cuts in the
waste prevention budget. Most programs—with the notable exception of support for recyclable
and compostable food service packaging—will be curtailed, possibly, for several years. For
example, SPU put further study of problem products (toxic and hard-to-recycle materials, or
recyclables still unsupported by markets) on hold at the end of 2009.
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3.2.3 BEYOND WASTE

Among regulatory changes, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) released its
revised Beyond Waste comprehensive plan for the state. Notable among its recommendations
for waste prevention is a call for greater attention to the “technical nutrient cycle.” This concept
forces attention on closed-loop systems for processing and reuse of materials. The idea is to
minimize “down-cycling” of materials into lower value products. SPU plans to address this
mandate two ways:

1. Continued emphasis on market development for under-recycled materials

2. Work with the industrial sector to promote exchange of process byproducts from
businesses that need to discard materials to those that can use them in production.

The new Beyond Waste plan also calls out waste prevention for product packaging. Seattle is
already deeply involved in single-use food service ware and packaging regulations. The City of
Seattle also participates on the Northwest Product Stewardship Council’s packaging
subcommittee, which is examining packaging regulations used in Europe and Canada.

Reuse is a key part of the state’s Beyond Waste hierarchy of “reduce, reuse, recycle.” Reusing
consumer products and industrial materials (such as production byproducts) slows the
frequency of product and materials replacement. It also reduces green house gas generation
from producing new products, whether of virgin or recycled materials.

In general, product and materials reuse is the result of individual or individual business
decisions. Consequently, policies promoting reuse mostly emphasize public education,
attempting to change behavior by changing attitudes and beliefs. Reuse programs need to be
designed to make it easy for the public and businesses to take action--choosing charitable
donation rather than disposal, for example. Only rarely does reuse policy directly involve
regulation.

3.2.4 PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP LEGISLATION

Product stewardship is a strategy that places responsibility for life-cycle environmental impacts
on designers, producers, marketers, and users of products. Product stewardship is often called
Extended Producer Responsibility or EPR. It seeks to minimize environmental impacts, including
reducing toxic contents, throughout a product’s life cycle. Greatest responsibility lies with
whoever has the most ability to affect the life-cycle environmental impacts of a product. That is
usually the producer or “brand owner.”

New product stewardship legislation in Washington state and nationally has spurred interest in
producer responsibility strategies for waste prevention, increasing recycling, and managing
waste. Legislation is a key tool by which producers may be charged with funding and managing
products at the end of product life.

Product Stewardship Changes Who Pays and How

Producers may bear the costs of reuse and materials recycling programs in two ways. One is cost
internalization, in which end-of-life costs are included in a product’s price (as they are in the E-
Cycle Washington program). This is generally the preferred alternative. Another way for
producers to bear the costs is by paying fees to local solid waste agencies. Producers,
stewardship organizations acting for groups of producers, or even product users may be subject
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to the fees. Currently, solid waste and recycling collection and processing is almost entirely a
local government responsibility paid for by residents and businesses in the local service area.

Cost Internalization

Producer funded take-back services have emerged as the model for producer funded
recovery programs. These services include waste handling that is funded or provided by
producers of materials. The materials are (mostly) handled outside the city solid waste
system. Products already covered by producer product stewardship programs, or under
consideration at the state level, include electronics, pharmaceuticals, carpet, and
products containing mercury. The list continues to grow with legislation for paint and
rechargeable batteries under consideration in 2012. In this case, the program funding is
from producers through a stewardship organization.

Targeted Fees

In lieu of statewide programs, Seattle has in some cases adopted or considered
“recovery” fees, which may be applied in a variety of ways depending on program goals:

= Consumer Recovery Fees — These fees are designed to affect consumer choices
and are charged when a product is purchased. There are at least two types:

— Afee established as a City of Seattle solid waste fee and remitted to the
Solid Waste Fund to cover solid waste services.

— Afee required by city regulation to be charged by businesses, to discourage
purchase or use of a product, and retained by the seller to cover fee
administration costs.

= Producer Paid Recovery Fees — Producers, or in some cases retailers, may pay
fees to the Solid Waste Fund when a product is either sold or distributed. SPU
would use these fees to pay for recycling or disposal of that product. It could
also use the revenue for waste reduction programs designed to reduce demand
for (or waste associated with) that product.

= SPU Rates — Rates are charged for city handling of products that have been
used and discarded as solid waste. Rates are based on what is discarded rather
than on what is bought or distributed (the focus of recovery fees). Products
suited to rate funding include food waste and yard waste.

While cost-internalized, industry-paid stewardship programs are the best approach, visible
recovery or producer fees might be considered for specific products or materials to:

e Recover collection and disposal costs

e Divert toxic or other problem materials in the absence of state regulation
e Affect consumer choices to reduce or avoid use of a product or material
e Promote waste reducing product and packaging redesign

e Place responsibility and management costs on producers and users of various
products rather than on the entire community of solid waste ratepayers

e Discourage use of products intended for one-time use when reusable alternatives
are available
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Product Stewardship Changes Behaviors

An expected outcome from requiring producers to pay for end-of-life management of what they
make is more attention to product design, to make reuse and recycling easier. Reuse or recycling
is preferred whenever possible.

Product stewardship can also influence consumer behavior (Figure 3-1). As product stewardship
costs are either internalized into the cost of the product, or made visible to the buyer as
“advance recovery fees” or “eco fees,” consumers may choose to purchase less and to buy less
wasteful products.

Figure 3-1
Producer Cost Internalization and Recovery Fees Change Who Pays

CURRENT SYSTEM FUTURE DIRECTION

Recovery Fees
& Producer Cost
Internalization

Divert/

Reduce
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Product Stewardship Eases Ratepayer Burden

Cost internalization and fees for end-of-life product management both ease the burden on
general solid waste ratepayers through:

e Industry established and managed reuse and recycling programs, such as take-back
services, that prevent products from entering the MSW system

e Producers paying local jurisdictions for managing the material, in cases where that is
a more effective strategy

Strategic Considerations

Product and materials impacts extend across jurisdictions. Industry prefers state or federal
regulation to “level the playing field.” For that reason, producer take-back programs generally
have been pursued through statewide legislation and programs rather than through City of
Seattle efforts. These regulations are often intended to divert waste from the city solid waste
system. For example, the E-Cycle Washington program for computers, “tablet” sized devices,
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and televisions diverts all those products from MSW to a separate collection system funded by
manufacturers.

A disposal ban of certain materials (such as hazardous materials) might be used in conjunction
with a producer take-back or a government-sponsored special collection and management
system. Seattle has also used disposal bans in conjunction with rate design to shift materials
from garbage to recycling or compostable waste.

The following questions need to be answered in planning new product stewardship programs:

Who pays?
— consumer at time of purchase

— retailer or producer through “cost internalization” (where recovery cost is
imbedded in the price of the product and not visible)

Who receives the revenue?
—  City of Seattle Solid Waste Fund
— retailers selling a targeted product

— athird-party organization (which then remits to a service provider, City of
Seattle or contractor)

How high should fees be?
— charges sufficient to cover city handling and disposal costs

— additional funding for city waste reduction and recycling programs; for
example, the yellow pages opt-out system run by the city is paid for by a fee
charged to publishers

— alevel high enough to encourage consumers to make waste reducing
choices

What should the revenue be used for?

funding the City of Seattle solid waste system generally

specific waste reduction and recycling programs

cost recovery for recycling or disposal of specific products

cost sharing with retail or other product take-back locations

How should recovery or producer charges be administered?
— as a City of Seattle solid waste fee independent of rates
— as part of City of Seattle solid waste rates and charges adopted with rates
— as regulations requiring retailers to add a charge for a product

—  via producer paid and managed recycling or disposal outside the City of
Seattle solid waste system
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Other items to address when analyzing potential city product stewardship actions include:

e Timeline? Is statewide product stewardship legislation likely only in the distant
future? If so, should Seattle:

— use these strategies in individual cases when the opportunity exists, or
— formalize a long-term strategy into which near-term actions will fit?

e One product at a time or groups of products? Are there administrative or legal
advantages to placing recovery fees on multiple products with similar characteristics
at the same time? This is in contrast to one-at-a-time legislation that regulates a
single product.

e Are advance fees an efficient cost recovery system? If advance fees are collected in
many venues and remitted to SPU, is it efficient to administer both a system of
advance fees and SPU bills? Does the tonnage reduction from an advance fee justify
the added cost for all products or just for some? Are there threshold impacts (tons,
toxicity, hazardous) that would justify the added administrative cost?

Seattle may develop a strategic framework for product stewardship based on decisions around
these choices.

3.2.5 GREEN JOBS

The recent recession has played a role in green jobs development. Because of the downturn,
there is increased interest in creating these jobs. Building materials salvage and reuse is an area
where SPU is already working with other agencies and businesses to find green jobs.

3.3 CURRENT PROGRAMS AND
PRACTICES

The City of Seattle has five major areas of waste prevention programs:
e Reuse
e Sustainable building
e Organics
e Product stewardship
e Other waste prevention activities

The program areas are not always distinct. There is some overlap. For example, reuse includes
diversion of salvageable building materials, which is also part of the green building program.
These overlaps will be noted as needed.

3.3.1 REUSE

The State of Washington’s comprehensive solid waste plan, Beyond Waste, established “reduce,
reuse, and recycle” as the fundamental principle of waste reduction for solid waste
management. Along with messages about reducing consumption, SPU promotes reuse
opportunities for households and businesses. For example, SPU often reminds customers to
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donate rather than discard used clothing and household items, including electronics. The City of
Seattle’s own end-of-life policy for electronics mandates donation to schools wherever possible.

City agencies also model best practices with programs for reusing office supplies. Two programs,
“Too Good to Toss” (building materials diversion at Seattle’s two transfer stations) and market
development for industrial byproducts, keep materials from entering the waste stream.

Transfer Stations "Too Good to Toss"

“Too Good to Toss” diverts salvageable building materials, good furniture, and bicycles from
loads going into Seattle transfer stations. It is by tonnage SPU’s largest reuse activity. SPU began
this program at the North Recycling and Disposal Station in 2008 and recovered about 100 tons
that year. The program runs on weekends only. SPU expanded it in 2009 to the South Recycling
and Disposal Station, though it’s currently on hold pending the opening of the rebuilt South
Transfer Station. The reusables collectors, all non-profits, provide the diversion service at no
cost to SPU.

“Too Good to Toss” grew out of "Use-It-Again, Seattle" neighborhood-exchange events from
2003 to 2006. Those events involved direct costs and required sizable SPU staffing. SPU ended
them, although six events in 2003 diverted an estimated 500 tons from disposal. SPU also found
that these events provoked illegal dumping. Sometimes items from outside Seattle or the
neighborhood were brought in. And some residents offered unwanted household goods for
“free” at the curb, outside the program’s limits.

Market Development for Reuse

In 2008, SPU expanded its market development for business and industrial waste. That year,
SPU joined and began providing financial support for By-Product Synergy Northwest. By-Product
Synergy is an association of businesses supported by government and research institutions. It
promotes the direct exchange between producers’ byproducts and companies that can use
them. The program aims to reduce waste and save money for participating manufacturers.

SPU has also partnered with King County in several market development efforts. Recently,
funding has dropped for both agencies. However, King County Link-Up, a program to increase
markets for recyclables, completed a test of recycled asphalt shingles put in asphalt paving mix.
The testing proved to the paving industry that asphalt shingles can be recycled.

3.3.2 SUSTAINABLE BUILDING

The City of Seattle’s broad commitment to environmental sustainability includes strategies
supporting greener building design, demolition, and construction. Some of these programs seek
to increase waste prevention and recycling. Those focusing on waste prevention are described in
this section. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, for detail on our programs to
increase construction and demolition (C&D) waste recycling.

LEED Standards

Since 2000, City of Seattle policy requires all new and remodeled city-owned buildings of more
than 5,000 square feet to meet the LEED silver standard. LEED is the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design rating system of the U.S. Green Building Council. Some Seattle buildings
have been awarded ratings above silver, either gold or platinum. The LEED system grants rating
points for, among other things, recycling of demolition and building construction wastes.
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By adopting the LEED standards for its own buildings, the city successfully set an example for
private sector development. Seattle has now become a nationwide leader in the number of
LEED buildings. By 2010, there were 74 LEED-rated new buildings in Seattle. Because of LEED
requirements, in 2008 more than 16,000 tons of C&D wastes were diverted to recycling,
according to an SPU consultant study. In the decade from 2000 to 2010, for 47 LEED buildings
documented, the total exceeded 100,000 tons according to DPD data. SPU believes that
construction to LEED standards also stimulates increased use of salvaged building materials and
more efficient use of new materials, though results have not been quantified.

Green Building Team

To promote LEED standards and other energy and material-conservation strategies by the
building industry, the City of Seattle created a Green Building Team in 2000. Housed in DPD, the
Green Building Team includes experts from SPU and Seattle City Light and is partly supported by
those departments. SPU support, primarily from the water and solid waste business areas, has
ranged from a high of about $350,000 in 2006 to about $200,000 in 2010. The team’s programs
include policy development, technical assistance, outreach, and marketing.

In addition to the Green Building Team, SPU has supported a variety of related programs and
technical assistance projects. For example, through the Built Green industry organization, SPU
offered grants to small multi-family residential builders who achieved high levels of recycling
from their jobsites. Early planning is underway for deconstruction and salvage of materials for
reuse from the Seattle Housing Authority Yesler Terrace redevelopment.

SPU’s public information materials for contractors, produced jointly with King County and DPD,
include waste reduction. The King County-Seattle Construction Recycling Directory, published
regularly and online, provides worksheets and guidance on how contractors can best recycle
and reuse building materials. Through DPD’s Green Building Program, SPU also issued a series of
remodel guides, including one for salvage and reuse. A series of case studies, on both city and
private projects, highlights the costs and benefits of various sustainable building approaches.
The studies are available to the public in pamphlet and electronic form.

Salvage and Deconstruction

In the 2004 Plan Amendment, SPU promised to expand technical assistance for waste diversion.
In 2007 and 2008, much of this was focused on diverting C&D waste from landfill and upgrading
the outcomes for some materials from recycling to reuse. SPU pilot programs supported and
gathered data on eight "deconstruction" projects to promote salvage of building materials.

Building Salvage/Deconstruction Pilot Projects

Building salvage is an alternative to conventional demolition. With salvage, a structure is
carefully taken apart, saving building elements for reuse. Commonly salvaged materials
include structural beams and dimensional lumber, wood flooring, cabinetry, casework
and doors, architectural details, brick and stone. Salvage operations can range from
selective removal of high-value elements to full-scale deconstruction.

Building salvage can be an important additional service a demolition company can offer
clients. More customers are becoming environmentally aware. They want waste
reduction on the jobsite and they use green building rating systems such as LEED and
Built Green that call for waste reduction, salvage and recycling.
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To evaluate the cost-effectiveness and waste diversion potential of differing salvage
approaches, SPU and the Washington State Department of Ecology sponsored a series
of salvage and deconstruction pilot projects. The results of the pilot projects provided
detailed data on the costs and benefits of these approaches, including salvage,
deconstruction and house moving. The studies showed that deconstruction increases
waste diversion, especially salvage and reuse, compared to demolition or demolition
with comingled recycling.

Deconstruction Permit Created and House Moving Promoted

Following the guidance of the Zero Waste Resolution, SPU and DPD analyzed re-use and
recycling opportunities in the C&D industries. An initial objective was promotion of
increased building materials salvage and re-use opportunities.

Early in 2009, the City Council approved a DPD ordinance creating incentives for salvage
and deconstruction in lieu of demolition for single-family buildings. The ordinance
allows builders committed to salvage and recycling goals to begin deconstruction before
a building permit is issued. That timing is in contrast to previous procedures by which
the city issued demolition and building permits at the same time. The old procedure left
no incentive for careful deconstruction of dwellings and salvage of reusable materials. In
2010, 10 builders used the deconstruction permit. This number is likely to rise when
residential construction recovers from the recession.

SPU also conducted a study that identified barriers to house moving. The report
suggested changes in city regulatory fees and practices to remove some of the barriers.
A parallel study affirmed the value in waste and green house gas reduction when houses
are moved rather than destroyed. Moving a single house can divert 40 to 80 tons from
landfill and Seattle expects to continue to promote house moving.

Hybrid Deconstruction Program

Hybrid deconstruction is a technique between demolition and deconstruction. Typically,
deconstruction is quite labor-intensive. In hybrid deconstruction, elements of the
building are cut into panels and then disassembled quickly on the ground. Disassembly
can occur at the jobsite or at a specialized yard called a hybrid deconstruction center.
SPU obtained a 2009 Coordinated Prevention Grant from Ecology to develop a business
case for a hybrid deconstruction center in the Seattle area. If a center were developed,
it would further lower the cost of deconstruction relative to traditional demolition, and
additionally, support green jobs training.

The study showed that such a development was high priced. Setting up a hybrid
deconstruction center has become even less possible because of recession-caused drops
in SPU funding. SPU plans to continue technical and policy support of existing salvage
and deconstruction businesses.

In coming years, SPU’s hybrid deconstruction program will include efforts to:

= encourage industry to develop a grading system to facilitate reuse of structural
lumber

= promote building material reuse through diversion at SPU’s north and south
transfer stations
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= publicize salvage, deconstruction and house moving policies

= develop a salvage and deconstruction curriculum in connection with green jobs
programs

3.3.3 ORGANICS

Organic materials--food and yard waste--present a significant opportunity for waste reduction.
SPU has conducted programs in three major areas to divert organics from the waste stream:

e Residential backyard composting (including grasscycling)
e Edible food recovery from grocery stores and restaurants for feeding programs
e "Lean Path" analysis of restaurant kitchen efficiency.

After maximizing onsite waste reduction, SPU focuses on organics collection programs for
composting instead of landfilling.

Residential Backyard Food and Yard Waste Composting

Several city activities encourage property owners to manage organic wastes onsite. These
include support for the Natural Lawn and Garden Hotline operated by contractor Seattle Tilth
Association. SPU also ran programs offering discount compost bins, and continues to offer
education publications, and hands-on training for householders and landscape professionals.
Some of these projects are partly supported by the Local Hazardous Waste Management
Program, and partly funded by a Coordinated Prevention Grant from the Washington State
Department of Ecology.

A Seattle and King County program, Northwest Natural Yard Days (NNYD), furthered the onsite
organics management message, including grasscycling. NNYD was a partnership with retailers. It
offered discounts or rebates on mulching mowers, soaker hoses and other conservation tools
for home landscapes. Seattle also collected and recycled home gas mowers as part of the
Mayor’s Climate Change Initiative. Mower rebates ended in 2008 and NNNYD ended in 2009
after 12 years of operation. However, even with reduced spending and modest outreach, SPU
expects residents using natural yard techniques to keep up household organics waste reduction.

Backyard composting by Seattle households peaked between 2000 and 2005. It declined since
then because of the City of Seattle’s decision to permit vegetative food waste in residential yard
waste bins starting 2005. A bigger change occurred at the end of March 2009. As part of the
rollout of new collection contracts, SPU required all single-family accounts to have food and
yard waste carts. At the same time, SPU added meat and dairy products to the list of products
allowed in curbside food and yard waste bins.

SPU also increasingly encouraged residential customers to use curbside food waste service as
part of its strategy to meet the Seattle’s 60% recycling goal. As a result, the number of
households backyard composting declined. In 2000, 46% did backyard composting of yard
waste, then 40% in 2005 and down to 30% in 2010, according to a 2010 Home Organics Survey.
Backyard composting of food waste showed a similar pattern, declining over the decade from
31% participation to 20%. Faced with this trend and other demands on solid waste revenues, in
2011 the utility ended subsidized sales of backyard compost bins and green cones.
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SPU added the Edible Food Recovery program in 2006. This program helps divert edible food
from commercial food businesses to programs that feed the hungry, in two ways. First, food and
hospitality industries are encouraged to donate surplus food to hunger-relief agencies. Second,
SPU has assisted hunger-relief agencies with grants to fund refrigeration and other equipment
(through 2010). The refrigeration equipment has enabled agencies to store perishables longer
and thereby distribute more food before it spoils.

Between 2006 and 2010, SPU funded $394,021 for 19 hunger agencies to buy equipment for

safe transport, storage, and use of donated food (Table 3-2). Over a 10-year period, this

investment should divert nearly 23,000 tons of edible food from the waste stream, at a cost of
$29 per ton. At a disposal cost of $53 per ton, over 10 years the investments will yield about
$1,216,721 in savings from avoided disposal costs for the utility.

Table 3-2
SPU Food Recovery Investments 2006 — 2010
Projected Value of SPU
SPU 10-yr diversion 10-year investment
Year  Agency Project investment (in tons) diversion (per ton)
2006 Food Lifeline Walk-in refrig/freezer $90,000 4,500 $238,500 $20
2007 Food Lifeline Shoreline facility $75,000 4,400 $233,200 $17
retrofit
2007 Downtown food Refrig equipment $10,000 205 $10,865 $49
bank
2008 Ballard food bank Upgrade truck $9,908 275 $14,575 $36
2008 Food Lifeline Food recovery equip $14,998 NA NA NA
Seattle’s Table
2008 Food Lifeline Waste prevention $14,159 NA NA NA
recycling grant
2008 Genesis House Refrigerator and $6,057 76.5 $4,055 $79
freezer
2008 Hunger Intervention  Refrig, freezer, food $13,459 185 $9,805 $73
Program processing
2008 St Vincent de Paul Walk-in cooler $10,000 3,900 $206,700 $3
2008 Union Gospel Refrig box truck $25,000 1,438 $76,214 $17
Mission
2009 Beacon Ave food Food transport & $1,553 90 $4,770 $17
bank distribution equip
2009 Community lunch Food storage & $10,000 274 $14,522 $36
on Capitol Hill process equip
2009 Food bank of St Food recovery truck $7,108 934 $49,502 $8
Mary’s upgrade
2009 North Helpline Refrig truck purchase $16,500 1,292 $68,476 $13
2009 Pike Market Senior Refrig equip repair $10,049 269 $14,257 $37
Center
2009 St Vincent de Paul Refrig box truck $15,664 1,761 $93,333 $9
2009 Union Gospel Purchase commercial $13,099 2,171 $115,063 $6
Mission freezers
2010 Bread of Life Purchase four freezers $15,078 288 $15,264 $52
Mission
2010 Immanuel Upgrade kitchen $3,710 122 $6,466 $30
Community Services equipment
2010 Puget Sound Labor Purchase refrigerator $3,586 95 $5,035 $38
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Projected Value of SPU
SPU 10-yr diversion 10-year investment
Year  Agency Project investment (in tons) diversion (per ton)
Agency & coolers
2010 Rainier Valley Food Purchase elec pallet $6,583 151 $8,003 $44
Bank jack & refrigerator
2010  University District Purchase freezer & $2,910 130 $6,890 $22
Food Bank elec scale
2010 Volunteers of Refrigerate food $19,600 400 $21,200 $49
America - recovery van
Greenwood Food
Bank
Total $394,021 22,957 $1,216,695 $29

SPU has also subsidized compostable organics collection costs for these agencies and others.
The subsidies helped the agencies cover costs as they switched from garbage collection only, to
both garbage and compost collection. When the switch is complete, agencies save money.

The Edible Food Recovery Program is expected to remain extremely important during the
economic recession and on into the first years of the period covered by this Plan.

Restaurant and Institutional Kitchen Efficiency

Lean Path, a proprietary kitchen food waste management system, became part of SPU’s Onsite
Organics program. Lean Path provides technical assistance to commercial kitchens to reduce
waste through more efficient food purchasing and preparation.

Under SPU’s direction, a consultant recruited and trained three institutional kitchens from 2008
through 2010: Seattle University and Swedish and Northwest hospitals. The three kitchens
prevented a yearly combined total of almost 32 tons of food waste, by more closely matching
purchases to food actually used. The three sites continue to use this strategy. SPU is interested
in promoting this service to restaurants in connection with expanded compost collection.
Expanding the program depends on SPU funding.

Single-Use Food Service Packaging

The 2007 Zero Waste Resolution instructed SPU to study banning plastic shopping bags and
expanded polystyrene (EPS, sometimes called Styrofoam) food service ware. Following a
detailed study, Ordinance 122751 banned the use of EPS food service containers, cups, and
plates in Seattle. The ban took effect January 1, 2009.

With the ban in place, SPU and its partner Cedar Grove Composting strongly encouraged
restaurants to switch to compostable food service products rather than to other plastics. These
changes focused restaurant-industry attention on the need for and benefits of commercial food
waste collection.

In 2010, SPU performed broad stakeholder outreach and public education to help food
businesses meet the second requirement of Ordinance 122751. The ordinance requires all food
service businesses to replace one-time-use (throwaway) food service ware and packaging with
compostable or recyclable food-ware. With compostable products, people can put leftover food,
still in the product, straight into an organics bin, rather than a garbage bin.

SPU estimates that using compostable food service ware at Seattle quick-serve restaurants will
divert 6,000 tons of waste per year from the landfill, including 4,500 tons of leftover food. This
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figure does not include kitchen wastes or leftover food collected for composting from full-
service restaurants.

The program to encourage compostable one-time use products has SPU working with partners
to sign up restaurants for food waste compost pickup. By mid-2011, about 2,000 Seattle
restaurants were using composting pickup services.

3.3.4 PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP

The City of Seattle supports a product stewardship approach to product end-of-life
management. It does so through the Northwest Product Stewardship Council, and through its
own studies, legislation, and support for state legislation.

Northwest Product Stewardship Council

SPU is a partner of the Northwest Product Stewardship Council (NWPSC), a coalition of
government organizations in Washington and Oregon. The Council is comprised of a 15 member
Steering Committee that works with Associate Members to promote product stewardship
programs and policies. NWPSC sets regional goals for managing problem materials such as
mercury thermostats, paint, fluorescent lighting, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, and electronics.
The City of Seattle serves on the NWPSC steering committee. In the past 5 years, NWPSC has
done the following:

Legislation

e |n 2007, NWPSC members supported passage of the Washington state electronics
recycling legislation that created the manufacturer-financed E-Cycle Washington
program that offers recycling of computers, monitors, laptops, “tablets,” and TVs at
no charge to Washington residents, schools, small businesses and non-profit
organizations.

e In 2010, NWPSC members supported passage of legislation requiring producers of
mercury-containing lighting products to pay for their end-of-life collection and
recycling beginning in 2013

e In 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 NWPSC members pursued producer responsibility
legislation for unwanted leftover medicines (Secure Medicine Return Bill)

Education

e Developed professionally-narrated PowerPoint to inform other agencies and public
about product stewardship

e Hosted 2009 national conference of Product Stewardship Institute (PSI) jointly with
the North American Hazardous Materials Management Association regional
conference in Seattle

e Supported and participated in PSI national dialogues with producers seeking product
stewardship (Extended Producer Responsibility or EPR) for mercury-containing
lighting products, phone books, and paint

e In 2011, organized a conference on “Product Stewardship Strategies for Local
Governments” attended by more than 100 agency and industry professionals
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Program Support

e launched and supported growth of the Take-It-Back Network of retailers who, for a
fee, take back various electronic products and mercury-containing lighting products

e As a test for secure medicine return, participated in a take-back pilot program in
2006-2011. The Pharmaceuticals: A Return Mechanism (PH:ARM) pilot program
collected unwanted pharmaceuticals in secure return containers at Bartell's and
Group Health pharmacies in several counties beginning in 2007 (Table 3-3.)

Table 3-3
Pharmaceuticals: A Return Mechanism Pilot Program
Pounds Disposed 2007 - 2009

Year Group Health Bartell Drugs  Total Pounds
2007 4,226 4,226
2008 12,432 764 13,196
2009 14,206 3,871 18,077
Total 30,864 4,635 35,499

Current Initiatives

SPU's commitment to product stewardship has grown since 2004. During 2009, 2010, and 2011
legislative sessions, we worked with the City of Seattle’s Office of Intergovernmental Relations
to support a proposed Secure Medicine Return Bill, and a successful bill for Recycling Mercury-
Containing Lights (ESSB 5543).

SPU continues to be active on NWPSC committees developing product stewardship legislation
for paint, carpet, batteries and various types of packaging. SPU also maintains membership in
the Product Stewardship Institute, a national advocacy organization. Through PSI, we participate
in national policy dialogues with industry. Current dialogues seek to establish end-of-life
responsibility for unused architectural paint and phone books.

Consumer Product Regulations

Waste prevention activities recently focused on certain consumer product initiatives.

Disposable Bags

Following approval of the Zero Waste Resolution in July 2007, SPU did an in-depth study
of bans or other regulation for disposable shopping bags, and disposable food service
ware. The study led the city to propose an advance recovery fee, or “Green Fee,” on
disposable shopping bags. The Green Fee was to be charged on bags--both plastic and
paper—from grocery, convenience, or drug stores. A voter initiative removed the City
Council ordinance imposing the Green Fee. In 2011, the council returned to the issue,
banning single use plastic carry out bags and requiring a 5-cent fee be charged for large
paper bags.

Food Service Ware

The same study suggested a ban on EPS food service ware of all kinds, which the City
Council enacted in July 2008. That ban took effect January 1, 2009. Following the ban,
substitute materials of all kinds were permitted until July 1, 2010, at which time the
ordinance required Seattle food service business to use either compostable or
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recyclable products for all one-time-use food service ware and packaging. These “quick
serve” businesses range from taco trucks to hospital cafeterias. Promoting, facilitating,
and educating the public about this changeover has been a major part of Waste
Prevention work in 2010 and 2011. SPU expects a nearly equal effort for several more
years. See this chapter’s discussion of single-use food service packaging.

Seattle’s requirement that all single-use food service products be compostable or
recyclable has had a dramatic effect on the food service packaging industry. The number
of compostable products available to restaurants leaped from 70 to more than 700 in
barely 2 years. The city expects that with full implementation by the end of 2012, the
food service packaging regulations will divert 6,000 tons of packaging and leftover food
from landfill.

Junk Mail and Yellow Pages Phone Books

Following City Council instruction, SPU looked into the problems of unwanted
advertising (junk) mail and unwanted yellow pages phone books in 2010. Phone book
companies often deliver yellow pages books to homes and businesses who do not want
them. This work led the City Council to pass Ordinance 123427 in October 2010,
authorizing SPU to set up a yellow pages opt-out registry. The registry would track
incorrect deliveries. The ordinance levied a per-book charge on publishers’ deliveries to
reimburse SPU costs for running the registry. There was also a tonnage charge on yellow
pages books to compensate SPU and, indirectly, ratepayers, for the costs of recycling
and disposal.

Subsequently, yellow pages publishers sued the City of Seattle to overturn the
ordinance and the City Council repealed the tonnage charge in the face of that suit.
Court action on the legality of the opt-out registry fee was pending in spring of 2012.

Nevertheless, SPU engaged a contractor to manage the online yellow pages opt-out
registry, and to offer a separate junk mail opt-out service linked from SPU’s website. The
yellow pages phone book and junk mail services both launched in May 2011. Yellow
pages phone books opt-outs quickly soared to an annual rate of 300 tons of paper
saved. At the same time, a federal judge denied yellow pages publishers' requests for
injunctions to stop the yellow pages opt-out service. Since the junk mail service was not
part of the lawsuit it will continue regardless of the court's decision on yellow pages.
From the junk mail opt-out service, SPU expects to obtain data on the number of opt-
out requests and the amount of paper saved.

Additional Product Studies

SPU also studied eight other problem products. The products were selected because they are
recyclable materials appearing in relatively large volumes in the waste stream. Or they are toxic
to some degree, making them difficult to recycle. The aim of the study was to determine
strategies for increased recycling of these products. The products included carpet, plastic film
from commercial sources, treated wood, mercury-containing lighting products, medical sharps,
non-automotive batteries, expanded polystyrene block foam and textiles. The study focused on
market development and product stewardship opportunities. Further study of additional
problem products depends on the growth of solid waste funding.
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The eight products already studied (Phase |) and the approximate order of further study and

action are shown on Table 3-4.

Table 3-4

Planned Evaluation Schedule for Problem Products and Packaging in Seattle

Product or Packaging

Disposed 2004
(tons estimate)

Possible Action

’_5 Treated wood waste 13,600 | No change
‘4”3 Medical sharps Possible state legislation
2 Carpet 14,000 | Possible state legislation; local take-back established
g Plastic film (commercial applications) 16,000 | Collection program end 201 |
5 Fluorescent lamps 50 | State action in 2010
= | EPS block foam and void fill packaging 1,100 | Possible program 2012
g Batteries 200 | No action
&  Textiles 7,600 | No action
PVC clamshell/blister packaging (non- 400 | No action; see NWPSC packaging report 201 |
food)
— | Single-use plastic beverage containers 1,600 | Covered in NWPSC packaging report 201 |
E Paint (oil-based & latex) and aero (paint) 660 | Awaiting state legislation planned for 2012
g cans (aero cans) 420
Telephone books (yellow pages) 260 | Opt-Out Registry approved 2010; recovery fee
proposed, then dropped
Plastic film (consumer packaging) 4,650 | Covered in NWPSC packaging report 201 |
Tires 210 | No action
= | Small appliances 1,125 | No action
E Plastic food packaging & Other 20,000 | Single-use food packaging regulated in 2010
£  plastics (excludes bottles,
e jars, film)
Household metals 5,500 = Most in curbside 2009
General purpose polystyrene food 120 | Banned 2009
containers
Paperboard 21,500 | Continue existing efforts
Corrugated cardboard (OCC)
Pallets/crates - "urban wood" 37,000
(excludes treated
wood)
Pesticides and fertilizers 100
Spent antifreeze
Household cleaning agents 230

Mercury-containing equip &
thermostats

Work through NWPSC for state action

Products containing bisphenol A
(BPA)

Products containing phthalates

Continue under Existing Efforts

Lead in jewelry & children's products

Brominated fire retardants

Metals in product packaging

Likely to require state action

Pharmaceutical waste

Secure Medicine Return Bill 2008-2012

Radioactive devices

Likely to require state action

Cellular phones

Through NWPSC add to Electronic Product

3-20 | 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan



Chapter 3
Waste Prevention

Disposed 2004
Product or Packaging (tons estimate) Possible Action

Recycling Law as possible

Computers and computer monitors 1,300 | Continue current programs

VCRs, stereos, televisions 2,600 | Add to Electronic Product Recycling Law where
Major appliances needed

Used motor oil (includes diesel) 52 | Motor oil added to curbside in 2009

Lead-acid automotive batteries 130 | Support current take-back system

EPS = expanded polystyrene; MTBE = methyl tert-butyl ether; OCC = old corrugated cardboard; PVC = polyvinyl chloride
Source: “Revised 60% Projections, March 24, 2006 Update,” SPU staff.

E-Cycle Washington

The statewide E-Cycle Washington product stewardship program began in 2007. SPU signed up
with the operating agency, the Washington Materials Management and Financing Authority, as
a collector. SPU offers curbside collection of the five products covered by the E-Cycle
Washington program (computers and laptops, monitors, tablets, and television sets) and other
electronic products for $20 per pickup. Customers call in to arrange collection.

E-Cycle Washington’s convenient drop-off sites throughout the city explain why SPU’s electronic
waste curbside service received little use (approximately 1,000 calls per year) in 2009 and 2010.

All electronics collected at curbside or otherwise entering the city’s MSW system are delivered
for processing to facilities that meet or exceed the standards of the Basel Action Network (BAN)
Electronics Recyclers Pledge of True Stewardship and Washington Department of Ecology’s
Environmentally Sound Management and Performance Standards for Direct Processors. The City
Council is considering upgrading to the more rigorous BAN e-Stewards standards in the near
future.

The City of Seattle donates its own surplussed workable computers as needed to Seattle Public
Schools and other non-profits, with the remainder sold to the public. In 2010, almost 90 percent
of more than 2,000 surplussed computers were donated. Unworkable electronics products are
disposed under a contract requiring the company to meet the same BAN standards as
referenced in the previous paragraph, or a similar declaration acceptable to the state.

3.3.5 OTHER WASTE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

Waste prevention strategies are typically determined by the products or materials targeted. For
example, office paper, which is easily recycled, is often carelessly overused. Carpet, which
contains high-value plastic fibers, is heavy to ship and reprocessing plants are thousands of
miles away. For these and other products, such varying barriers to effective recycling lead to
different strategies, a number of which are noted here.

Market Development

A major program within waste prevention is market development for typically hard-to-recycle
materials. Currently, chief among those products is carpet. SPU staff work has greatly increased
the likelihood that new carpet recovery facilities will locate in the Seattle area. With King
County, SPU has supported research leading to the use of recycled asphalt shingles in hot mix
asphalt. Work is under way with private-sector haulers to collect plastic film from commercial
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and industrial sources. Two other products are under consideration: gypsum wallboard and
urban wood chips for pulp. However, action on these products needs to wait on the availability
of funding.

Green Purchasing

“Green purchasing” approaches reduce the environmental impact of the whole range of
products and materials purchased by the City of Seattle. City purchasing incorporates
requirements based on Seattle Municipal Code to buy products with recycled content, that are
less toxic, and that are recyclable and re-usable. Green purchasing policies and ordinances,
including SMC 20.60.200, are available online.

Future green purchasing will emphasize two things: less packaging and aggressive controls on
purchased chemicals. Less packaging prevents waste, and lower levels or absence of toxic
chemicals will reduce exposures for staff and visitors to city facilities.

Paper Cuts

The Paper Cuts program was created in 2004 to show that the City of Seattle could walk its talk
on waste reduction. At the end of 2009, this program came to a close with institutional changes
solidly in place and a 28% overall reduction in reams of office paper purchased. Over the 5 years
of this campaign, the city saved nearly 150,000 reams of paper, weighing nearly 350 tons (400
reams =1 ton). In 2009, this reduction saved $44,000 in paper purchasing costs.

In addition, current customer enrollment in SPU’s paperless billing will save 524,880 sheets of
paper and 349,920 envelopes each year, an amount equal to 4.4 tons of paper and 112 trees.

Woaste Prevention and Recycling Matching Grants

In 2008, the City of Seattle established the Waste Prevention and Recycling Matching Fund, a
community grant program. This program was another action called for by the Zero Waste
Resolution. The purpose of the program is to support projects initiated by the community. The
projects were to prevent waste generation, increase reuse, and increase recycling and
composting. Data collected from the projects is used to develop effective models and strategies
to share with residents and businesses.

In 2008 and 2009, the matching fund program received 50 applications requesting about
$900,000 in all. SPU awarded $200,000 in matching funds to 17 projects. The projects included
food recovery, school composting and recycling, commercial waste reduction, materials reuse,
multi-family composting and recycling, and sustainable landscaping.

Exceeding expectations, the matching fund projects diverted more than 1,900 tons of waste and
educated nearly 10,000 people about waste prevention, recycling and composting.

Community Benefits from 2008 — 2009 Grants
Involved over 500 volunteers who contributed more than 2,500 hours of time to grant projects

Offered low or no-cost resources to low-income communities, including computers, bikes and up to 222
tons of edible food

Created 6 new temporary positions funded by the grant

Provided green job skills training for youth and low-income community members
Provided service equity to immigrant and refugee communities and low-income communities
Helped youth develop leadership skills

Built and strengthened community networks
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SPU was unable to fund the Waste Prevention and Recycling Matching Fund in 2010. The
program was restored for 2011 with a focus on schools. Meanwhile, knowledge gained from
2008 to 2009 guided three other SPU programs in 2010:

1. Increased Composting and Recycling in Schools. Public and private school interest in
the grant program convinced SPU to offer small grants from a $20,000 budget to
maintain program momentum. This expanded dramatically thanks to restoration of the
full $100,000 for grants in 2011. The schools requested help starting programs to
separate lunchroom compostables (food waste and compostable food service
packaging) for organics collection. As a result, the matching grant program for 2011 and
2012 was redesigned to provide significant assistance to Seattle Public Schools, in hopes
such programs could be jump-started throughout the district.

2. Outreach to Immigrant Communities. SPU will continue partnering with community-
based organizations to expand waste prevention and recycling outreach to immigrant
and refugee businesses.

3. Food Recovery. Significant interest in food recovery will continue to be served through
the Food Recovery Infrastructure Grants Program. This program previously ran
concurrently with the Waste Prevention and Recycling Matching Fund.

Outreach to Businesses

Reaching businesses with resource conservation and waste prevention programs has always
been more difficult than communication with residents. For residents the goal is usually modest
and uniform behavior changes spread across a large population. And it’s easier to reach the
person in charge of waste management in the home. In contrast, increasing conservation, waste
prevention and recycling in the commercial sector often requires a much greater level of
contact, information and persistence. The payoff can be large, but often business processes--
and sometimes just habits--must be changed.

For the past 15 years, SPU has used a contractor to provide the “Resource Venture” program.
Resource Venture services include technical assistance and promoting resource conservation in
the commercial sector. The consultant approach allowed focus to vary over time and include a
full range of SPU line-of-business outreach goals. Resource Venture services provide businesses
with a range of suggestions from water conservation and office paper recycling and two-sided
printing to green purchasing. Recently, Resource Venture has worked with quick-serve
restaurants, to promote compostable food service ware as a replacement for one-time-use,
throwaway products.

3.4 ALTERNATIVES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

SPU plays a vital role in reducing the city's impact and moving the community toward
sustainability. In that context, waste prevention will continue to play a key role. Actions that SPU
will take are described here.
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3.4.1 REUSE

SPU will continue to expand broad-themed public education about product and materials reuse
and implement programs to remove barriers to those activities. The city has taken a
programmatic interest in several areas of materials reuse:

e Transfer station waste prevention
e Charitable donations
e Industrial materials reuse

e Electronic products reuse and expansion of covered products in the E-Cycle
Washington program

e Building deconstruction and salvage

Transfer Station Waste Prevention “Too Good To Toss”

SPU will continue diverting materials for reuse at the transfer stations. Private contractors could
continue to provide this service, or city transfer station staff could take it over. Pre-scale drop
boxes maintained by various charities can also be part of the program. To increase building
material salvage and recycling, loads of C&D wastes can be redirected to approved processing
facilities.

Recommendations

e Continue, at least until the rebuilt transfer stations come on line, using contractors
to divert reusable building materials and household items (such as furniture in good
condition) from residents bringing loads to the transfer stations.

e Encourage charities to locate drop boxes or maintain open drop-off trailers either
onsite (Bike Works) or nearby, as has been done over the past several years

e Develop educational materials for contractors now bringing C&D loads to Seattle’s
north and south transfer stations. The education pieces will direct them to source-
separated drop-off services as well as processors of C&D loads of mixed recyclables.
See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Waste Programs, section 5.1 for more detail on C&D.
These transfer facility recommendations are also briefly referenced in Chapter 4,
Seattle’s MSW System, section 4.4.4.

Charitable Donations

The recession continuing into 2011 has spotlighted the need for low-cost household goods and
clothing. Increasing diversion of usable items will reduce waste as well as help fill that need.

Recommendations

e Collaborate with charities and others to continue to find ways to divert usable items
and materials before they are dumped at SPU transfer stations

e Continue to support City of Seattle policies requiring donations of usable electronic
equipment to schools
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e Promote private donation of electronic products to organizations that refurbish
them for reuse

Industrial Materials Reuse

Some byproduct exchanges are easy to put in place. Others require some level of processing to
create salable commodities. SPU can find ways to stimulate such exchanges and encourage
market development for various commaodities.

Recommendation

e Continue involvement and support for industrial commodity exchange programs,
focusing on market development for recycled commodities as needed

Electronic Products Reuse, Expansion of Covered Products

SPU actions range from support of the E-Cycle Washington program, to efforts through the
Northwest Product Stewardship Council (NWPSC) to expand the law’s coverage to other
electronic products, and to ensuring the highest standards for electronics disposal.

Recommendations

e Continue to promote donation of these and other electronic products to companies
that can make sure they are operable. Such companies then resell them to the
public or donate them to schools and others through appropriate non-profit
organizations.

e  Work with the NWPSC and the City of Seattle’s Office of Intergovernmental Relations
to expand the Electronic Product Recycling Law to cover more types of products
such as printers, other computer peripherals, compact disc players, and the like.

e Continue to ensure that electronics disposal meets or exceeds the standards of the
Basel Action Network (BAN) Electronics Recycler’s Pledge of True Stewardship,
Washington Department of Ecology’s Environmentally Sound Management and
performance Standards for Direct Processors, and the upgraded BAN e-Stewards
standards as may be adopted by the Seattle City Council in the near future.

e Upgrade the electronics disposal standards in Seattle’s surplus electronics contract
to the new BAN e-Stewards standards when the city renews the contract in 2014.

3.4.2 SUSTAINABLE BUILDING

Seattle's Sustainable Building Policy is an integral part of the city's move toward sustainability.
As time goes on, LEED and similar national standards are likely to become increasingly specific,
encouraging more waste prevention and recycling. DPD is a vital partner in furthering
sustainable building practices.

Recommendation

e Continue to work with the DPD to maximize reuse of materials and recycling of
wastes, including new regulations mandating recycling of most C&D-generated
materials
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See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, for detail on C&D wastes.

Building Deconstruction and Salvage

Recommendations for building deconstruction and salvage build on and augment past activities.

Recommendations

e Continue to support changes in City of Seattle building codes that provide incentives
for salvage and deconstruction. Continue to support U.S. Green Building Council
(LEED) and other standards that emphasize the reuse of materials

e Promote grading standards development for salvaged structural (dimension) lumber
in order to expand the market for it (the highest value material salvageable from
building deconstruction per SPU's 2010 Hybrid Deconstruction Center study). The
lack of a grading system accepted by state and local building codes is the critical
barrier to increasing reuse of structural lumber. A market for salvaged dimension
lumber will increase revenue from deconstruction and stimulate owner and
contractor participation and, thereby, total tons salvaged. Further, because the
market for architectural elements can be influenced by trends in architectural style
and likely is limited, marketing salvaged dimension lumber is the growth area for
building salvage.

e Promote house moving. House moving is the ultimate reuse since the home remains
almost entirely as is. During the period of this plan, SPU will continue to aggressively
promote house moving and work with other city agencies to remove permit barriers
to this activity.

3.4.3 ORGANICS

Several onsite organics programs have reached maturity. Diversion resulting from these
programs is flat or declining. In the next 5-year period, SPU expects the trend to continue.

Residential Backyard Food and Yard Waste Composting

Even though residential organics service and use has increased, onsite organics management is
still the preferred way to manage these materials.

Recommendations
e Continue to promote backyard composting of food scraps and landscape waste

e Continue to promote grasscycling. Grasscycling retains valuable nutrients on lawns
and helps build soil. Healthy lawns and soils enhance storm water retention and
reduce irrigation. Grasscycling also reduces hauling of heavy green organics, and
reduces seasonal overloading of compost facilities with wet, high nitrogen clippings.
Overloading with grass clippings can promote anaerobic breakdown and result in
odor problems at composting facilities.

Edible Food Recovery

When grocery stores and restaurants donate food to feeding programs, they reduce waste. Even
less food is wasted when food banks and feeding organizations operate more efficiently (thanks
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to expanded refrigeration). And when these agencies also shift from garbage disposal to
compost collection, they increase organics diversion from landfill.

Recommendations

e Continue promoting retail and restaurant donations to food banks and feeding
programs

e Continue working with food banks to minimize their disposal costs through shifts
from garbage to compost pickups

Restaurant and Institutional Kitchen Efficiency

Greater efficiency in food purchasing and preparation can lead to less food waste for Seattle and
less cost to businesses. See the Lean Path program description in section 3.3.2.

Recommendations

e Continue promoting food purchasing and preparation efficiency as a complement to
programs designed to increase commercial food waste composting

e Offer consulting services to help restaurants and institutional kitchens buy and serve
food with less waste as funding permits

Single-Use Food Service Ware Regulation

The overall goal of this program is to reduce, if not entirely remove, restaurant-generated
organic materials from landfill disposal, thus reducing waste and green house gas generation.

Recommendations

e Continue to press the quick-serve restaurant industry, food courts, and institutional
food service businesses (such as hospitals and schools) to use primarily compostable
single-use food service products

e Work to ensure that proper containers are used in public areas of quick-serve
restaurants and other food service businesses where single-use service ware is
discarded

e  Work with food service businesses to ensure that they have collection contracts so
materials are picked up and sent for proper processing

e Provide extensive public education to support these programs

e Fund sufficient outreach staff or consultant services to promote continued and
growing compliance with the single-use food packaging regulations

3.4.4 PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP

Product stewardship recommendations target areas where the City can act on its own,
regionally or through state legislation to obtain producer responsibility for source reduction
(redesign), reuse, recycling - including design for recycling - of various products. The alternatives
facing SPU in product stewardship involve two decisions. First is which product to focus on.
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Second is whether the effort should be statewide, regional, or endeavors Seattle undertakes as
a leader in the field.

SPU should encourage and act to guide consumer choices and redesign of products that
minimize waste and associated environmental impacts, moving toward a City of Seattle solid
waste system that:

1. Shifts as much solid waste system cost as practicable from city rates to product cost-
internalized systems or recovery fees paid by product producers

2. Charges consumers upfront (internalized in the cost of products) for disposal of
certain products that either contribute significant tons to the city’s solid waste
system or cause environmental problems during disposal

3. Encourages continuation and expansion of producer take-back services for problem
products (such as electronics) that are handled primarily outside of the city system

4. Continues to provide services and set rates to encourage customers to minimize
garbage and reduce use of products that end up as solid waste

Recommendations

Develop a strategic framework for product stewardship actions. Define what Seattle
can accomplish acting either alone or in partnership with other local jurisdictions.
Define which products and materials can only be successfully regulated through
state legislation.

Continue work with Northwest Product Stewardship Council (NWPSC), Local
Hazardous Waste Management Program (LHWMP), and others to increase the range
and effectiveness of product stewardship at the state level

Continue support for proposed state legislation regarding return of unwanted,
leftover pharmaceuticals, medical sharps and carpet

Monitor and support the development of plans for producer-paid end-of-life
management for mercury-containing lighting products resulting from 2010 state
legislation

Work with partners to determine the best strategies and timing for new state
legislation covering products such as latex and oil-based paint

Support the NWPSC dialog regarding product stewardship for packaging and printed
paper

Support expanding the Electronic Product Recycling Law to include a greater variety
of electronic products

Continue support for the Product Stewardship Institute and the national product
dialogs the institute supports

Pursue local legislation (which may include retail take-back) where regional or state
action is not forthcoming. Examples of products that may be regulated or have been
regulated locally include single-use food service ware, shopping bags, and yellow
pages phone books
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e Stay abreast of national developments as product stewardship moves from
management of products notable for their toxic content (electronics, mercury-
containing lighting, pharmaceuticals) toward producer responsibility for many of the
products and types of materials such as packaging found in Seattle’s curbside
collection program

e Continue attention to material reuse and recovery rates under product stewardship
programs and evaluate support for future programs based at least in part on their
recovery rates compared to existing programs such as curbside

e Emphasize the economic development (job creation) potential of product
stewardship programs

3.4.5 OTHER WASTE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

Many waste prevention strategies can be applied directly to existing day-to-day activities of
businesses, public agencies and individuals. Expansion of these programs will require steady
work and public education over the long run.

Green Purchasing

City of Seattle purchasing guidelines call for the use of green products and practices. In the
future, purchasing professionals should provide a Green Knowledge Bank for other purchasing
agents, leading to inter-agency collaboration on green purchasing solicitations.

Recommendations

e Push City of Seattle departments toward additional green purchasing decisions in
facilities construction

e  Work for guidelines requiring more recycling and recycled-content provisions in
“standard” specifications for all work in the public rights-of-way

e Seek packaging-waste reduction and more aggressive controls on chemicals
acquisition to reduce toxics exposures for staff and visitors to city facilities

e Contribute to standards setting for “ecolabels” and suppliers—from green office
supplies to green fleets

e Incorporate end-of-life management and product stewardship into purchasing
e See that Seattle continues its role as a resource for both businesses that are utility

customers and other government agencies

Paper Cuts

Office paper use reduction is well established in City of Seattle government. Opportunities exist
to make this a model program that private businesses of all sizes can use.

Recommendation

e Continue to include Paper Cuts as a part of outreach to businesses whenever
possible
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Woaste Prevention and Recycling Matching Grants

This program has proved to be very attractive to schools, both public and private. The program’s
success is described in this chapter.

Recommendation

e  For the first part of the plan period, focus grant monies on schools, working with
school district administration and private school managements, to establish system-
wide approaches to school food and yard waste collection.

By mid-2013, SPU expects nearly all public and private schools in Seattle will have recycling and
compost diversion programs and collection services. At that point, the grant program can
expand to other types of generators and community programs.

Junk Mail, Catalogs and Phone Books

A variety of regulatory and program options are available to reduce the tonnage of junk mail,
catalogs and unwanted phone books.

Recommendations

e Continue the online junk mail opt-out service established in early 2011. The service
will sustain a single, visible link from City of Seattle web pages that residents and
businesses can use at no cost to opt-out of junk and catalog mail, possibly including
yellow pages phone books. Monitor service provider estimates of tonnage of paper
saved based on the number of opt-outs made and report to Council.

e Given a favorable decision in the yellow pages publishers' lawsuit seeking to block
the Phone Books Opt-Out Registry, strongly promote this service as a way to quickly
reduce paper use.

e SPU will work with the phone companies and phone book publishers to change
Washington Utilities Commission regulations that require delivery of “white pages”
phone books. Much less paper would be used if the books were only printed for
those who affirm that they need them.

3.5 MEASUREMENT

Measuring waste prevention is often difficult or impossible because data on what does not
happen are frequently not available. This is particularly true when residents and businesses,
responding to SPU messages, stop or reduce purchases. “Waste Free Holidays” where SPU and
King County have combined to suggest that gifts be activities instead of “stuff” is a typical
example. How much is not purchased and the amount of wrapping and packaging not generated
cannot be determined. Wherever possible, however, SPU seeks to quantify results. The areas
where data can be obtained are detailed below.

3.5.1 REUSE

SPU’s disparate reuse programs require measurement methods tailored to the needs of the
programs and their various materials.
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Transfer Station Diversion

As a condition of their contracts or memoranda of agreement (MOAs), SPU collects data from
the companies diverting building materials and useable household goods from the vehicles
entering the north and south transfer stations.

Industrial Materials Reuse

SPU has not been able to measure industrial materials reuse in the past. Participating with By-
Product Synergy Northwest and other agencies, SPU will work to collect data about industrial
materials reuse, including such sources as the IMEX on-line materials exchange program.

Electronic Products Recycling and Reuse

E-Cycle Washington provides statewide data on electronics recycling broken down by county.
SPU receives these reports and can estimate the volume of Seattle-origin diversion. The City will
continue to promote both reuse of still-workable products and proper disposal at end-of-life.

3.5.2 SUSTAINABLE BUILDING

Waste prevention sustainable building activities center around building deconstruction and
salvage, to increase C&D reuse and recycling. SPU plans to track data from:

e DPD deconstruction permits

e Salvage tonnage reported as recycling by company members of the Northwest
Building Salvage Network and similar businesses

e Number of houses moved in the city annually

3.5.3 ORGANICS

SPU measures organics management at Seattle’s homes indirectly through surveys. Data
collection can be built into commercial kitchen programs.

Residential Backyard Composting and Grasscycling

Estimates can be generated for backyard food and yard waste composting and grasscycling from
data on the number of participating households. These data are obtained by survey every 5
years.

Restaurant and Institutional Kitchen Efficiency

Waste reduction data from this source are dependent on SPU contracting with an organization
such as Lean Path. Lean Path assists food service businesses in cost-reduction through
purchasing and food-portion management. If funds are available, SPU plans to provide this kind
of technical assistance again.

Single-Use Food Packaging Regulation

For compostable or recyclable single-use food service packaging, SPU will develop methods to
estimate progress. It is very difficult to obtain data from all the city’s food service businesses as
to how many are using what types of food packaging.
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It is very difficult to separate the effect of organics outreach to the commercial sector related to
food packaging regulation. The amount of material diverted is not separately measured. In these
cases, it appears in aggregate reports from collectors and the city’s compost processor.

3.5.4 PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP

Once established, product stewardship programs provide excellent data on the amount of
recycling that occurs, a measure of diversion, not prevention. SPU will collect data on recycling
of products that fall under product stewardship regulatory legislation. It is not possible to
predict which products will be recycled thanks to future product stewardship legislation, but
here are some examples:

e Electronic products

e Pharmaceuticals (currently a pilot program)
e Mercury-containing lighting

e C(Carpet

e Paint

e Medical sharps

e Rechargeable batteries

e Packaging

3.5.5 OTHER WASTE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

SPU contracts out commercial paper reduction, and junk mail, and yellow pages opt-out
programs and requires regular data reporting. And as the city continues strong internal support
for its green purchasing program, staff regularly compiles performance data.

Green Purchasing

Working with the City of Seattle’s Department of Finance and Administrative Services, SPU
tracks the changes in purchasing from toxic or damaging products to less toxic or benign
alternatives.

Paper Cuts

Data from the city’s internal paper reduction program are checked annually. Data can also be
obtained from the consultant that provides Resource Venture services. Resource Venture
provides outreach to businesses on conservation, recycling, and waste prevention.

Woaste Prevention and Recycling Matching Grants - School Food
Waste
Through SPU’s grants to schools, we will track the number of participating schools. The schools

will provide SPU with information on numbers of compost collection container numbers,
container sizes, and when or if they downsize garbage service.
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Junk Mail, Catalogs and Phone Books

Paper-use reduction from resident and business opt-outs from junk mail and catalog mailing
lists, and from phone book delivery, can be measured from two sources.

e SPU will get the tonnage of paper saved from the contract vendor providing the junk
mail opt-out services. The services are directly accessed from the City of Seattle’s
web pages. The vendor can track Seattle-origin opt-outs, and using postal service
algorithms then report tonnage.

e Pending the outcome of a lawsuit in 2011, a similar service for yellow pages phone
book opt-outs will be able to provide the tonnage of yellow pages phone books not
delivered.

3.5.6 OVERALL GENERATION

One way to gauge waste prevention effectiveness is to look at the city’s total generation rates,
for both garbage and recycling. SPU tracks total generation annually, as can be seen in Figure 2-
1 in Chapter 2. It is difficult to sort out all the different causes embedded in the trends, which
have generally followed economic cycles. Nonetheless, we can use this data with the other
measurement techniques discussed above to monitor overall waste reduction progress.
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Chapter 4 SEATTLE’S MSW SYSTEM:
MANAGING DISCARDS

This chapter describes what Seattle does with the material left over after we’ve done everything
we can to reduce waste generation in the first place. Seattle's Municipal Solid Waste system is
the framework for discussing the waste management programs profiled in this chapter.

4.1 WHERE MSW STARTS AND ENDS

Many interrelated parts make up the Seattle Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) system (Figure 4-1).
At each stage, SPU makes choices about how to handle the materials. Our programs reflect our

decisions.

Figure 4-1
Seattle Municipal Waste System

COLLECTION

City Contract

ARLINGTON
COLLECTION CONTRACTS IR I RECYCLING PROCESSOR LANDFILL
Residential: G, R, O - Non Organic
Commercial: G, some R & O
INTERMODAL
¥ Self Haul City Facility
SELF HAUL CITY TRANSFER
PURCHASE
. Residential: G,R, O FACILITIES MARKETS
CONSUME R
Commercial: G,R, 0 Most G & O, some R
[ Private Provider
INDEPENDENT RECYCLERS BRIVATE — CEDAR GROVE
. ) B TRANSFER FACILITIES
Most Commercial Recycling Organics
2 . G some O, some R
Most Commercial Org
&)
%
Manufacture / Process
into C Goods
[NE] - Non-Exclusive L
G - Garbage
R - Recycle

O - Organics (food & yard)

Final Draft July 2012 | 4-3




Chapter 4
Seattle’s MSW System

The first stage in the system is collecting the recycling, organics and garbage discarded by
Seattle’s homes and businesses. Collected materials are transported to transfer facilities or to
processors (recycling and organics). From the transfer facilities, materials go to processors
(recycling and organics), or in the case of garbage, to a railhead (intermodal). From the railhead,
garbage goes to the landfill on a train. From processors, materials then go to brokers and

markets.

A network of public and private service providers and facilities collect, transfer, process, and
landfill the city's discards. This Plan includes the facilities shown in Table 4-1 as part of Seattle's

MSW system.

Table 4-1

Inventory of City of Seattle Solid Waste Facilities

Operator

Facility/Location

Permitted Facilities in Seattle - City Owned

Type

SPU

SPU

SPU

SPU

Seattle City Light

North Recycling and
Disposal (Transfer) Station

1350 N 34th St 98106
South Recycling and
Disposal (Transfer) Station
8105 5th Ave S 98134

North Household
Hazardous Waste Facility

12500 Stone Way N

South Household
Hazardous Waste Facility

8100 2nd Ave S
3613 4th Ave S

¢ Residential garbage and organics collection transfer
e Commercial garbage transfer
o Self-haul garbage, yard waste and recycling transfer

Moderate risk waste facility

Moderate risk waste facility

Moderate risk waste facility

Permitted Facilities in Seattle - Privately Owned

Rabanco Recycling

under Republic Services'

Allied Waste Services

Woaste Management Inc
(WMI)
WMI

WMI

Union Pacific Railroad

CDL Recycle

Certain Teed Gypsum

LaFarge

Recycling

Transfer

Intermodal

2733 3rd Ave S 98134
(3rd & Lander)

Alaska Reload

70 S Alaska St

Eastmont Transfer Station
7201 W Marginal Way

Bio Medical Waste Facility
149 SW Kenyon St

Argo Rail Yard

402 S Dawson St

Construction Materials
Recovery Facility

7201 E Marginal Way

Gypsum products manufacture

5931 E Marginal Way S
Cement plant
5400 W Marginal Way SW

¢ Recycling processing

e Transfer of collected garbage and yardwaste from out of
jurisdiction construction & demolition (C&D) transfer

¢ Intermodal C&D transfer and garbage from outside of
jurisdiction for long-haul disposal

Contaminated soil transfer

e C&D transfer

e Some commercial garbage transfer

e Some commercial recycling transfer

¢ Some residential and commercial organics transfer
Biomedical treatment

Intermodal transfer of C&D and garbage to long-haul disposal

Construction and demolition debris recycling

Gypsum recycling

Aggregate and concrete recycling

Privately Owned Facilities Outside Seattle Relevant to Seattle System
Organics composting

Cedar Grove

Composting

A)17825 Cedar Grove Rd SE
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Operator Facility/Location Type

Maple Valley, WA 98038
B)3620 36th Pl NE
Everett , WA 98205

WMI Columbia Ridge Regional Landfill disposal
Landfill

18177 Cedar Springs Lane
Arlington, OR 97812
Republic Services Roosevelt Landfill Landfill disposal
500 Roosevelt Grade Road
Roosevelt, WA 99356

The location of the key City of Seattle facilities is shown on Figure 4-2. We do not list other
facilities important to other regional jurisdictions. Also not listed are the dozens of privately
operated recycling handlers in the local area. Those private recyclers that handle materials
generated from Seattle, however, are required to report annually to the City of Seattle. SPU
receives the reports and maintains the data submitted in them.
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Figure 4-2
Seattle Soild Waste Facilities
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4.2 COLLECTION

In this section, we present recommendations from Seattle's prior solid waste management plan
and their progress. We lay out current planning issues, services, and programs and alternatives
- : W77 for program changes. The section concludes with a description

= of how SPU monitors collection performance.

4.2.1
and 2004 Amendment

Collection Recommendations from 1998 Plan

Collection is the stage in Seattle's MSW system where residents and businesses interact the
most with materials they discard and the services that collect those discards. It is also the stage
at which SPU can most influence customer decisions and behaviors.

Most recommendations from the 1998 Plan and 2004 Update addressed collection (Table 4-2).

Table 4-2

Collection Recommendations from 1998 SWP and 2004 Amendment

Recommendation
1998 Plan
Distribute recycling containers to all single-family residents

Provide recycling collection at least every other week for all single-
family residents

Eliminate the rigid distinction between single-family and multi-family in
recycling collection

Implement a vigorous campaign to encourage multi-family building
owners to sign up for recycling, and mandate sign-up if goals are not
met

Provide in-unit recycling containers or other incentives to multi-family
tenants

Evaluating benefits of requiring space for garbage and recycling
containers in new commercial and multi-family construction and
remodeling would ensure that space barrier is not a future issue

Add voluntary food waste collection for single-family residents
Promote commercial food waste separation

Provide recycling collection to small businesses

Provide more opportunities for recycling at Home Clean-up drop sites
Customers will not be allowed to set yard waste at curb in plastic bags
Same-day collection of all materials from single-family residences

In final decision on collection frequencies for single-family yard waste
and recycling, and sorting recyclables, city will balance customer
service, cost, and environmental concerns

City will work with Health Department to evaluate and test feasibility
of collecting garbage every other week

Status

Done

Done
Now occurs every other week

Done
Multi-family buildings can choose cart or
dumpster collection

Done
Signups now >98%

Blue bags implemented 2002
Phased out 2004

Done

Done

Several collection options (including one
municipal option)

Done

Home Clean-up program dropped
Done

Done

Done
Organics and garbage weekly
Recycling every other week

Pilot done in Renton
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Recommendation Status
2004 Amendment

Increase the efficiency, fairness, convenience, and accessibility of Done
services

Manage current contracts to provide service efficiency and high quality = Done
customer service New contracts have more financial
incentives for good performance

Evaluate current policies and service delivery strategies Done

Partially integrate commercial and residential services to create more Done

efficient collection routes Commercial and residential served by same

contractors/trucks within service area

Provide yard debris containers to single-family residents Done

Increase yard debris pickups to every other week year-round Now every week

Commercial food scraps collection service. Done

Curbside recycling service expanded to all businesses (up to two 90- Done

gallon carts every other week)

4.2.2 Collection Planning Issues

Several issues must be considered in MSW collection planning.

Legal Requirements

In Seattle, SPU is responsible for managing the solid waste system. The Seattle Municipal Code
establishes the following requirements:

e Hauling residential garbage, recycling, and organics; commercial garbage; and
construction & demolition (C&D) waste in Seattle is limited to designated contractors.
Generators may self-haul these materials. (Multi-family residential units may use either
City of Seattle or private contractors for recycling and organics.)

e All non-recycled garbage in Seattle must ultimately go to the city's contracted landfill.
e All non-recycled C&D waste in Seattle must ultimately go to designated facilities.

e All residential (single- and multi-family) customers must subscribe to garbage collection
service. All single-family residential customers must subscribe to organics collection
service unless they compost vegetative food scraps in their own yard. All multi- family
customers must subscribe to organics collection service beginning September 2011.

e Yard waste, paper, cardboard, and hazardous waste are banned from the garbage in all
MSW sectors. Bottles and cans are also banned from the garbage in the residential
sectors.

The 60% Recycling Goal

Much of Seattle's recycling success comes from providing convenient separation bins and
reliable collection service. While Seattle’s recycling rate continues to climb and is now at an all-
time high, much more must be done to reach Seattle's 60% goal. See section 4.3 for an overall
discussion of recycling.
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Collection (Generation) Growth

The effect of the recent recession is evident in the 15% drop in total generation between 2007
and 2009. The 2007 level of waste generation is not expected to be reached again until 2026.
The SPU collection infrastructure is quite likely to be adequate for the next couple of decades.

Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is one of the factors SPU looks at when deciding changes to collection
programs.

Affordability

SPU will continue to examine ways to reduce both overall cost of the MSW system and provide
options to help customers keep their collection bill low through reducing, recycling, and
composting.

Contamination Rates

Recent waste sorts have revealed a small growth in the contamination rate (amount of garbage
put in with recycling). Some of this increase may be from co-mingling glass with other
recyclables. Some may be from customer confusion over the increased number of materials now
recycled. SPU will continue to monitor contamination through regular waste sorts and will
develop corrective actions if the trend becomes a problem.

Collection Practices and Environmental Protection

Collection protects the environment by supporting recycling. Beyond the benefits of recycling,
SPU looks for the following specific opportunities to protect the environment:

e Continuing to find opportunities reduces green house gas emissions from collection
operations. Examples include optimizing route efficiency, and the clean truck fuel
requirements in the collection contracts that started in 2009.

e Collecting used motor oil keeps this material from entering the city's drainage system.
Similar programs for other materials may also benefit this part of our environment.

e Collecting used consumer electronics puts metals and other materials into the recycling
stream.

Shifts in Customer Base over Time

Seattle will shift away from manufacturing enterprises toward more service and office-type
businesses. See Chapter 2, Seattle Solid Waste Trends, Table 2-2.

Shifts in Consumption over Time

As consumption patterns change, so does composition of discards. As new products and
materials are continuously introduced, SPU must analyze them frequently enough to identify
and readily respond to change.

Equity in Service

SPU will continue to emphasize monitoring all neighborhoods in Seattle for a consistent high
level of service, regardless of ethnic or racial composition.
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Infrastructure Disruptions

The Alaskan Way Viaduct and North transfer station rebuilds will temporarily reroute collection
trucks. The new 2009 collection contracts anticipated these events and contain provisions for
handling them. See section 4.4, Transfer Facilities, for more detail.

Customer Service

SPU will continue to examine and implement ways to improve collection service and the
responsiveness of our Call Center.

4.2.3 Current Collection Programs and Practices

Two city-contracted companies, Waste Management and Cleanscapes, collect residential and
commercial garbage, recycling, and organics. Current contracts started in March 2009 and will
run at least until 2017 (Figure 4-3).

4-10 ‘ 2011 Seattle Solid Waste Plan



Figure 4-3

MSW Collection Service Areas by Vendor
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SPU designs collection services according to goals for, and needs of each sector. Service areas
and routes are planned for efficient use of collection vehicles. It is also important to even out
the amount of material collected each day. Transfer and processing facilities need an even,
predictable inflow to avoid having to stockpile incoming materials.

The self-haul sector may also be considered a means of collection as residents and businesses
gather and transport their discards.

In the residential sector, which includes both single- and multi-family units, garbage, recycling,
and organics are collected by either Waste Management or Cleanscapes. All residences in
Seattle must subscribe to garbage collection service.

The contractors take residential garbage to one of two city-owned transfer stations.
Occasionally, residential garbage is taken to private transfer facilities, such as when a city station
needs to close temporarily due to a major equipment failure.

Residential organics (combined yard/garden trimmings, all food scraps, and food-contaminated
paper) are also picked up then transferred at Seattle's two transfer stations. Yard waste is legally
prohibited from garbage.

Residential recyclables are picked up and deposited at a sorting plant (processor). SPU maintains
a list of accepted materials.

Single-Family Residential Collection Service Levels

Single-family residences must sign up for garbage collection service. Garbage is collected
weekly. All materials are collected on the same day to avoid customer confusion. Residents may
choose from several sizes of garbage cans or carts. Price goes up with the size of can to
encourage recycling. Customers set the cans out at the curb or alley on their collection day.
Backyard service is available for a fee or free for qualified (usually for disability reasons)
customers. Extra garbage, properly contained, may be set out for a fee.

Recycling is collected every other week. Customers automatically sign up for recycling when
they request garbage collection. The garbage fee includes recycling service. Customers place

E < | their recycling in either a 64- or 96-
gallon wheeled cart, which they put
out at the curb or alley on the
collection day for garbage. In 2009,
Seattle's recycling collection went
single stream. Single stream means
all recyclables go into one bin. Extra
recycling, properly contained, may
be set out free.

Organics are collected weekly.
Currently, all single-family
customers must subscribe to
organics collection service, unless
they compost their food waste in their back yard. Customers may choose from three sizes of
wheeled carts. (Price goes up with size to encourage onsite backyard composting.) Customers
put their organics carts at the curb or alley on the same collection day as garbage. Extra
organics, properly contained, may be set out for a fee.
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Single-family customers also have other materials they may set out for collection: used motor oil
(properly contained), bulky items (extra fee), and electronics (extra fee).

Single-family customers may also request a dumpster for times when they have extra large
volumes of material.

Multi-Family Residential Collection Service Levels

SPU’s collection contractors pick up garbage from multi-family buildings at least once a week.
Various sizes of dumpsters, and some wheeled carts, are available to customers in this sector.
Collection frequency and dumpster size depend on the needs and space constraints of the
building, and determine the monthly fee. Price goes up with container size and frequency to
encourage recycling. Multi-family buildings are required to
subscribe to garbage service.

Recycling service is available at no charge to multi-family
buildings. Each property is assessed for type and size of
containers and collection frequency. Depending on a
property’s needs, it may have a combination of recycling
carts and dumpsters. Most apartment buildings and
condominiums have recycling collected every other week.

About 96% of multi-family buildings are registered for
recycling service. Seattle law bans placing recyclables in residential garbage. However, multi-
family buildings are not required to sign up for recycling. Buildings that have recycling can
usually reduce garbage service g =
and lower costs.

Organics service was optional
in this sector until September
2011, when it becomes a
requirement. Again, building
needs determine containers
size and collection frequency.

The following additional
services are also available:
used motor oil recycling, bulky
item pickup, and electronics
recycling. Residents must
arrange these services with
building management.

Commercial
Collection Service Levels

In the commercial sector, garbage is handled much as it is in the residential sector. Garbage
from dumpsters of various sizes is collected weekly or more frequently by city contractors and
transferred at the two Seattle transfer stations. The monthly fee depends on container size and
how often it is picked up. Price goes up with container size and collection frequency, to
encourage recycling. Commercial businesses do not have to subscribe to garbage collection
service. They can self-haul to a city or private transfer station.
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Recycling collection in the commercial sector is much more diverse. A small part of this stream
uses the cart-based, city-contracted, biweekly residential curbside recycling system. Seattle
offers this service at no additional charge. However, a wide variety of haulers collects most
recyclables in the commercial sector. They collect various materials in various states of sorting
from a wide variety of dumpster sizes, including some onsite compactors. Collectors sometimes
take materials to full-scale sorting facilities and sometimes to specific brokers. City law bans the
disposal of paper and cardboard in the garbage. Starting 2012, a new City of Seattle law will ban
disposal of asphalt, brick, and concrete in commercial garbage.

Commercial customers with organics have several options for collecting these voluntarily
separated materials. They may use one of two city-contracted collection services or a private
collection service. Typically, the collected organics go straight to the compost facility instead of
to a transfer facility. Or, when customers subscribe to the city-contract cart-based organics
(residential-type) service, the materials go to a city transfer facility before going to the
processor.

Self-Haul Collection Service Levels

Businesses may haul their garbage, organics (yard and food waste), and recyclables to either of
the two city-owned transfer stations. See section 4.4, Transfer Facilities, for more detail on
accepted materials. Businesses may also take garbage and yard waste to private transfer
stations. Private stations require that they be contacted for accepted vehicles, materials, etc.
Recyclables may also be taken to various recycling processors.

When residential customers have quantities of materials or materials unsuitable for curb
service, they also may bring the materials to city-owned recycling and disposal stations.
However, SPU encourages these customers to use regular and special curb services instead,
whenever possible to keep station traffic to a minimum. Curb services are often cheaper for the
customer. Smaller vehicles used by residents usually require hand unloading. Most private
facilities do not do allow unloading by hand.

Outreach and Education for Collection

SPU's integrated solid waste outreach and education programs are described in Chapter 6,
Administration and Financing, section 6.2. SPU has achieved high customer understanding of
and awareness for:

e How to sign up for and change service (customer service functions)
e When to set out materials (collection calendars)

e What to put in each can or bin (color coded cans, stickers with pictures, what-do-I-do-
with on line, etc.)

4.2.4 Collection Alternatives and Recommendations

Recommendations for collection fall into two categories: recycling and system.

Collection Recycling Recommendations

The major focuses of collection recycling recommendations include:

e Enhancing recycling education approaches
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Increasing awareness of customer options for additional recycling set-outs, including
unlimited free extras, and larger cart or additional carts on request

Expanding contamination outreach and enforcement, especially for non-compostable
materials in organics collection

Increasing enforcement of current disposal bans
Banning certain additional materials from disposal in the garbage

Considering changing single-family garbage collection from weekly collection to every
other week.

Composting pet waste and diapers

See section 4.3, Recycling, for detailed recycling recommendations, including collection.

Collection System Recommendations

The following section describes recommendations for the collection stage of SPU’s MSW system
structure.

4.2.5

Continue Current Practice of Contracting Out

Bidding out sections of Seattle for collection services achieves the best price for SPU
ratepayers by encouraging competition. Current contracts started in 2009. The contract
with Cleanscapes is set through at least 2017. The city has opt-out options in 2017,
2019, and 2021. The contract with Waste Management is set through 2019 with city
out-out options in 2019 and 2021.

Continue Monitoring Collection Performance

SPU closely monitors collection contractor performance for reliable collection, timely
container delivery, satisfaction, and equity of service. Monitoring performance is critical
for ensuring contractors meet their obligations and customers receive the service SPU
promises. Details about performance monitoring follow.

Monitoring and Performance Measurement

SPU expects to continue current performance measures, addressing reliable collection, timely
container delivery, customer satisfaction, and service equity.

Reliable Collection

SPU tracks the following missed collection categories to measure collection reliability collection:
initial misses, repeat misses, and collection of misses. The service target for missed pickups is
one miss per 1000 scheduled pickups (target = 1/1000 collection). At the highest level, SPU
tracks misses whether the customer is:

Curbside — Cart customers, who are mostly single-family residential

Dumpster — Dumpster customers, who are most of Seattle's multi-family customers
and commercial businesses
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Misses are tracked this way because truck-type and routes differ for each. Should it be needed

for trouble shooting, more detailed miss data are gathered and maintained, including address,
collector, etc.

Figures 4-4 and 4-5 show curbside and dumpster misses for the year before the new collection

contracts, the transition to the new collection contracts begun March 31, 2009, and a full year
post implementation.

Figure 4-4
Curbside Misses per 1000 Stops
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Figure 4-5
Dumpster Misses per 1000 Stops
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SPU also tracks repeat misses (how many times a missed customer is missed again). The service
target for repeats is one miss per 10,000 scheduled pickups (target = 1/10,000 collection). Figure

4-6 shows repeat misses before, during and a full year after the transition to new collection
contracts starting March 31, 2009.
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Figure 4-6
Curbside Services Repeats
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The third aspect of missed collection that SPU tracks is whether a miss is promptly picked up
after reported. The target is to pick up 95% missed collection within 24 hours (target = 95%).

Figure 4-7 tracks miss collecting over the periods before, during, and after transition to new
collection contracts.

Figure 4-7
Misses not Picked Up within 24 Hours
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Timely Container Delivery

Customers sometimes need a replacement container or different containers due to service
changes. When SPU implemented new collection contracts March 31, 2009, it needed many

/

container changes.
Timely delivery
emerged as a new
performance issue to
track. The target is to
deliver 98% of
containers within 5
business days (target
= 98%). Late
container deliveries
have dropped since
SPU started tracking
this measure a year
after transition
(Figure 4-8).

Figure 4-8
Late Container Deliveries

Late Container Deliveries per 100 requests

14.00

12.00

10.00

8.00

6.00

4.00

2.00 |

0.00
3333388832983 8¢9
5535388 :888286%8¢8°¢:
I | ate container delivers per 100 requests m—Target

Overall Customer Satisfaction

SPU surveys its residential customers every even-numbered year (Table 4-3). One question
asked is the overall satisfaction level for garbage, recycling, and organics collection. SPU's goal is
to score no lower than a "5" on a 1 to 7 scale. Similarly, we survey commercial customers with

the same questions every other odd-numbered year. During the recession, SPU suspended the
customer survey.
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Table 4-3
Customer Satisfaction

. . t
Satisfaction Level

Residential - 2011 Survey

Garbage Pick-up 6.00

Recycling Services 598

Yard and Food Waste Pick-up 6.09
Commercial - 2011 Survey

Garbage Pick-up 5.67

Recycling Services* 5.69

Yard and Food Waste Pick-up 5.45

"Scale=1 (not satisfied) to 7 (very satisfied)
*Mix of city-contractor and private service

Equity of Service

Several years ago, SPU did a statistical study to determine if there was any relationship between
missed single-family solid waste collection and percentage of people of color in a neighborhood.
Using in-house service data and 2000 Census data, we determined that there was a statistically
significant relationship. The higher the percentage of people of color, the higher the collection
miss rate. Further investigation showed that three factors drive this relationship:

e Overall density of customers per unit of area
e Frequency of special back yard services (as opposed to curbside services)
e Ratio of multi- to single-family dwellings

Each factor was positively correlated with collection miss rate. When the analysis was controlled
for these factors, the correlation of collection misses and percentage of people of color in a
neighborhood disappeared.

SPU highlighted these results with our new contractors before our new 2009 contracts began.
We also introduced a more comprehensive set of performance incentives in the 2009 contracts.
Under the new contracts, overall performance has increased. And there is no apparent
statistically significant relationship between percentage of people of color in a neighborhood
and collection miss rate.
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4.3 RECYCLING

After waste prevention and reuse, the next best option for dealing with discards is to recycle
them. Recycling isn't a program in itself. It is a strategy carried out in education, waste
prevention, market development, collection, processing and other programs. See Chapter 2,
Seattle Solid Waste Trends, for recycling achievement history.

The environmental benefits of recycling are well known:
e Less pollution to land, water, air (less greenhouse gas emissions)
e Less demand for virgin resources
e Habitat conservation

e Energy savings

Consumers

purchase
. recyclable items

Collect when
(Re)man ufacture consumers done
into usable goods with them
Process them
for commodities
markets

Recycling Turns Used Products into New

The biggest savings from recycling are the avoided environmental costs of producing new products, particularly from lower
energy use. Recycling conserves resources by keeping them in circulation. It reduces depletion of non-renewable resources such
as fossil fuels and mineral ores used to manufacture products from virgin materials. Composting organic materials, like yard and
food wastes, recycles them to the soil. It imitates natural processes of decay and regeneration.

Recycling can also save money if there are markets for the collected materials. Seattle's recycling collection has saved millions of
dollars for ratepayers over the last 20 years.

Recycling's ability to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is increasingly a focus of climate protection. For example, the emissions
reduction potential of diverting 1 year's worth of food scraps from landfills through composting is equal to about 1.8% of
Washington's 2050 greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal .

But, recycling is not a cure-all. It has an environmental impact. Collection, sorting, transportation, and re-manufacture of
recyclables all use non-renewable resources that can contribute to pollution. There is always some loss, some waste, as the
material goes round the cycle. A piece of office paper, for instance, can only be recycled a limited number of times before its
fibers lack the strength to undergo the process any more.
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4.3.1 Recycling Recommendations from1998 Plan
and 2004 Amendment

The previous plan and its amendment recommended several recycling options (Table 4-4).

Table 4-4

Prior SPU Solid Waste Plan Recycling Recommendations

Recommendation Status

Recycle 60% of waste generated in 2009 recycling rate = 51.1%, about 10 percentage points above

Seattle by 2008 2004 level. Goals still 60%, reset to achieve by 2012 by
Resolution 30990

Expand local markets and increase Markets continue strong. City Purchasing promotes recycled

purchases of recycled content products content.

Provide technical assistance and Dropped

recycled product performance testing

Propose mandates or bans if sector Variety of bans on disposal of recyclables implemented for

goals are not being achieved residential, commercial and self haul sectors since thel 989 ban on

yard waste in the garbage
Increase employee recycling education ~ Ongoing
and participation in internal city
recycling programs
Broaden the buy-recycled program to Ongoing
incorporate a wider range of
environmentally responsible practices
2004 Amendment
Target recyclable materials that are Ongoing
being landfilled in large quantities

Expand local markets and increase Markets continue strong. City Purchasing promotes recycled
purchases of recycled content products content. Leadership role in this area

Implement new recycling programs to New programs implemented

meet the 60% goal

Commercial paper and cardboard Implemented 2005
disposal ban

Commercial yard debris disposal ban Implemented 2005
Residential disposal ban on paper, Implemented 2005

cardboard, bottles, and cans (that is,
current recyclables)

4.3.2 Recycling Planning Issues

This section describes issues that influence recycling planning in Seattle.

The Zero Waste Resolution New Recycling Directives

The 2007 City Council Zero Waste Resolution (Resolution 30990) outlined key additions to SPU's
solid waste work plan. Many of the actions are accomplished or well underway. Funding
constraints inhibited progress on others. See Appendix B, Zero Waste Resolution 30990.
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Measuring Recycling

Waste prevention can complicate measuring recycling. Successful waste prevention, the first
strategy toward zero waste, reduces all discards, including recycling. For example, cutting back
on phone book deliveries reduces paper use, but it also reduces the amount of paper that can
be recycled and counted toward the recycling goal. The difficulty of measuring waste prevention
(tons never created and tons that don't enter the MSW system) compounds the problem. When
supportable metrics are available, SPU calculates tons prevented and "credits" them toward the
recycling rate.

Regular Waste Sorts

Regular waste sorts are critical for program planning (Table 4-5). The recycling rate is only one
facet of knowing how we're doing. SPU also needs to know what our programs are not diverting,
and we do that through regular studies of waste stream composition. Knowing what's being
disposed of in the garbage and who put it there is critical planning information. Waste sorts are
now on a (roughly) 4-year cycle. See the SPU website.

Table 4-5

Recent and Planned Waste Composition Studies (2000 - 2018)

Sector Year

Residential 2002 2006 2010 2014 2018
Commercial & Self-Haul 2000 2004 2008 2012 2016

C&D Debris at private stations 2007 2012-13

The C&D facility certification we are proposing will include regular assessments of disposed
materials. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, section 5.1 for more detail on
C&D debris.

Programming Needs for Recyclables

Each sector differs in what remains to be recycled from the garbage.

Single-Family Sector

Seattle's single-family sector recycling rate reached 70.3% in 2010. Analysis of 2009
recycling results showed that about 51% of the disposed materials could have been
recycled under current programs (Table 4-6).

Table 4-6

Single-Family Potentially Recyclable Materials

Recyclable Material 2009 Disposed Tons  Recovery Rate
Organics - food & compostable paper 24,000 50%
Organics - yard waste 1,000 98%
Recyclable paper 5,000 88%
Other "curb" recyclables 4,000 81%

The biggest gains would come from targeting food scraps and compostable paper.
Beginning in 2005, customers could put all foods (except meat and dairy) and
compostable paper in the organics bin. In 2009, SPU allowed meat and dairy, with the
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switch to weekly organics collection and mandatory sign-up for organics bins. The 2009
changes, known as the universal service requirement, should yield increased diversion
over the next few years. SPU plans continued outreach and education as customers get
used to putting compostables in an organics bin.

Pet waste and diapers comprised a notable 17,000 tons (25% of disposed tons 2009) of
single-family disposed waste. Currently, no diversion options exist beyond private
reusable cloth diaper service.

The following factors make programming unique to the single-family sector:
= Direct link between a consumer's purchasing and disposal practices and costs

=  Ability to communicate directly to persons responsible for a home's waste
behaviors

= Largest sector (152,309 accounts in 2009). Requires a lot of tactical planning for
significant program changes

= Homogenous service design (the same set of service options) works for most.

Multi-Family Sector

The multi-family sector recycling rate hovered between 28.3% and 27.0% in 2007
through 2009. It then rose to its highest ever rate 29.6% in 2010. Analysis of 2009
recycling results showed that about 58% of disposed materials could have been recycled
under current programs (Table 4-7).

Table 4-7

Multi-Family Potentially Recyclable Materials

Recyclable Material 2009 Disposed Tons  Recovery Rate
Organics - food & compostable paper 19,000 1%
Organics - yard waste 1,000 44%
Recyclable paper 6,000 68%
Other "curb" recyclables 4,000 57%

Food and compostable paper are the prime targets in the multi-family sector. The sector
considerably lags the single-family's diversion rate for other recyclables banned from
disposal. In third quarter 2011, all multi-family buildings are required to sign up for
organics service. Organics diversion should ramp up in the future.

Pet waste and disposable diapers comprised 6,000 tons in 2009, or about 12%, of this
sector's disposed waste.

The following factors make programming to the multi-family sector unique:

= Building operators, not tenants, subscribe for service, losing the economic
incentive to recycle or compost instead of disposing in the garbage.

= |t takes extra effort for SPU to communicate directly with tenants because
building operators are the subscribing customer. Tenant populations move
more often and have a larger proportion of people who do not speak English.

= |n 2009, SPU had 5,383 multi-family dumpster accounts serving over 100,000
households.
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= The physical layouts of buildings all differ, with differing abilities to store and
service collection containers.

Self-Haul Sector

Self-haul recycling has consistently hovered in the 17 to 19% range over the last 10
years, dropping to 13.5% in 2010 (Table 4-8). About 40% of the material was potentially
recyclable, based on 2009 recycling analysis.

Table 4-8

Self-Haul Potentially Recyclable Materials

Recyclable Material 2009 Disposed Tons Recovery Rate
Organics - food & compostable paper 2,000 0%
Organics - yard waste 1,000 90%
Recyclable paper 4,000 27%
Other recyclables 3,000 64%
Potentially recyclable - C&D debris 23,000 1%

SPU expects some improvement in recovering presently recyclable materials with the
rebuilding of the transfer stations. However, significant improvements depend on
creating a post-consumer sorting function for construction debris and clean wood,
which makes up more than 60% of this sector's disposed waste stream.

The following factors make programming to the self-haul sector unique:

= Commercial businesses and large institutions (for example, Seattle Housing
Authority, University of Washington) bring the bulk of material self hauled to
the transfer stations. If they have pure loads of recyclables, they can usually
take them directly to processors. That recycling is credited to the residential or
commercial sector, not self-haul.

= The self-haul stream includes several large, unique customers. Such customers
require targeted assessment and education to discover their potential to
increase recycling. As noted, increased recycling will shift the recycling "credit"
to the commercial or residential sector. However, this nuance of measurement
doesn't affect program planning. Another way to gauge progress in this sector
would be a decline in the amount of recyclables in garbage as assessed by
periodic waste sorts.

= Seattle does not require businesses to subscribe to garbage service. For self-
haul, it wouldn't always make sense. These businesses often have waste as a by-
product of their enterprise on others' property (for example, landscapers,
roofers and remodelers). SPU provides all services to these customers at the
transfer stations. By comparison, other self-haulers have collection service at
their home or business.

= QOthers self haul because they have more material than will fit into the service
they have at their home or business. Lack of awareness of existing services for
"extras" and bulky items causes unneeded trips to the stations and extra
customer costs.
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= Home remodelers and small contractors often find it more convenient to use
the city transfer stations rather than private transfer stations for loads
containing construction waste. This is the case even though the tip fee for
garbage at Seattle transfer stations is much higher than at private stations. The
private transfer stations also are not set up for handling many small vehicle
loads and often require a credit card for payment. Programs to increase
recycling from this group of customers would need to occur at the city-owned
stations.

= Communication challenges in this sector are as diverse as the customer base.
Customers range from home-owners, multi-family dwellers, small-to-large
businesses, and large institutions. Outreach must be tailored to each.

Commercial Sector

Commercial sector recycling reached 58.9% in 2010. (Table 4-9). About 70% was
potentially recyclable, based on 2009 recycling analysis. This is the largest sector. A
percentage gain in the commercial sector carries the most impact in reaching Seattle’s
recycling goal.

Table 4-9

Potentially Recyclable Material Disposed 2009 in Commercial Sector
Material Tons Diversion Rate

Organics - Food & Compostable Paper 64,000 51%

Recyclable Paper 23,000 79%

Other recyclables 11,000 47%

Plastic film 8,000 5%

The largest remaining targets include food and compostable paper, recyclable paper and
cardboard, traditional recyclables, and plastics. Paper and cardboard are already banned
from disposal. Seattle is currently developing a targeted program for plastic film. The
program could be as simple as connecting businesses that have large volumes of
discarded film with recyclers who want it.

The commercial sector is as diverse as the businesses operating in Seattle. It presents its
own set of programming challenges:

= The link between who pays and who puts materials in the garbage or recycling
can be very direct. Or the link is remote (as in the case of large businesses with
many employees). And garbage bills tend to be small compared to other
business costs.

=  Since most businesses subscribe to garbage service, and they must use city-
contract collectors when they do, SPU knows where to reach them for
education outreach. In 2009, the commercial sector had 8,351 accounts.

= The types of waste generated and physical characteristics of businesses are
widely varied. There is a corresponding variability in their ability to respond to
new requirements. Providing technical assistance is highly valuable to making
gains in this sector.
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= Enforcing disposal bans takes more effort because it's hard to see into large
dumpsters and compactors.

Event Recycling

Event recycling is the responsibility of those holding the event. State law requires recycling at
large events ("official gathering" RCW 70.93.093). The law specifically addresses beverage
container recycling. Vendors may manage the recycling themselves or pay to have it done.

Seattle has gone a step further by requiring recyclable or compostable packaging for all quick-
serve food as of 2010. Compliance has ramped up. Compost bins are now provided at many
public events. See Chapter 3, Waste Prevention, for more detail.

In addition to boosting recycling, both provisions help reduce litter. See Chapter 5, Other Seattle
Solid Waste Programs, section 5.3 for more detail on public place litter management.

City of Seattle Recycling

While the City of Seattle is responsible for planning and managing Seattle's solid waste, it is also
a major generator and should be a leader in waste reduction and recycling. The city pays to
manage its garbage and recycling just like other businesses and institutions.

All city offices have had convenient recycling containers for many years and recently brought in
food waste composting. See Chapter 3, Waste Prevention, for detail.

4.3.3 Current Recycling Programs and Practices

Currently operating recycling programs and practices are described in the following sections of
the Plan:

e Chapter 3, Waste Prevention

e Section 4.2 Collection

Section 4.3 Transfer Facilities

Section 4.5 Processing and Disposal

Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, section 5.3, Clean City

Chapter 6, Administration and Financing, section 6.2, Education Programs

4.3.4 Recycling Alternatives and Recommendations

This section describes the development of recycling program alternatives. The
recommendations are based on analysis of the alternatives.

Recycling Programs Analysis

SPU has developed several potential new recycling programs through a step-wise approach.
Staff analyzed which currently recyclable materials are still being disposed of by the different
sectors, and program directives from the Zero Waste Resolution. We then prepared program
factors to feed SPU’s Recycling Potential Assessment (RPA) model including:

e Descriptions of how programs would work including targeted sectors and materials
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e Cost to implement

e Estimated participation and efficiency

Recycling Potential Assessment (RPA) Model

The RPA model forecasts potential increased recycling from packages of programs
(scenarios). The model starts with an econometric forecast of waste generation
based on demographic and economic forecasts. It uses data from the waste
composition studies about what is left in the waste stream. The model can calculate
new recycling diversion based on assumptions about how effective each program
could be for each targeted material.

RPA results include forecasted recycling rates for the planning period, as well as the
costs and avoided costs of each program and scenario. The planning period used in
the RPA is 2010 through 2030.

The RPA model includes a cost module that calculates new or incremental costs
associated with implementing and running each program. Examples of costs are new
staff, customer education, and equipment and contractor payments. In addition, the
model calculates the savings from each of the programs when the new tons recycled
do not have to be collected, transferred and disposed. This is called the avoided cost,
or the financial benefit, to recycling.

SPU conducted more economic analysis on the environmental benefits associated
with recycling. Those results show the net annual value of the environmental
benefits to be millions of dollars above and beyond direct financial impacts. The
analysis is explained in Appendix D, Recycling Potential Assessment Model.
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Status Quo Programs
The first scenario analyzed by the RPA was the base-case (status quo) set of programs (Table 4-
10). Status quo includes long-standing programs and three recent programs.

Table 4-10
Status Quo Scenario Recycling Programs

Program Description

Long-Standing
Residential Recycling Collection  Recycling collection from single- and multi-family residences
Residential Organics Collection  Yard waste and food waste collection from single- and multi-family residences

Grasscycling Grass clippings returned to the lawn by the use of mulching mowers

Backyard Organics Composting  Backyard composting of yard and food waste at single-family residences
Self-Haul Yard Waste Yard waste self hauled and dropped at city transfer stations as "clean green"
Self-Haul Recycling Drop Off Recycling self hauled and dropped in recycling bins at city transfer stations
Commercial Recycling Recycling and organics collected from commercial businesses by city-contracted

and private haulers
Recently Begun or Established

Recyclable or compostable All quick-serve food packaging required to be recyclable or compostable (or
food container program reusable), starting mid-2010, and recycling and compost containers must be
provided

Multi-family Universal Organics  All multi-family buildings required to provide organics service to tenants, starting
Service late 2011

Asphalt Paving, Concrete, Asphalt paving, concrete and bricks are banned from disposal in the garbage (must
Bricks banned from disposal be recycled) implementation starts 2012

Even with the addition of the three newest programs, the RPA modeling of the status quo
programs showed that Seattle would not reach the existing recycling goals of 60% by 2012 and
70% by 2025 (Table 4-11).

Table 4-11

Status Quo Scenario Recycling Rate Projections

Year Single-Family ~ Multi-Family ~ Self-Haul Commercial Overall
2009 Actual 68.7% 27.0% 16.7% 54.9% 51.1%
2010 Actual 70.3% 29.6% 13.5% 58.9% 53.7%
2012 70.2% 30.4% 17.6% 56.3% 52.1%
2015 71.5% 38.2% 19.5% 58.2% 54.0%
2020 71.7% 41.2% 19.6% 58.4% 54.1%
2025 71.7% 41.3% 19.6% 58.4% 53.9%
2030 71.7% 41.3% 19.6% 58.4% 53.9%

New Programs

SPU used the RPA to model several programs for inclusion in its recycling programs (Table 4-12).
Most of these programs would affect SPU’s current collection programs.

The modeled new bans are MSW bans—the targeted materials would no longer be allowed in
residential, self-haul or commercial garbage. Chapter 5 presents the proposed material bans for
construction waste disposal.
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Table 4-12
Modeled New Programs
Target Target
RPA # Program Description Sectors*  Materials System Stage
12 Market Develop end-markets (worn SF, MF Textiles Woaste
development for clothing; other household textiles Prevention,
textiles add to recycling collection) Collection
14 Multi-family Food and yard waste not allowed in ~ MF Food, yard Collection
organic waste ban  the garbage waste, non-
recyclable paper
15 Pet waste and Fourth bin provided for collection, SF, MF Pet waste, Collection,
diapers material sent to appropriate diapers Processing
composting treatment
16 Plastic bag ban Stores not allowed to give plastic SF, MF Plastic bags Waste
(from stores) carry bags to customers Prevention
17 Every other week  Switch garbage pick up to every SF Food, yard Collection
garbage collection other week. Keep organics picked waste,
up weekly recyclables
18 Single-family Food and yard waste not allowed in ~ SF Food, yard Collection
organics ban the garbage waste, non-
recyclable paper
19 Increase Expand inspector enforcement of SF, MF "Curb" Collection
enforcement of existing disposal bans recyclables
residential bans
20 Reusable bag Promote reusable shopping bags in SF, MF Plastic bags Woaste
campaign collaboration with retail stores Prevention
26 Asphalt roofing Asphalt roofing shingles not allowed SH Asphalt (tear Transfer
shingles ban in the garbage off) roofing
shingles
28 Floor sorting Separately drop, sort, and recycle SH Recyclable C&D  Transfer
C&D loads >90%  self haul loads that look like all materials
construction and demolition debris
29 Floor sorting Separately drop, sort, and recycle SH Recyclable C&D  Transfer
C&D loads > 50% self haul loads that look like at least materials
half construction and demolition
debris
32 Commercial Food and yard waste not allowed in  Com Food, yard Collection
organics ban the garbage waste, non-
recyclable paper
36 Carpet take-back  Work to encourage more private SH, Com Carpet Woaste
program recycling capacity in the region; Prevention
more end markets for the materials;
separation best practices, and take-
back opportunities
37 Enhance SPU devotes more resources to Com Food waste Collection
commercial persuade more businesses to sign
organics outreach  up for organics service
38 Increase Expand inspector enforcement of Com Cardboard, Collection
enforcement of existing disposal bans office paper
commercial paper
ban
39 Extend Add to the list of recyclable Com Plastics, cans, Collection
commercial ban materials that are not allowed in the glass, aluminum
to additional garbage (currently cardboard and
material office paper)
41 Restore Restore waste reduction and All All recyclables All
education recycling education, Resource
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Target Target
RPA # Program Description Sectors*  Materials System Stage
Venture, to pre-recession levels
42 Paint product Work toward state legislation for All Latex paint Woaste
stewardship manufacturer funded collection Prevention
solution system for unwanted latex paint
43 New education SH: Resource Venture work with SH, Com All recyclables, Collection,
large self-haulers to increase trip reduction Transfer
diversion
Small Business: Increase awareness
of free cart-based recycling service
44 Junk mail, yellow  Provide means for citizens to stop SF, MF Paper Waste
pages opt-out receiving unwanted Yellow Pages Prevention
phone books and unwanted
catalogues. Implemented 201 |
45 Clean wood ban Unpainted and untreated wood not ~ SH, Com Clean wood Collection,
allowed in garbage Transfer
46 C&D in Recyclable C&D debris not allowed =~ Com Recyclable C&D  Collection
commercial ban in the garbage. Supersedes prior materials
individual C&D material bans
50 Plastic film ban Plastic film, such as pallet wrap, not ~ Com Plastic film Collection
allowed in the garbage
51 Pre-scale Increased drop off recycling SH All recyclables Transfer
recycling convenience at rebuilt city stations allowed for
by locating before the scales drop off at
stations
52 Divert reusables Private reusables business SH Construction Waste
from self haul contracted to pull materials pre- debris, other Prevention,
scale, SPU provides s storage. At Transfer
rebuilt south station.
411 Super education if Add even more resources to All All All
no bans outreach and education if no bans
pursued

*Com = commercial, MF = multi-family, SF = single-family, SH = self-haul,
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Programs not Modeled

Some programs from the Zero Waste Study were not modeled but may be reconsidered:

Expand alley collection in business districts — This program is already active in
parts of Seattle. Near-term expansion is likely to be minor in scale. The main purpose of
this program is not to increase recycling but rather to reduce uncivil behavior in alleys.

Expand construction and demolition debris drop sites — This program idea was
dropped because siting new drop sites in Seattle would be very difficult. Capacity is good
at the existing facilities in the area.

Rate structure review for waste collection — This program idea from the Zero
Waste Resolution would have altered the rate (fee) structure for the commercial sector.
The change would create a "heavy rate" (higher dumpster fees) for businesses that
dispose of more food in their garbage. It was dropped because it would take a long time
to figure out how to apply it. A ban approach would be more promising.

Beverage container deposit system — This would be done through a change to
state law. SPU will support working toward such legislation when there is a broader
move to do so.

The modeling described above resulted in the new program recommendations that follow.

Recommendations

The recommendations to increase recycling include keeping existing programs, implementing
new programs in a phased manner, and adjusting recycling goal years to align with projected
achievement.

Continue Existing Recycling Programs and Policies

The recycling recommendations in this plan assume status quo programs continue to
operate as is. They are the base set of programs on which the future programs build.

Implement Newly Recommended Programs

The recommended set of new recycling programs would be implemented starting now
through 2020 (Table 4-13). The schedule balances a forceful push toward the recycling
goals and a viable pace.
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Table 4-13

Recommended Recycling Programs Implementation Schedule

Start Program Single-Family Multi-Family Self-Haul Commercial
2010 | Recyclable or compostable container v

food program (actual 201 1)

2012 | Multi-family Universal Organics

Service*
Increase Enforcement Residential v
Bans
Carpet Take - Back v v
Increase Enforcement Commercial v
Paper Ban
Junk Mail, Yellow Pages Opt Out* v v

2013 | Ban of Asphalt Paving, Concrete, v v
Bricks*

Floor Sorting of C&D Loads (>50%)
Enhanced Commercial Organics
Outreach

New Education - small business free
recycle carts, audit top self-haulers

Restore Education for All Sectors

2014 | Single-Family Organics Ban

SN X

Reusable bag campaign*
Asphalt Roofing Shingles Ban v

Extend Commercial Ban to Additional
Mat

Clean Wood Ban

Plastic Film Ban

ENIN
ANIN

2015 | Multi-family Organic Waste Ban
Plastic Bag Ban (from stores)* v

AN

Paint Product Stewardship Solution v
Divert Reusables From Self Haul v

2016 | Market Development for Textiles v v
Commercial Organics Ban v

Pre-scale Recycling v

2017 | C&D in Commercial Ban v

2020 | Pet Waste & Diapers Composting v v

*Actual earlier start year: Multi-family universal organics service 4Q201 I; Junk mail, yellow pages opt out 201 I;
Asphalt, bricks, concrete paving ban legislation already passed and effective 2012; Reusable bag campaign 2012; Plastic
bag ban 2012

v = Projected implementation
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RPA projections estimate the recommended set of recycling programs will move
Seattle's overall recycling rate to 60% by 2015, 3 years later than the 2012 goal set in
the Zero Waste Resolution (Table 4-14). However, Seattle would achieve the 70% goal 3
years sooner than the resolution's 2025 goal, then rise slightly higher than the goal.

Table 4-14

Recommended Programs Recycling Rate Projections

Year Single-Family  Multi-Family ~ Self-Haul Commercial Overall
2009 Actual 68.7% 27.0% 16.7% 54.9% 51.1%
2010 Actual 70.3% 29.6% 13.5% 58.9% 53.7%
2012 70.5% 31.0% 16.7% 56.5%  52.2%
2015 75.4% 42.5% 32.9% 63.4% 60.0%
2020 81.9% 53.0% 45.5% 72.3% 68.7%
2025 84.8% 55.3% 45.6% 75.1% 70.9%
2030 85.8% 55.7% 45.6% 75.1% 71.0%

By 2025, the recycling rate will be 17% higher than it would be if the city continues with
status quo programs only (Figure 4-9).

Figure 4-9
Recycling Rate Status Quo versus Recommended
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Seattle will save a sizable amount from the new programs. Total net present value for
the entire package of recommendations is $19,103,133, which means overall savings
through 2030. See Chapter 6, Administration and Financing, section 6.3 for detail on the
financial impacts of the recommendations.

Revise Recycling Goals to 60% by 2015 and 70% by 2022

Considering the current recycling rate, and resource constraints from the recession, it
does not seem likely Seattle will achieve 60% by the year 2012. RPA modeling indicates
that adding the recommended actions to existing programs will get Seattle to 60% by
the year 2015. Therefore, this Plan recommends adopting the new year, 2015, for the
60% recycling goal.
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On the other hand, modeling for the recommended package indicates Seattle will get to
70% recycling by the year 2022. This is 3 years earlier than the 70% by 2025 goal set in
the Zero Waste Resolution. Therefore, this Plan recommends moving up the 70%
recycling goal to the year 2022.

4.3.5 Monitoring and Performance Measurement

The City of Seattle monitors achievement toward the recycling rate through the SPU annual
Recycling Rate Report. The report presents sector progress as well as overall progress. It also
discusses program actions and results for the year reported, as well as near-term planned
actions. Chapter 2, Seattle Solid Waste Trends, covers the methodology used to prepare the
report.

4.4 TRANSFER FACILITIES

The purpose of transfer facilities is to consolidate collected solid waste materials and route
them to their next destination.

The City of Seattle owns and operates two transfer stations. They were built in the 1960s when
waste shipment began to sites outside the city (Kent Highlands and Midway landfills). Before
that, waste was disposed of in landfills within the city limits. But by the early 1960s, landfill
space in Seattle ran out and the need to dispose at a larger out of town landfill became
apparent. Collection trucks couldn’t efficiently travel that far, so the city needed a way to
consolidate, or transfer, into larger loads for transport to the landfill. The city’s stations also
provide drop-off services for self-haul customers.

The city’s transfer stations were renamed “recycling and disposal stations” in the 1990s,
reflecting a new emphasis on their role in recycling in addition to transferring waste for disposal.
They are now called the North Recycling and Disposal Station (NRDS) and the South Recycling
and Disposal Station (SRDS). See Figure 4-2 for the locations of Seattle solid waste facilities.

In addition to city-owned owned and operated solid waste facilities, two private transfer
stations supplement city facilities. See the list of facilities in Table 4-1.

SPU also operates two household hazardous waste (HHW) collection facilities. One is located at
the SRDS and the other at a separate location near Aurora Avenue and 125th NE. Both HHW
collection facilities are operated on behalf of the Local Hazardous Waste Management Plan
(LHWMP). See Chapter 5, Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, section 5.4 for detail on the
management of moderate risk waste through the LHWMP in Seattle.

4.4.1 Transfer Facilities Recommendations from
1998 Plan and 2004 Amendment

This section summaries the previous plan’s recommendations on transfer facilities and their
status (Table 4-15).
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Past SWP Recommendations on Seattle Transfer Facilities

Past Recommendations

Status

1998 Plan

Support a flexible approach to selecting efficient transfer

points for garbage and organic wastes

Continue to manage Recycling and Disposal stations to
minimize neighborhood impacts

Make capital improvements at the city’s existing
Recycling and Disposal stations

Build a Recycling Center at the SRDS, and consider
acquiring property adjacent to the NRDS for station
redevelopment and expansion

Done

Solid waste transfer program evaluation
completed 2006. Distribution of material
tonnages between city/private transfer
stations set to maximize system efficiency

Since 2006, good achievement of goal to
empty both pits at end of day, 98% of time.

Ongoing

SRDS Recycling Center still pending
Additional property purchased next to NRDS

2004 Amendment
Prepare standard operating procedures and best

management practices that define optimum services and

safety for public, employees, and environment

Acquire additional equipment capacity to enable more
efficient transportation of commodities

Revise layout and operation procedures for metal
collection, transfer, and transportation

Reduce customers waits by altering traffic patterns or
improving other procedures

Develop new signage for guiding customers

Consider relocation of recycling containers, and separate

access for recycling

Install misting system at SRDS
Install warming stations for floor staff
Improve the light level in the stations

Offer additional customer service training to stations
staff

Direct contractor-collected garbage and yard waste
between city or private stations for maximum system-
wide efficiency

Upgrade service gates for remote open and close by
truck drivers

Replace scale house security cameras and recording
systems

Replace scale house computers and software

Revised Stations Operations Manual 2007

Ongoing
Equipment inventory now meets needs

Installed metal loading bunker at SRDS to
protect building structure 2008

Tare weights used for collection contractors
begun 2005. SRDS 2007 separated HHW
customers from station traffic, easing wait
times and congestion. Since 2010 live cameras
show wait line on SPU website

Completed 2008

Pilot completed 2009
Included in design for new STS and is design
goal for new NTS

Done 2007

Done 2007

Lamps changed out 2009

Training ongoing

Ongoing customer satisfaction surveys show
high level of satisfaction

Ongoing
Done 2008
Completed 2009

Done 2009, with enhanced reporting and
automated operation for collection
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Past Recommendations

Status

Repairs and equipment replacement as needed

Proceed with environmental review for transfer station
projects as appropriate under the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

Implementation of the Solid Waste Facilities Master Plan
per anticipated schedule

contractors

Replaced incoming scale deck SRDS
Upgraded electrical systems both stations.
Repaved SRDS yard. Replaced old crew
building. Constructed maintenance canopy

Done

2007 City Council Resolution 30990
indefinitely postponed intermodal and
directed SPU to proceed with rebuilding
NRDS and SRDS. SRDS construction started
2009

Other Progress since 2004

Station Operations

In 2007, SPU reconfigured drainage at SRDS to direct runoff from the trailer parking area
to a sanitary sewer. This action was in response to public health concerns about

stormwater drainage from the site.

Also in 2007, we added closed circuit cameras to the stations, allowing station
supervisors to better assess needs and allocate staff more efficiently. For improving
accountability and use of overtime, supervisors also now file daily reports.

In 2008, transfer station disposal rates were increased to cover the actual cost of
service. The increase allowed more environmentally friendly options, such as SPU’s
bulky item pickup service, which is more attractive on a customer out-of-pocket basis.

Master Facilities Plan

As solid waste management has evolved, the functions of the city’s NRDS and SRDS
expanded dramatically, yet the basic buildings and facilities did not change. Today the
stations accept more than 10 categories of separated material—from garbage to wood

waste to vehicle batteries.

Typically, transfer facilities are designed to last for 30 years. Seattle’s stations have
exceeded this life-span, despite limited maintenance. Overall, they are outmoded and
no longer adequately handle current volumes of materials and customers.

A draft Solid Waste Facilities Master Plan was prepared to address capital needs. It
includes a new Intermodal facility and improvements to the existing transfer stations. In
addition, the plan addressed ways to ensure that the city can continue to transfer waste
and recyclables out of Seattle. The plan included analysis of dozens of facility options
using a variety of criteria. Criteria included cost, community, and environmental
impacts, health and safety, and consistency with the City of Seattle 1998 Solid Waste
Management Plan and 2004 Amendment, and other priorities.

The draft Solid Waste Facilities Master Plan recommended upgrading waste

management facilities in Seattle as follows:
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— Improving and expanding the two City of Seattle transfer stations. This
would increase the size of the NRDS and SRDS by adding property at each station.
The improvements would increase customer service and reduce adverse
environmental impacts. And they would expand recycling and recovery of reusable
materials.

— Build an intermodal. This would be a new dedicated solid waste transfer facility
at a railhead in South Seattle. It would ensure that the city has a reliable,
environmentally sound and economical way to ship waste out of Seattle.

In 2007, the City Council decided not to build the proposed intermodal facility, and to
proceed with improvements to NRDS and SRDS as contemplated in the 1998 Solid
Waste Management Plan. Because of the need for continuous operation of recycling
and disposal facilities, the approved reconstruction of NRDS and SRDS is being
implemented in three distinct stages:

South Transfer Station (STS)

The first stage (Phase 1) involves constructing a new facility to replace the existing SRDS
on a newly acquired 9.12 acre site (bus yard property). The property is diagonally
adjacent to the north of the existing SRDS, north of S. Kenyon Street. The projected
design and construction period for the first phase is about 3 years. Because of soil
contamination and existing buildings on the property, soil remediation and site
preparation had to be conducted before construction. Facility construction began late in
2010. The new facility will be called the South Transfer Station (STS). At the end of this
phase, the city will temporarily have three stations until demolition starts at NRDS.

North Transfer Station (NTS)

The second stage will be reconstruction of the NRDS. The reconstructed facility will be
called the North Transfer Station (NTS). The project will occur at the existing NRDS site
and associated recycling area in the Wallingford neighborhood at 1350 N 34th Street,
and the acquired property to the east at 1550 N 34th Street. Construction will not start
until the STS Phase 1 facility is operational. This arrangement provides another facility
for customers while the north facility is closed during reconstruction. During
reconstruction of the north facility, solid waste, recycling, yard waste and other
materials, will be temporarily redirected to SRDS.

South Recycling and Disposal Station (SRDS)

Finally, when STS is operational and the new North Transfer Station opens, demolition
of the current SRDS structures will start (sometimes called Phase 2), on SRDS's 11.37-
acre parcel located to the south of South Kenyon Street.

Plans to redevelop the former SRDS site were postponed while SPU focuses on the STS
and NTS projects. Recycling at the STS will be located inside the new building, similar to
the arrangement at the old SRDS. When SPU begins redevelopment of the former SRDS
site, we may include relocated recycling drop-off, a reuse area, and a new household
hazardous waste drop-off facility.

Phase 2 activities are scheduled to be integrated with remediation of the underlying
landfill (Table 4-16).
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Table 4-16
Seattle Transfer Station Construction Schedule
Year North South
20102012 STS Construction
2013 NTS Demolition
2013-2014 NTS Construction
2015 SRDS Demolition
2016 —2017 SRDS Reconstruction
4.4.2 Transfer Facilities Planning Issues

Recycling goals, operational issues, and moving forward on capital improvements characterize
the issues related to transfer facility planning.

Keeping Existing Stations Functional until Rebuilt

During preparation of the Solid Waste Facilities Master Plan, it became apparent that some
level of ongoing capital program was needed at the NRDS and SRDS. From 2004 to the present, a
Miscellaneous Station Improvements project has been used to fund necessary capital
improvements at the NRDS and SRDS. Improvements range from replacement of a failing scale
deck to resurfacing the asphalt at SRDS. These smaller projects are required to maintain safety
and reliability at the stations while they are still in use.

Transitioning to New Facilities

The new flat floor stations will operate very differently from the existing stations. Training will
begin in 2011 to prepare staff for this change. Training will be based on the operations plan for
STS (under development). The equipment in the stations will be more advanced for better
electrical efficiency. Maintenance staff will need training to properly operate and maintain it.
Staffing plans for the transitional periods will be finalized in 2011. Also starting in 2011, all heavy
equipment purchases will be compatible with the new stations.

The 60% Recycling Goal

The new stations will encourage more recycling by increasing the convenience of the recycling
and reusables drop-off areas. Drop-off services will be available to self-haul customers before
they enter the station. This layout makes it possible for self-haulers with just recyclables to
avoid crossing the scales and main station. Although it is unclear at this time whether this will be
feasible at NTS, every effort will be made to make recycling drop off within the station as
convenient as possible.

In addition, both stations will have flat floors to allow heavy equipment to sort large recyclable
items. Flat floors are also more flexible and allow separating new waste streams in the future.
For example, at STS SPU will consider sorting self-hauled loads of comingled C&D.

The Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project

The Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project will temporarily disrupt a thoroughfare heavily
used by collectors and city hauling. Current estimates say the viaduct will close for construction
for 4 years. When the viaduct is closed for safety, or during replacement, the impact to solid
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waste operations will be substantial. Currently, 120,000 tons of garbage and 550 trailer loads of
recycled metal from the NRDS are moved through this corridor each year. Previous experience
with viaduct closures have given us some data on increased hauling times and the additional
effort required to maintain service levels. Each round trip through the corridor will increase by
about an hour.

Equitable Service Goals

The transfer stations are a critical part of the Seattle’s solid waste system. Allotting transfer
station capacity between the north and south ends of the city improves collection efficiency and
creates convenient access for self-haul customers. With a two station system, the effect of solid
waste activities is not concentrated in any one area.

Balancing Customer Service and Trip Reduction

While customer service goals are important, SPU also has a goal to encourage a decrease in self-
haul vehicle trips, to minimize traffic into the stations’ surrounding neighborhoods.

Maintaining Progress on Facility Rebuilds

The STS is under construction as of 2011. SPU is also working with the NTS stakeholder group to
define a facility that will serve our customers and be a good neighbor. Resolution of
uncertainties at the NTS is critical to the schedule of SRDS and long-range operational planning.

Planning New Functions for SRDS Site

Current planning assumptions for the SRDS site (after the old structures are gone) include a
recycling facility, reuse collection/sales, household hazardous waste collection and ancillary
trailer parking for the new STS. The final design for this site will also reflect additional program
needs identified over the next 3 years. Some of these needs will be market driven. For example,
as carpet recycling options come on line it will require programmed space to take advantage of
this waste diversion opportunity.

Shifting Capital Planning

Capital planning shifts to major maintenance and equipment replacement after the rebuilds are
done. The new facilities are designed for a 50-year service life. Once constructed, major capital
replacement projects, including compactor replacement, floor resurfacing and facility roof
replacement will need to be planned. If the private transfer stations stop accepting waste,
maintaining the city's transfer facilities will become even more critical to ensure adequate
transfer capacity in Seattle.

4.4.3 Current Transfer Facility Programs and
Practices

Transfer Station Operations

The city's transfer facilities perform the same basic functions they have since they were built.
They receive discards and send them on to their next destination. They now serve a wide variety
of vehicles and customers, and receive a range of discarded materials that include garbage,
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recyclables and compostables. All materials are loaded into
transfer containers and shipped to their next destination.

The stations play an important role in accepting materials
unsuitable for curbside collection. Residents with large, bulky
items or excess quantities can bring these materials to the
stations for recycling or disposal. The stations also serve
businesses that choose to self-haul their waste and recyclable
materials.

Primary service levels have been adopted for transfer stations:

Stations are open and available 362 days/year from 8 AM
to 5:30 PM to our self-haul and commercial customers

All garbage and organics are loaded into shipping containers or trailers (organics) at the
end of each work day

Transfer Station Trends

Collection contractor trucks bring in 2.5 times as many tons as self-haul customers, yet
they are only 14% of total trips. Tables 4-17 and 4-18 show the number of trips and tons
of material transferred through the NRDS and SRDS.

Table 4-17
Transfer Services for Contractor-Collected Garbage and Yard Debris to NRDS and
SRDS in 2010

NRDS SRDS Total
Waste Type Trips Tons Trips Tons Trips Tons
Residential garbage 13,355 46,166 13,155 62,662 26,470 108,828
Commercial garbage 2,557 47,476 3,594 32,410 6,151 79,886

Yard debris 4,788 28,724 2212 11,262 7,000 39,986
Total 20,700 122,366 18,921 106,334 39,621 228,700
Table 4-18
Self-Haul Service Provided by NRDS and SRDS in 2010

NRDS SRDS Total
Waste Type Trips Tons Trips Tons Trips Tons
Self-haul garbage 95,459 37,923 73,384 41,369 168,843 79,292
Self-haul yard debris 16,342 3,715 15915 3,966 32,257 76,82
Self-haul wood waste 1,026 344 969 465 1,995 808
Other self-haul recycling 26,545 2,415 15,971 1,733 42,516 4,149
Total 139,372 44,397 106,236 47,534 245611 91,931

One of the primary challenges at the recycling and disposal stations is managing the
volume of self-haul customers. Although handling a high volume of customers with
small loads is relatively costly, providing convenient self-haul services for residents and
businesses is an important SPU objective. SPU wants to encourage self-haul customers
to make more use of the more efficient curbside services, which are usually less costly.
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In 2009, about 60% of contractor-collected organics was delivered to the NRDS and
SRDS stations. The remaining 40% was delivered to Waste Management’s Eastmont
transfer facility. About 75% of municipal solid waste (MSW) was transferred at the city’s
recycling and disposal stations and the remaining 25% (primarily commercial garbage)
was transferred at Eastmont.

Waste Management’s Eastmont station transfers MSW and organics under contract to
the city. Republic (formerly Allied Waste) operates the Third and Lander private transfer
station and currently transfers a minimal amount of city MSW. This material is the
rejected portion of recycled materials (contamination) sorted under city contract. All
public and private solid waste facilities are permitted and regulated under the authority
of Public Health - Seattle and King County.

Accepted Materials

Materials currently accepted at the city-owned stations include:
=  Garbage
=  QOrganics (yard, food, clean wood)

= Recycling (curb recyclables accepted at the processor: glass, mixed paper,
plastics, cans, etc. Also included are large appliances and other bulky metal
items not suitable for curb-side collection)

=  Special Wastes (properly prepared or pre-approved sharps, tires, contaminated
soils, vehicle batteries, used motor oil)

The process for designating materials for curbside recycling is described in section 4.5.
Other separated materials are added or subtracted from the list of accepted materials
when the volume, value, or environmental issues associated with disposal change. For
example, porcelain toilets were accepted as recyclable materials until the economics of
them changed and the costs and impacts of recycling the toilets exceeded their market
value.

Trucking Operations

SPU owns and operates a fleet trucks and trailers to haul transferred materials away
from the two city stations. Waste Management owns the containers used for the
garbage rail haul. All garbage is loaded into sealed 40-foot intermodal containers and
hauled to the Union Pacific Argo yard at 6th and Dawson. At that location, full
containers are placed on a unit train and an empty container is returned to the transfer
station via truck. Yard waste and other organics are transported to Cedar grove in
Everett or Maple Valley for processing. Other materials are also transported to recycling
facilities in the local area.

Station Administration
City staff also performs the other functions at the stations:

= Scale operators weigh vehicles as appropriate and collect payment from self-
haul customers. To the extent possible, they also screen incoming loads for
unacceptable materials and compliance with State of Washington covered load
law.
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=  Floor staff direct vehicles and keep the operational areas clean and safe. They
also keep an eye out for unacceptable materials.

= Administrative staff ensures personnel and other resources are appropriately
allocated. They also generally see that staff has what is needed to do their jobs
well and safely.

Operations and maintenance costs for the two recycling and disposal stations were
approximately $7.3 million in 2009. In addition, SPU Operations spends about $2 million
per year on heavy equipment capital purchases.

Trip Reduction

In 2008 and 2009, following the Zero Waste Resolution, SPU studied self-haul traffic
coming to the North and South transfer stations to determine what steps could be taken
to reduce vehicular traffic. Consultant recommendations fell into three actions areas:

=  Spread traffic into less busy periods
=  Shift resident self-haul trips to curbside collection alternatives
= Shift C&D waste trips to other disposal or recycling stations

Based on these recommendations, SPU placed web cameras at two locations at each
station showing the length of waiting lines. Beginning May 2010, by going online,
customers could view congestion and possibly choose a less busy time for their trip. The
web cam system is likely to reduce congestion around the stations but is unlikely to
reduce total vehicle trips.

Other strategies to spread trips through station operating hours, such as time-of-day
pricing and extended hours during summer when the stations are busiest, may be
studied further for later implementation. In the short run, extending station hours is
likely to prove cost-prohibitive. Reduced disposal volumes have reduced revenue.
Increasing operating hours would increase costs.

In 2010, SPU began modestly promoting curbside collection services as an alternative to
self-haul trips, using Curb Waste and Conserve and the web pages connected to the web
cam congestion-viewing service. We plan to increase promotion of curbside services
when revenues permit, likely in 2012. The alternatives to self-haul trips include using:

=  Bulky-item collection service, available at the same price as self-haul drop-off;
= Extra garbage set outs
= 96-gallon yard waste service or extra yard waste set outs when needed

All these services are priced comparably with self-haul. Some additional strategies
remain under consideration for the future, including mandatory bulky-item curbside
collection of appliances.

Perhaps more significant self-haul trip reduction can result from policy changes affecting
C&D wastes. Among policy options is redirection of certain kinds of C&D loads to other
stations, particularly those with high recyclable materials recovery rates. Banning the
disposal of certain C&D materials should noticeably reduce vehicle traffic at the disposal
stations. See the MSW self-haul ban recommendations in section 4.3.4, and Chapter 5,
Other Seattle Solid Waste Programs, for more detail on C&D waste.
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Facility Improvements
SPU has made the following progress:

= South Transfer Station — In early 2010, SPU signed a design-build contract
through competitive bid. Discovery of soil contaminants on the new site
delayed ground breaking. Site remediation was completed and ground breaking
occurred in November 2010. The rebuilt station will open mid-2012.

= North Transfer Station — As of this writing, SPU is nearing completion of
working with the stakeholder committee to choose a site utilization (design)
concept for the site. The stakeholder committee consists of neighborhood
representatives and major users of the current facility. After that, SPU plans to
choose a design-build contractor.

4.4.4 Transfer Facilities Alternatives and
Recommendations

Recommendations involving transfer facilities fall into the major categories of new recycling
initiatives and decisions about the transfer system itself. See section 4.3 for all the new recycling
recommendations affecting every part of the MSW system.

This plan revision continues to promote goals for transfer functions spelled out in the 1998 Plan
and 2004 Plan Amendment:

e Increase recycling, as self-haul sector's contribution to the city's overall recycling goals
e Increase efficiency, convenience and accessibility of services
The alternatives considered in this document focused on programs to make new gains toward

these goals: with an eye to optimizing the transition to the rebuilt facilities.

Transfer Facility Recycling Recommendations

Transfer facility recycling recommendations mainly strive to divert more recyclable material
from the self-haul waste stream by:

e Banning certain materials from disposal in the garbage
e Making reuse and recycling drop-off more convenient

e And educating self haulers about recycling opportunities

Transfer Facility System Recommendations
Transfer system recommendations optimize current station functions and anticipate the rebuilt

facilities.

Keep Up Old Stations as Needed

According to the current rebuild schedule, the old SRDS will be in use until the new
north facility is complete in 2014. SPU will continue to maintain all structures, systems,
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and equipment as needed to keep the old facilities safe and functional as long as they
are being used.

There are no viable alternatives to the use of these stations; they must be kept up.

Interim Major Purchases should be Compatible with Rebuilt Stations

This recommendation applies mainly to equipment purchases. Compatibility is as
important as cost. For example, SPU could potentially save in the near term on
purchases that work in the old facilities but do not suit the new facilities. If the useful
life of equipment extends over the transition to the new stations, then the larger cost
may be warranted. SPU will incorporate this analysis into all major purchasing decisions.

Incorporate Equitable Service Goals into Operations

From signage, to information handouts, to customer interactions, station operations will
look for opportunities to make service equitable for all Seattle’s populations, particularly
the historically underserved.

Implement Trip Reduction Strategies without Compromising
Customer Service

SPU will continue to offer live views of customer lines via the SPU website. We will
increase promoting curbside services, like larger cans, bulky item pick-up, and extra set
outs, when resources allow. Additional strategies will remain under future
consideration, such as mandatory bulky item curbside service. Such strategies will
include analysis for impacts on the essential community services that the stations
provide.

Implement Alaskan Way Viaduct Project Contingency Plan

When the viaduct’s closure schedule is better known, SPU will evaluate options and
implement the chosen strategy. The chosen option largely depends on the status of the
city station rebuilds.

Each option will have associated capital or operations and maintenance cost. Each
option also affects the city’s collection contractors to one degree or another. The
collection contracts contain provisions for such impacts.

Rebuild Transfer Stations

As contemplated in the 1998 Plan and 2004 Plan amendment, SPU will rebuild the north
and south transfer stations, at their present sites or on adjacent property. This will
increase recycling and efficiency and reduce impacts on the neighboring communities,
environment, our customers and employees.

The capacity provided by the rebuilt facilities, in conjunction with existing private
transfer capacity, is projected to satisfy Seattle's solid waste transfer needs for at least
as long as the 50-year expected life of the rebuilt facilities. SPU has no plans to develop
any new solid waste handling facilities. Should a private company seek to construct a
new solid waste handling facility in Seattle, approval from Public Health - Seattle & King
County is required, in addition to land-use approvals from the City of Seattle. See
section 4.5.2, Planning Issues, Solid Waste Facility Siting for discussion about siting
guidelines.
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Continue Existing Station Recycling Functions

Current recycling services at the existing transfer stations will continue. Enhancements
to recycling at the stations will be associated with the new facilities. It is not feasible to
add recycling functions to the existing stations. Those stations are already handling
more tons and more material streams than they were designed for.

Continue Planning Transition to New Facilities

SPU will continue to refine staffing and equipment needs estimates for each stage of the
transition to the new facilities.

Plan for South Recycling and Disposal Station

SPU will renew planning for the SRDS old site when resources become available and
decisions on NTS are made. Priority will be given to reuse and recycling. If future
recycling gains lag significantly below expectations, a facility that sorts unsorted discards
(a "dirty" recycling facility) may be considered.

Monitoring and Performance Measurement

Performance monitoring of the transfer stations is ongoing. The focus ranges from day-to-day
operations to contribution to the 60% overall recycling goal. The City of Seattle has tracked the
following measures for years and will continue to do so:

Station Availability. This is a measure of reliability. It monitors scheduled station open
times against times when a station must be closed to incoming traffic. Station closures
are typically event-driven, some more controllable than others, such as compactor
failure or dangerous material found in the tipping area.

Customer Turnaround Time. This measure monitors the numbers of minutes
elapsed from the time vehicles cross the inbound scales to the time they cross the
outbound scales. Collection trucks and other vehicles have their own targets.

Removing All Waste from Facilities Each Day. Waste sitting in tipping areas
overnight can release odors into surrounding neighborhoods, especially in summer. SPU
strives to empty the tipping areas at the end of each day, at least 90% of the time.

Satisfactory Inspections by Public Health. As the regulatory agency for solid waste
handling facilities, Public Health - Seattle and King County regularly inspects City of
Seattle stations. Because compliance is important, SPU includes tracking the inspections
in departmental performance monitoring.

Customer Satisfaction. Customer satisfaction is tracked regularly at the stations
through simple feedback cards given out to customers at the stations. Questions about
the s