SCA Public Issues Committee
AGENDA
March 11, 2015 – 7:00 PM
Renton City Hall

1. Welcome and Roll Call – Mayor Bernie Talmas, Woodinville, Chair

2 minutes

2. Public Comment – Mayor Bernie Talmas, Woodinville, Chair

10 minutes

3. Approval of minutes – February 11, 2015 meeting
Page 4

2 minutes

4. Chair’s Report – Mayor Bernie Talmas, Woodinville, Chair

5 minutes

5. Executive Director’s Report – Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director

10 minutes

6. Committee to End Homelessness – Draft Strategic Plan 2015‐2018
POTENTIAL FUTURE ACTION ITEM
Page 24
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst
(5 minute update, 25 minute discussion)
7. 2015 Legislative Session Update
DISCUSSION ITEM
Page 32
Lyset Cadena, Senior Policy Analyst
(5 minute update, 10 minute discussion)

15 minutes

8. Solid Waste Transfer Plan Review – Part 2
DISCUSSION ITEM
Page 43
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst
(5 minute update, 15 minute discussion)

20 minutes

9. Future Levies and Ballot Measures in King County
DISCUSSION ITEM
Page 57
Lyset Cadena, Senior Policy Analyst
(2 minute update, 5 minute discussion)
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10. SCA Issues for 2015
DISCUSSION ITEM
Page 60
Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director
(2 minute update, 5 minute discussion)

7 minutes

11. Informational Items
a. Military Bases and Regional Centers
Page 62
b. Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Page 65
12. Upcoming Events
a. SCA Networking Dinner – Wednesday, April 1, 2015 – 5:30 PM – Renton Pavilion Event
Center
b. SCA Public Issues Committee Meeting – Wednesday, April 8, 2015 – 7:00 PM – Renton
City Hall
13. For the Good of the Order
14. Adjourn

Did You Know?
Did you know that SCA has hired a new policy analyst to join our team?
Over the past several years, SCA has raised our profile and our influence in the region. Through our
efforts we have gained seats for our cities on a number of additional boards, commissions, and task
forces. Bringing an additional policy analyst on board will enable us to stay on top of this growing
work load, and enable us to continue providing a high level of support to the boards and committees
that we staff. Having an additional staff person will also enable us to meet our goal of greater
communication with our member cities, and increase our organization’s accountability and
transparency.
We will provide more details on our new hire at the PIC meeting!
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Sound Cities Association
Mission
To provide leadership through advocacy, education, mutual support and
networking to cities in King County as they act locally and
partner regionally to create livable vital communities.

Vision
To be the most influential advocate for cities, effectively collaborating
to create regional solutions.

Values
SCA aspires to create an environment that fosters mutual support, respect, trust,
fairness and integrity for the greater good of the association and its membership.
SCA operates in a consistent, inclusive, and transparent manner that
respects the diversity of our members and encourages open discussion
and risk‐taking.
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SCA Public Issues Committee
DRAFT MINUTES
February 11, 2015 – 7:00 PM
Renton City Hall
1055 S Grady Way, Renton WA 98057

1. Welcome and Roll Call
PIC Chair Mayor Bernie Talmas, Woodinville, called the meeting to order at 7:04 PM. 28 cities
had representation (Attachment A). Guests present included Bill Peloza, Auburn Council; Dawn
Dofelmire, Algona Council; Tamie Deady, Black Diamond Council; Largo Wales, Auburn Council;
John Stilin, Redmond Council; Benson Wong, Mercer Island Council; Shelley Kloba, Kirkland
Council; Jim Manley, Milton Council; Michael Hursh, City of Auburn; Diane Carlson, King County
Executive’s Office; Kelly Rider, Housing Development Consortium; Becky Elias, King County.
Chair Talmas welcomed members to the meeting and invited guests to introduce themselves.
2. Public Comment
Chair Talmas asked if any member of the public had any public comment. Seeing none, Chair
Talmas closed the public comment portion of the meeting.
3. Approval of the January 14, 2015 Minutes
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond, moved, seconded by Councilmember Ross
Loudenback, North Bend, to approve the January 14, 2015 meeting minutes.
There was no discussion. The motion passed unanimously.
4. Chair’s Report
Chair Talmas reported that the SCA leadership met with King County Executive Dow
Constantine earlier in the day and discussed issues such as: Puget Sound Emergency Radio
Network (PSERN) levy; the Metro Service Guidelines Task Force; jail management; Public
Service Answering Point (PSAP) consolidation; and legislative issues including potential
legislation to raise the 1% property tax cap. More information on the Service Guidelines Task
Force can be found in item 12a of the February 11, 2015 PIC meeting material packet. There is
an ongoing audit related to PSAP consolidation, and a report will be issues in early summer.
Following that a work group will be convened to make recommendations based on the audit,
and SCA will be represented on that group.
5. Executive Director’s Report
Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director, welcomed new members and reviewed meeting
protocol.
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Dawson elaborated on a few items from the meeting with the Executive. With regards to the
Service Guidelines Task Force, Dawson added that SCA has urged the Executive to add a
member representing small cities and rural communities. With regards to jail management,
Dawson reminded members that this had been discussed at the January PIC meeting, and that
this may be coming before PIC in the future for further discussion or adoption of a policy
position. In the meeting with the Executive, SCA had urged the Executive to include SCA in
review of jail management as the issues affected cities.
Dawson reported on the SCA Board of Directors retreat. The Board confirmed that SCA’s
priority issues for 2015 were transportation, health and human services, and economic
development. She shared with the PIC the Board’s 10 adopted action items for 2015:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Work to make media aware of SCA issues
Map out political relationships
Map out community relationships
Create individual reports for member cities using data to show the value of
regionalism/SCA
5. Ensure representation from SCA on health and human services initiatives
6. Create monthly SCA electronic newsletter
7. Encourage state legislators to attend at least one SCA networking dinner a year
8. Provide additional educational and training opportunities for members, partnering with
other groups including AWC, PSRC, and others
9. Create a King County/Regional Government 101 orientation for members (to be rotated
with orientation for newly elected officials)
10. Meetings with Seattle City Councilmembers (in addition to meetings with King County
Executive and Council, and Mayor of Seattle)
6. Support for Flexibility in Investment of Hotel/Motel Taxes for Affordable Housing
Doreen Booth, SCA Policy Analyst, provided an overview of the legislation that would allow King
County to bond against future hotel/motel tax revenues for affordable workforce housing
purposes. Booth noted that the legislation would not affect city hotel/motel tax receipts and
would provide funding for affordable workforce housing now when the costs were lower than
in future years.
Councilmember Toby Nixon, Kirkland, moved, seconded by Councilmember Shawn McEvoy,
Normandy Park, to recommend to the SCA Board of Directors the following policy position:
The Sound Cities Association supports legislation to allow King County to bond against future
hotel/motel tax revenue reserved for housing beginning in 2021. To accomplish this, RCW
67.28.180 (3)(i) will need to be amended with a technical fix that specifically authorizes
bonding for affordable housing. Such legislation would allow King County to bond against
future revenue and allow up to $45 million in new housing funds to be released over the next
six years to create and preserve affordable workforce housing in coordination with transit
investments.
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Nixon spoke to his motion, noting that it was still timely to take a position to share SCA’s
support with legislators.
A number of PIC members spoke in support of the motion. Councilmember Kate Kruller,
Tukwila, noted that the Tukwila City Council was supportive of the position. Councilmember
Tola Marts, Issaquah, noted the Issaquah City Council supported the position. Deputy Mayor
Catherine Stanford, Lake Forest Park, expressed support from Lake Forest Park and noted the
key is to obtain available land near future transit stations while such land was still affordable
and available. Councilmember Amy Ockerlander, Duvall, supported the motion. Councilmember
Barry Ladenburg, SeaTac, noted that SeaTac’s concerns have been addressed and SeaTac is
supportive. Mayor Nancy Backus stated Auburn’s support for the position.
Councilmember Janie Edelman, Black Diamond, stated that the Black Diamond City Council did
not support the motion.
Chair Talmas called for the question. The motion passed 27‐1‐0. The cities of Algona, Auburn,
Bothell, Burien, Carnation, Covington, Duvall, Enumclaw, Federal Way, Issaquah, Kenmore,
Kent, Kirkland, Lake Forest Park, Maple Valley, Mercer Island, Milton, Newcastle, Normandy
Park, North Bend, Pacific, Redmond, Renton, Sammamish, SeaTac, Shoreline, Skykomish,
Tukwila, and Woodinville voted yes. The city of Black Diamond voted no.
7. Committee to End Homelessness – Draft Strategic Plan 2015‐2018
Doreen Booth, SCA Policy Analyst, reported that the 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness ends in
2015 and that the Committee to End Homelessness (CEH) has drafted a new 4 Year Strategic
Plan that is out for review. Booth reviewed the timeline for the Committee to End
Homelessness’s draft Strategic Plan process and asked members to take the draft Plan to their
city staff and council and provide their comments on the plan back to SCA. In response to a
later question from Councilmember Toby Nixon, Kirkland, about the specific response formats
and timeline for responding to SCA, Executive Director Deanna Dawson asked members to have
responses from their cities to SCA by March 1 if possible. SCA staff will incorporate city
feedback, and draft a policy position for consideration by the PIC at the March 11 meeting of
the PIC. SCA staff is available to provide additional information to cities upon request. SCA can
also help cities get in touch with CEH staff members for additional support.
Booth reviewed the goals of the 4 Year Strategic Plan: for homelessness to be rare, brief and
one time, and for a community to be built to end homelessness.
Councilmember Kate Kruller, Tukwila, asked that talking points be drafted for POC members, to
assist them in presenting this to their councils and staff. She asked that information be
provided on how this plan will differ from the 10 year plan to end homelessness. She noted that
some community members have raised concerns about King County becoming a destination
point for the homeless community. She also asked how the plan would be funded. Staff agreed
to provide this information.
Councilmember Chris Roberts, Shoreline, asked if the plan would be sent to cities for approval
after CEH adoption and if it would be a countywide policy document. Dawson said that CEH’s
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goal would be to have support from all cities and noted the plan will only be effective if cities
support it. Booth discussed the difference between countywide planning policies adopted by
the King County Council and policies like the CEH. She noted that consistency with countywide
planning policies is mandated by the Growth Management Act but there is no such
requirement for community‐developed policies like the Committee to End Homelessness’s
strategic plan.
Chair Talmas requested that cities address their specific city needs around homelessness in
responses they provide to SCA.
Councilmember Barry Ladenburg, SeaTac, asked whether individuals living in tent cities and
similar situations were considered “homeless.” Booth responded that they are. She also noted
that individuals living in shelter were considered “homeless.”
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond, discussed the history of The Landing, an
emergency young adult shelter in Redmond. He also discussed Redmond’s recent ordinance
banning camping in city parks, an ordinance police asked for as a tool in working with the
homeless population.
Councilmember Bob Keller, Sammamish, noted that homelessness has no borders and for that
reason, Sammamish supports the youth shelter in Redmond. Keller also said that as increases in
rent force people out of Seattle into suburban areas, it could lead to more future homelessness
for those areas. Keller would like to know how cities can help neighboring jurisdictions.
Michael Hursh, Interagency Council (IAC) member and Director of Administration for Auburn,
discussed city representation on the IAC and Governing Board and commented on the need for
cities to provide input on the draft strategic plan. It was noted that human services agencies
sometimes had differing perspectives than those working in planning, or public safety. For
those reasons, PIC members were asked to seek feedback from city staff who work in those
areas as well.
Deputy Mayor Catherine Stanford, Lake Forest Park, recalled the recent SCA forum where cities
shared transportation needs, and suggested that a similar forum could be helpful on learning
how cities deal with issues like homelessness.
Mayor Nancy Backus, Auburn, discussed the challenges faced by the King County Library (KCLS)
in Auburn related to homeless people congregating in or near the library.
Councilmember Tola Marts, Issaquah, shared that in Issaquah, there had been concerns that
library usage would decline due to the presence of homeless individuals in or near the library
but statistics showed that reality did not match this perception‐ usage had not dropped. Marts
also asked for clarification on who members should seek feedback from on staff. Dawson
clarified that council members could ask their mayors, and administrators or managers to assist
in getting staff perspective. She offered SCA staff assistance in gathering information.
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Deputy Mayor Nancy Tosta, Burien, noted that in Burien, the library and city hall are co‐located.
At the request of the library staff, Burien passed an ordinance to address trespass issues. The
ordinance does not result in an arrest or a criminal record. Tosta also noted that very few
partners had been identified in the draft strategic plan. She questioned how the Committee to
End Homelessness expects the work to be done.
Councilmember Ladenburg shared that SeaTac does not allow camping in parks or on school
grounds. He asked for clarification on the link between allowing camping and ending
homelessness.
Councilmember Chris Roberts, Shoreline, noted that we do not want people to get a criminal
record for being homeless. Roberts felt that cities could impose ordinances related to issues
such as trespass and camping on public property and issue citations, but not to consider
violation of the ordinance a misdemeanor or felony.
Deputy Mayor Dan Grausz, Mercer Island, requested a summary document setting out the
important areas of the strategic plan for cities to focus on.
8. Environmental Health Services – Farmers Markets and Temporary Events
Doreen Booth, SCA Policy Analyst, provided an overview of the work of the Environmental
Health Services Fee Committee. She briefly reviewed the work of the EHS Committee and the
recommendation the EHS Committee will make to the Board of Health at their next meeting.
That recommendation is to adopt changes in policy and implement new fees / rates for all
permits except for those for farmers market and temporary event vendors and coordinators,
which the EHS Committee proposes to remain at the 2014 levels for 2015. Produce vendors do
not pay fees now nor are they proposed to pay permit fees in the future. Fees apply to
prepared food vendors. Booth outlined the $500,000 shortfall that will result from not
increasing farmers market and temporary event fees for the year 2015 and talked about the use
of reserves to cover that shortfall. Strategies that will be considered by the Environmental
Health Services division in 2015 to reduce the fee increase were also discussed. Dawson noted
that this was an issue that was raised by SCA during the budget process.
Mayor Dave Hill, Algona, noted the higher fees would prohibit vendors from attending Algona
events due to their inability to make a profit and could lead to an end of special events in
Algona.
Deputy Mayor Catherine Stanford, Lake Forest Park, was concerned about the impact of a fee
increase in vendors. She questioned why the budget was adopted before fees were set. Booth
answered, explaining that while the King County Council adopts the budget for the
Environmental Health Services divisions, fees are approved by the Board of Health. Typically,
changes in fees at the BOH are done ahead of the budget process. Stanford asked whether
there was a budget gap that this fee increase was intended to fill. Dawson clarified that per
County policy, the department requires that fees fully cover the cost of services. She noted that
this was a policy decision that may warrant review.
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Environmental Health Services Committee Chair Largo Wales, Auburn, spoke and shared the
committee’s concern about the outcome of the full cost recovery model as it applies to farmers
markets and temporary event vendors and coordinators.
Councilmember Toby Nixon, Kirkland, asked if the cost structure, including staffing costs, had
been looked at thoroughly, as he felt some staffing costs were excessive. He pointed out that in
the staff memo it was noted that the program included a cost for a paralegal at a cost of
$190,000 as one example. He also discussed Kirkland’s policy regarding permits; the city does
not use a full cost recovery model but individually analyses permit types in terms of benefit to
the public and the permittee. Wales agreed that this is an issue the committee is discussing and
encouraged members to share their ideas. She cautioned that some at the County had
suggested that cities should be the ones to bear the additional cost of the program.
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond, discussed Redmond’s full cost recovery model for
permits. He also noted that the cost would either be borne by the vendors, or county taxpayers
if the permit fees do not fully cover the costs of inspection. If fees are raised for vendors, this
will in turn raise the cost of food. Margeson noted that King Conservation District had a
program on healthy food options, and wondered if there were a way to partner. Wales noted
the committee was considering that, as well as looking at other grant opportunities.
Councilmember Tola Marts, Issaquah, noted that an increase in temporary event permits could
affect community festivals like Salmon Days in Issaquah. When vendors are priced out of
participating, everyone in the community loses.
Chair Talmas closed the discussion by noting that it sounds like members are in agreement
about the problem, now we have to determine how to solve it.
9. 2015 Legislative Session Update
Lyset Cadena, SCA Senior Policy Analyst, reported that the first critical cut‐off date of the
legislative session, the day bills must be moved out of committee, was approaching on February
20. She noted a Senate compromise transportation package is scheduled to be released later
this week. The package can be found here, 2015 Senate Transportation Package. Cadena gave
an update on bills including:
 HB 1593 would allow a Transportation Benefit District to increase a vehicle fee from $20
to $50 and allow a city to assume the administrative functions of a Transportation
Benefit District; and
 HB 1645 would regulate and tax e‐cigarettes and vapor products; 10 percent of the tax
revenue would be dedicated to public health services.
Cadena discussed efforts to increase the Public Works Trust Fund from $70 million to $120
million. Cadena noted that more than 40 bills dealing with marijuana were pending. A bill on oil
train safety, SB 5057 has moved out of committee.
Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director, highlighted two additional bills:
 HB 1940 would protect the flood control district’s levy from suppression;
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 SB 5811 would remove the date of acquisition limitation on tax exemption for tribally
owned properties.
Mayor David Baker, Kenmore, asked when the transportation package would be released and if
the hearing on the transportation package during AWC City Action Days had been cancelled.
Cadena answered that the transportation package would be released later this week. SCA will
provide information on when the package will have a hearing. Mayor Baker encouraged PIC
members to attend the transportation hearings to make their concerns know.
Council President Kate Kruller, Tukwila, stated that Tukwila has encountered issues with
medical marijuana grow operations and are closely monitoring the efforts of the Legislature to
align medical and recreational marijuana. Mayor Dave Hill, Algona, echoed the same concerns.
Councilmember Tola Marts, Issaquah, said Issaquah had an ordinance limiting public
consumption of marijuana that provided police officers with recourse related to marijuana
odors emanating from areas or buildings.
Councilmember Ross Loudenback, North Bend, noted HB 1335 which would allow grow
operations within 500 feet of schools, libraries and parks.
Chair Talmas stated that there are several bills to add churches to the recreational marijuana
buffer requirement.
10. 2014 Membership Survey Results
Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director, gave an update on the 2014 SCA Membership Survey.
The presentation is included as Attachment B.
11. SCA Potential Issues for 2015
Deanna Dawson, SCA Executive Director, reviewed the issues identified on page 86 of the PIC
packet and asked PIC members for feedback or whether other items should be added to the
list.
It was noted that the City of Snoqualmie had asked that SCA keep an eye on SB 5811. Dawson
asked that members share feedback with SCA staff on whether this was an issue that they
wanted to take on at PIC.
Deputy Mayor Nancy Tosta, Burien, clarified that the informational item in the PIC packet on
the PSRC Regional Food Policy is meant for cities to use during their comprehensive plan
updates to support health food access and the local food economy. She also noted that there
are many efforts surrounding healthy food and the Food Policy Council is trying to integrate and
bring together all efforts so as not to reinvent the wheel. Dawson thanked Deputy Mayor Tosta
and asked her to bring back any issues related to food policy to the PIC.
Councilmember Tola Marts, Issaquah, requested a review of the Public Safety Answering Points
(PSAP) consolidation process. Staff agreed to add this to the list, and to bring back to PIC in July
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after the Auditor has released their report. This may be an appropriate item for a pre‐PIC
workshop as well.
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond, suggested that an update on efforts to bridge the
funding gap on public health funding be added to the list. He also suggested an update on what
cities are doing on Alternative Transit Service.
Chair Talmas asked members to let staff know of other items that should be added to the list of
potential issues.
12. Informational Items
Chair Talmas reported that there are two informational items in the packet. The first item is on
the Service Guidelines Task Force Work Plan. The second informational item is on the PSRC
Food Policy Council Blueprints.
13. Upcoming Events
AWC City Action Days will be held on February 18‐19, 2015 in Olympia.
The upcoming SCA Networking Dinner will be held on Wednesday, February 25, 2015 at 5:30
PM at the Renton Pavilion Event Center. The keynote speaker will be King County Executive
Dow Constantine.
The SCA Caucus Chair Training will be held on Wednesday, March 4, 2015 at 6:00 PM at Renton
City Hall.
The next Public Issues Committee Meeting will be held on Wednesday, March 11, 2015, at 7:00
PM at Renton City Hall.
14. For the Good of the Order
Councilmember Marlla Mhoon, Covington, made reference to a particularly contentious King
County Council meeting earlier in the week regarding the juvenile justice complex.
15. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 9:03 PM.
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2015 Roll Call – Public Issues Committee Meeting
February 11, 2015
City
Algona
Auburn
Beaux Arts
Black Diamond
Bothell
Burien
Carnation
Clyde Hill
Covington
Des Moines
Duvall
Enumclaw
Federal Way
Hunts Point
Issaquah
Kenmore
Kent
Kirkland
Lake Forest Park
Maple Valley
Medina
Mercer Island
Milton
Newcastle
Normandy Park
North Bend
Pacific
Redmond
Renton
Sammamish
SeaTac
Shoreline
Skykomish
Snoqualmie
Tukwila
Woodinville
SCA

Representative
Dave Hill
Nancy Backus
Tom Stowe
Janie Edelman
Tris Samberg
Nancy Tosta
Jim Berger
Barre Seibert
Marlla Mhoon
Melissa Musser
Amy Ockerlander
Mike Sando
Dini Duclos
Joseph Sabey
Tola Marts
David Baker
Bill Boyce
Toby Nixon
Catherine Stanford
Erin Weaver
Michael Luis
Dan Grausz
Debra Perry
Lisa Jensen
Shawn McEvoy
Ross Loudenback
Leanne Guier
Hank Margeson
Ed Prince
Tom Odell
Barry Ladenburg
Chris Roberts
Henry Sladek
Kingston Wall
Kate Kruller
Bernie Talmas

Alternate
Dawn Dofelmire
Bill Peloza
Richard Leider
Tamie Deady
Andy Rheaume
Stephen Armstrong
Kim Lisk
George Martin
Margaret Harto/Jeff Wagner
Jeanette Burrage
Will Ibershof
Liz Reynolds
Jeanne Burbidge

Other
Largo Wales

Staff

Michael Hursh

Eileen Barber
Dennis Higgins
Shelley Kloba
Tom French
Layne Barnes
Benson Wong
Jim Manley
Carol Simpson
Doug Osterman
Ken Hearing
Vic Kave
John Stilin
Armondo Pavone
Bob Keller
Mia Gregerson
Chris Eggen
Matt Larson
Verna Seal
Susan Boundy‐Sanders
Deanna Dawson
Kristy Burwell
Lyset Cadena
Doreen Booth

Electeds present are highlighted in gray. Cities represented are bolded.
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2014/2015 SCA
MEMBERSHIP SURVEY

SCA Public Issues Committee (PIC)
February 2015

Deanna Dawson, Executive Director
Sound Cities Association

About the 2014/2015 SCA Membership Survey:
• Online survey
• Open between 12/19/2014 and 1/16/2015
• 79 responses from 32 member cities
• Only the cities of Clyde Hill, Hunts Point, Medina, and Milton did
not participate in 2014/2015
• Compared to 47 respondents from 29 cities in 2012
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High level of approval:

General approval of the organization is high:
• 90% of members think the organization is “headed in the

right direction”
• 9 respondents replied they were “unsure”:
• 3 of these were anonymous respondents who did not complete the

entire survey – may have been duplicates

• No respondents said they thought SCA was going in the

wrong direction
• Similar results to 2012 when 90% also responded that the
organization was headed in the right direction
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SCA is living up to its Mission, Vision, and Values

A large majority of members think they get
good value from their membership in SCA
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Members are satisfied with networking dinners:

Members are satisfied with their representation by the Board …
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Members are satisfied with the current caucus structure …

A large number of cities commented that they would like to see SCA provide
additional training and educational opportunities for members:
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Members are highly satisfied with the staffing they
receive while serving on boards and committees:

Member suggestions on areas for improvement:
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Some room for improvement on committee
appointments, mostly in terms of transparency:

Member compliments on SCA board and
committee staffing, and appointments:
• “Thanks for the excellent support. SCA Staff makes a

•
•
•
•

•

March 11, 2015

great professional impression to all the Government
Agencies and their peers.”
“SCA is doing quite an impressive job in interacting with,
informing and representing cities.”
“SCA is doing a great job. The staff works hard and the
elected are engaged.”
“The agenda packets for PIC are excellent.”
“The term limits on SCA board and committee
appointments have opened up opportunities and new
perspectives. A welcome change!”
“Going in a positive direction.”
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Areas for improvement on SCA committee
appointments and staffing:
• A large number of members would like more written

briefing materials
• This is a priority for staff in 2015

• Responses pointed to the need for greater transparency

on how committee appointments are made
• Both here in the survey and on the questions relating to
PIC, several members said they wanted better policy
direction from PIC
• Several members requested summaries or recaps of what
happens at PIC

Members are generally satisfied with the
policies and procedures at PIC:
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Members find PIC to be valuable …

Members had suggestions on how to
make PIC more relevant to their cities:
• Several members noted here they would like to have PIC

materials emailed to all members, not just PIC members
• A few members expressed frustration that their PIC representative was

not bringing information back to the Council
• Members noted that having as much lead time as possible is

important
• Two members (from two different cities) noted that their city

was an “outlier” and that they felt the issues at PIC did not
resonate with them
• Some members commented on the need for further
engagement with small cities
• “Having a seat at the table is the most value to me as a
member of the Council of the City of Black Diamond. It is nice
to know that the opinions of small cities are considered.”
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How can we improve?
• Technical assistance for small cities
• More educational workshops, especially on best practices
• “I really appreciate the increased legislative and county

engagement. Our city could use more pro-active reaching
out and educating from staff on complex issues, due to
our limited staffing it is difficult to keep council educated,
particularly on why some of the regional issues brought
forward are of importance to our city.”
• “Try to get more of our councilmembers to participate in
SCA. Deanna has attended our council retreat in the past,
which was great and got me involved.”
• “Increase public visibility of SCA and our regional stature”
• “Get Olympia to pass a Transportation Plan!”
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Questions?
Deanna Dawson
(206) 433‐7170
deanna@soundcities.org
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 6:
Committee to End Homelessness (CEH)
Draft Strategic Plan – 2015‐2018
POTENTIAL FUTURE ACTION ITEM
SCA Staff Contact
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst, Doreen@soundcities.org, 206‐433‐7147.
CEH Members:
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Kirkland; Councilmember Lydia Assefa‐Dawson, Federal
Way
Interagency Council (IAC) Members:
Michael Hursh, Auburn; Colleen Kelly, Redmond; Jennifer Henning, Renton

Cities are committed to the shared goal of ending homelessness. The Committee to End
Homelessness (CEH) draft strategic plan is currently lacking detail on costs, the source of
funding, and who will be the lead partner responsible for implementation of various strategies.
The feedback received from cities to date suggests a need for a robust process involving cities
and other partners in order to develop the detail currently lacking in the plan, as well as the
need for an implementation strategy. This process will take more time than that currently
scheduled by the CEH prior to adoption of the plan.
If the Public Issues Committee agrees with this assessment, it should make a request of the CEH
to adopt a new timeline for adoption of the strategic plan that will allow cities additional time
to work with the CEH on developing the detail necessary for implementation. This will also
allow cities additional time to fully review and provide meaningful feedback on the draft
strategies.

Summary
At the February 11, 2015 Public Issues Committee (PIC) meeting, the Committee to End
Homelessness’s (CEH) draft Strategic Plan was introduced and discussed. Information from the
February 11, 2015 PIC meeting can be found here. At the request of PIC members, staff
prepared a summary of the draft Strategic Plan and highlighted strategies that would apply to
cities, SCA Summary – CEH Plan, Attachment A.
The CEH has currently scheduled a strategic plan retreat for March 16, and intends to adopt its
strategic plan at its April meeting.
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Based on feedback received by cities to date, it is apparent that cities are very interested and
engaged on the issue of homelessness in their communities and in the region and want to
tackle this difficult issue. However, the draft plan is lacking in many important details regarding
costs, source of funding, and who will be responsible for implementation of many of the key
strategies. For example, there are no partners or costs identified for one of the most important
strategies, 1.1.A, “Stop exiting people to homelessness or otherwise extend program supports.”
or for Strategy 2.1.A, “Ensure shelter capacity …” These are just two examples, there are many
strategies that are unfunded and/or need additional funding and without lead partners
identified.
This makes providing meaningful comment extremely challenging for cities. Additionally, given
the importance of this issue to cities, the current timeline proposed by the CEH for adopting the
draft strategic plan is extremely aggressive, and does not give sufficient time for cities to fully
and fairly consider the implications of the various strategies, and to provide meaningful
feedback to the CEH prior to adoption of the plan.
While SCA has been gathering comments from cities (and continues to do so), the current
timeframe makes developing a consensus position from cities challenging at best. The PIC may
therefore wish to recommend to the CEH that the current timeframe for adoption be amended,
in order to allow for additional city feedback, and possible refinements to the plan.
City Comments/Questions to Date
SCA has received comments from a number of cities. Those comments are detailed below.
Federal Way
Federal Way Councilmember Dini Duclos had the following comments: a request to better
understand the role of Federal Way in implementing the plan and a desire to understand the
impacts on Federal Way; concern that the timeline for adoption does not allow the city to act
on the document; recognition that though she is supportive of the principle of not criminalizing
homelessness, there is a need to keep the city safe for everyone; concern with the lack of
information about funding allocated to existing and future services for low income populations
since the largest concentration of low income housing is in South King County; and concern
related to additional shelter capacity and ensuring the needs of the community and families
already living in the different areas are considered in siting or expanding shelters.
Federal Way staff noted that their city council will have a presentation on the draft Strategic
Plan on April 7.
Mercer Island
Mercer Island Deputy Mayor Dan Grausz provided comments that Mercer Island was very
supportive of regional programs designed to provide affordable housing as well as vocational
and health programs to address the causes of homelessness. The council did express concerns
about changes in laws that could adversely impact public safety.
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Newcastle
City of Newcastle staff objected to strategy 1.2.A. They noted that if CEH achieves their other
goals, then the laws would be irrelevant and suggested training officers on the resources that
exist to assist homeless people they encounter in parks. Staff also suggested assisting homeless
people if they are in court by using drug court or mental health court instead of
institutionalizing them or releasing them to the streets.
North Bend
North Bend staff noted that the City of North Bend is strongly opposed to provisions which
interfere with local land use controls. In response to numerous complaints from citizens fearful
of using parks and open spaces due to finding hypodermic needles, burned spoons used for
heroin preparation, human waste, used toilet paper, spoiled food, discarded sleeping bags and
tents, the City of North Bend adopted an ordinance which prohibits “criminal trespass” on
public lands.
Beaux Arts Village
Beaux Arts Village Mayor Richard Leider expressed concerns about how growing inequality and
income inequality are characterized in the plan. He suggested that the plan should focus on
wages and employment opportunities for individuals that do not have the appropriate skillsets
or resources. Other comments were that the plan does not address the relative impacts or
causes of homelessness and no amount of shelters or funding could solve the issue of
homelessness for those that suffer from mental illness, drug abuse or alcohol dependency.
Engaging with the legislature to provide for additional care was proposed as a more appropriate
approach. He also noted the plan appears to be a good start, and a healthy realignment to
realistic goals on the subject.
Tukwila
Tukwila Human Services staff shared that Tukwila allocates homeless dollars to a broader
definition of population than defined in the proposed plan; as such this may make realignment
of local dollars difficult as it relates to the current definition of homelessness. Staff identified
concerns as to how realignment may affect the ability of contracted partners to provide critical
services such as shelter. Strategy 1.2A may limit city responses to public safety issues. Siting of
subregional facilities will take regional collaboration and cooperation involving both human
services and land use planners. Staff identified a significant number of strategies that need new
funding or additional funding to be implemented. Human Services does not have additional
financial resources to contribute to these goals. Responses to local needs re homelessness may
look different in each city depending on capacity, resources, existing partners, and local
priorities.
City of Sammamish
Sammamish Councilmember Bob Keller raised a number of questions: how will the future
governing board be structured and how will it improve unity; asked about the metrics of
specific strategies; had a request for more about the MIDD sales tax renewal; asked how much
workforce housing is needed and how that housing is allocated and sustained in the future; and
asked if there will be funds to address increased housing to deal with the very visible homeless
population in downtown Seattle.
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Other Comments
Other comments expressed by members were: to ensure the there is more focus on providing
homeless individuals with skills and job training to fill vacant jobs; and to ensure the plan
recognizes that strategies can be tailored for specific jurisdictions and circumstances ‐
strategies are not one size fits all.
Next Steps
If the PIC agrees to request additional time for review and comment on the draft Strategic Plan,
SCA staff will draft a letter requesting additional time to review and comment on the draft
Strategic Plan. In the meantime, SCA will be convening a small group of elected officials and
staff to meet with CEH leadership to develop strategies in response to city feedback.
On March 16, 2015, the Committee to End Homelessness (CEH) is having an all day workshop
focusing on two items, the Draft Strategic Plan and the future governance structure of the CEH.
SCA’s Governing Board and Interagency Advisory Council (IAC) members will be attending, as
well as other representatives of member cities.
Attachments
A. SCA Summary – CEH Plan
B. SCA Response to Seattle Times Editorial

Below you will find links to recent stories/editorials in local media regarding homelessness:
http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/editorials/cities‐should‐use‐the‐golden‐rule‐when‐dealing‐
with‐homelessness/
http://kuow.org/post/homeless‐families‐wait‐six‐months‐or‐more‐housing‐king‐county.
http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle‐news/give‐homeless‐houses‐its‐working‐in‐utah/
http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/guest‐seattle‐can‐solve‐the‐homeless‐puzzle‐by‐learning‐
from‐other‐cities/
http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/we‐can‐do‐better‐be‐smarter‐in‐how‐we‐help‐the‐
homeless/
http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle‐news/advocates‐for‐homeless‐to‐protest‐burien‐ordinance/
http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/tent‐camps‐hope‐for‐the‐homeless/
http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle‐news/seattle‐mayor‐wants‐to‐allow‐and‐regulate‐3‐new‐
tent‐cities/
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Committee to End Homeless Draft Strategic Plan 2015-2018
SCA Summary and Request For Feedback
The Committee to End Homelessness (CEH) Governing Board is scheduled to take action on the CEH Draft Strategic Plan
2015-2018 at their April 22, 2015 meeting. The plan can be found at http://cehkcstrategicplan.org/.
SCA is asking cities to provide their feedback on the draft plan to SCA staff by March 1 so an SCA position can be considered
by the SCA Public Issues Committee at meetings on March 11 and April 8, 2015. The SCA Board is anticipated to adopt a
final position at its April 15, 2015 meeting. For more information, contact Doreen Booth, SCA Policy Analyst,
Doreen@soundcities.org or Mark Putnam, CEH Director, at Mark.Putnam@cehkc.org.
Key aspects of the CEH draft Strategic Plan:
Three goals: (1) that Homelessness is Rare; (2) that when it occurs Homelessness is Brief and One-Time; and (3) that we
have A Community to End Homelessness. Strategies are proposed to address the causes of homelessness, realignment of
funding and programs, and changes to decision-making.
The draft Strategic Plan focuses on what works. Strategies proposed are built on a decade’s worth of data and experience
to exit people from homelessness, experience gained both in Seattle and nationally. For example, “rapid re-housing” is the
practice of focusing resources on helping families and individuals quickly move out of homelessness and into permanent
housing, which is usually housing in the private market. CEH anticipates 2,600 additional people would be housed with such
realignment in the short term, even without additional financial investments. However, a gap in housing for homeless
people would still exist. The gap is estimated to be 10,000 permanent and affordable housing beds when adding in newly
homeless people each year.
The draft Strategic Plan anticipates stable homeless funding, with investments better aligned towards proven strategies. It
will highlight that state and federal government must reverse disinvestment over the past decades in affordable housing,
and safety net funding for the plan to succeed. The Committee to End Homelessness is holding a day-long retreat for its
Governing Board, Interagency Council, Consumer and Funder members on March 16, 2015 to finalize the direction of the
Strategic Plan and to identify leads for each of the strategies.
The Role of Cities:
Cities are key partners in the efforts to end homelessness. Some strategies in the draft Strategic Plan have been identified
as cities’ responsibilities, while other strategies with no defined partners will likely need city support. Cities are asked to
provide feedback on the strategies, and suggested amendments or changes to the draft Strategic Plan.
•

Cities may want to provide feedback on the timing of the adoption of the draft Strategic Plan. It is planned to be
adopted on April 22, 2015, yet many of the strategies do not have identified lead partners and none of the
strategies have costs identified. Identification of lead partners is expected to occur at the March 16 CEH Retreat,
an expectation that may be unrealistic. The proposed timeline may not include an opportunity for cities to review a
final draft of the plan prior to CEH Governing Board action.

•

Some cities have raised objections to Strategy 1.2.A – “Repeal or mitigate local ordinances that criminalize people
for being homeless.” No one wants to criminalize people for being homeless. But some cities have reported the
need to have tools available (no camping, civility ordinances, etc.) to address chronic problems with homeless
populations that affect other residents, other homeless people, businesses and potentially, public safety. Some
cities have also expressed interest in strategies addressing chronic homeless people who repeatedly refuse
services.

•

Strategy 1.4.A, “Close the gap of xx,xxx housing units in King County available to households below 30% Area
Median Income (AMI)” asks all partners to advocate for aggressive affordable housing goals, creative policy and
land use regulations. Cities may wish to provide feedback on how to define “aggressive,” which strategies for
creating affordable housing are most effective, and how units should be funded. Under Countywide Planning Policy
H‐2, cities are required to address the need for affordable housing: “Address the need for housing affordable to
households at less than 30% AMI (very low income), recognizing that this is where the greatest need exists, and
addressing this need will require funding, policies and collaborative actions by all jurisdictions working individually
and collectively.” All cities in King County have a deficit of housing affordable to households at less than 30% AMI;
cities are required to have such housing for 12% of their population, see:
http://www.kingcounty.gov/property/permits/codes/growth/GMPC/CPPs.aspx.
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•

Another strategy relates to land use decisions is Strategy 2.1.B, “Support non-traditional shelter models that
create pathways to housing – shared housing, host homes, boarding houses, SROs”. Cities may or may not allow
such models now and may want to consider the benefits/costs of such models if they are not currently permitted.

•

Strategy 1.5.A, “Support investment of local resources in communities where the need and opportunity for gain is
greatest, working with the Health and Human Service Transformation Initiative, Communities of Opportunity.”
Several communities in South King County already provide substantial amounts of affordable housing at the 3080% of AMI. Those communities have inadequate support services for the low-income residents they already have
and may be reluctant to become a focus for additional investment unless more services can be provided.
Conversely, cities that are not in the geographic areas targeted may wish to see greater emphasis on addressing
the needs of the homeless population in their own cities as well.

•

Strategy 2.1.A, “Ensure shelter capacity meets the need of the community” has a potential role for cities as zoning
needs to be available to site needed shelters. Cities may or may not allow shelters under current zoning
regulations.

•

Strategy 3.1.A, “Establish a single, consolidated, inclusive leadership committee”, is very important. There is no
specific committee structure defined yet; cities have an opportunity to help set the future direction of the CEH by
ensuring that cities’ voices are heard clearly on the new leadership committee. This is especially important as
cities, as well as other philanthropic and funding partners, will be asked to enter into agreements and make
commitments. See Strategy 3.1.B “Establish MOUs among local governments, philanthropy and funders to align
funding and commit to community-level outcomes.”

Background:
The previously adopted 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness (2005-2015) focused on 6 Principal Action Areas, to:
• Prevent Homelessness
• Coordinate Leadership and Initiatives to End Homelessness Countywide
• Build and Sustain the Political Will and Community Support to End Homelessness
• Secure 9,500 Units of Housing for Homeless Persons
• Deliver Flexible Culturally Competent Services to Support Stability and Independence
• Measure Success and Reporting Outcomes
The 10-Year Plan had some successes: it led to the coordinated leadership structure of CEH; it resulted in 5,700 more
housing units being dedicated to homeless people and to 36,000 people exiting homelessness; new funders joined CEH and
a coordinated funding application was created; and it led to data collection and reporting improvements.
The 10-Year Plan also had some areas where it was not as successful: policy, funding, and investment decisions are still not
coordinated; the number of housing units for homeless people was only 60% of the target 9,500 units needed to be
secured; the full community did not engage in plan implementation; there were issues of system accountability; and
funding and programs were sometimes misaligned with homeless peoples’ needs and strengths. Some outside factors that
negatively affected the work of CEH were the recession; declining state revenues for safety net services; increasing rents;
and growing income inequality.

March 11, 2015

Item 6: Committee to End Homelessness Draft Strategic Plan 2015-2018

Page 29 of 83

Attachment B to the March 11, 2015 PIC Agenda Item 6

Cities working toward shared goal of making homelessness rare, brief, and one-time
The 36 member cities of the Sound Cities Association are committed to the shared goal of making
homelessness rare, brief, and one-time in King County. Our Board has identified addressing
homelessness in our community as a top priority, and our members and staff are working in close
collaboration with the Committee to End Homelessness on its new Strategic Plan for the years 20152018.
Homelessness is on the rise in King County and within cities outside of Seattle, as is the “suburbanization
of poverty.” Yet social services (and transit service to access these services) in King County are still
largely concentrated within the City of Seattle. Federal and state funding for social services that would
prevent homelessness and the causes thereof (including treatment for mental health and drug
dependency) have been slashed. The Seattle Times should decry these cuts to important services for our
residents, not criticize our cities for good faith attempts to address the crisis caused by the lack of a
safety net.
As such, we were surprised by the recent editorial (“Cities should use the Golden Rule when dealing with
homelessness”) in which the Seattle Times editorial board took issue with how several of our member
cities addressed homeless encampments within their jurisdictions, and dismayed that the Times did not
reach out to us prior to printing the editorial, which contains a number of factual inaccuracies. In our
view, the editorial unfairly criticizes and inaccurately characterizes our member cities.
The ordinances criticized by the Seattle Times are remarkably similar in many ways to the ordinances
recently adopted by King County and the City of Seattle. In many ways our cities’ rules are less
restrictive.
For example the Seattle Times criticizes our cities for having “onerous rules.” Yet the encampment
ordinance recently proposed by Mayor Ed Murray requires that all encampments must be located within
a half-mile of a transit stop and that the sites provide residents with access to city social services.
However, in many of our cities, including some of the rural communities singled out for criticism, bus
service and access to social services is poor or nonexistent due to county-level policy decisions.
The Seattle Times editorial suggests that our cities should simply “get out of the way” of groups that
wish to host homeless encampments. The United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH),
notes that “encampments are not a solution to homelessness—as encampments do not provide
permanent housing outcomes, nor do encampments best serve those who are experiencing
homelessness” and notes that encampments “can distract communities from focusing on the real
solution of connecting people experiencing homelessness with safe, stable, permanent housing.” USICH
also notes that encampments can “also create risks for their inhabitants related to safety, health, and
sanitation.”
Cities have a duty to care for the health, safety, and welfare of all our residents. This includes our
residents who are homeless. The ordinances that our cities have adopted relating to encampments are
reasonable, thoughtful attempts to do just that. In addition, King County cities outside of Seattle
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contribute millions of dollars annually to address systemic homelessness problems throughout the
region.
In order to address and eventually end homelessness in King County, all our jurisdictions and community
partners need to work together in a collaborative fashion. We look forward to working with our
partners, including the faith-based community – and the media, in this important effort.

Matt Larson is the Mayor of the City of Snoqualmie, and the President of the Sound Cities Association.
Nancy Backus is the Mayor of the City of Auburn, and the Vice President of the Sound Cities Association.
The Sound Cities Association (formerly the Suburban Cities Association) was founded in the 1970s to help
cities in King County act locally and partner regionally to create vital, livable communities through
advocacy, education, leadership, mutual support, and networking. Collectively, its 36 member cities
represent nearly one million constituents in King County.
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 7:
2015 Legislative Session Update
DISCUSSION ITEM
SCA Staff Contact
Lyset Cadena, Senior Policy Analyst, lyset@soundcities.org, 206‐433‐7169
Discussion Item:
SCA staff will provide an update on issues currently before the 2015 legislature, specifically
focusing on SCA’s legislative priorities of a comprehensive statewide transportation package,
sustainable public health funding and providing cities with adequate tools to provide needed
municipal services.
Background:
The Washington State legislature convened for the first day of session on January 12, 2015. In
the odd‐numbered year, for example, 2015, the regular session is 105 days; in the even‐
numbered year, for example, 2014, it is 60 days.
2015 Session Cutoff Calendar
January 12, 2015
First Day of Session
February 20, 2015
Last day to read in committee reports in house of origin, except House
fiscal committees and Senate Ways & Means and Transportation
committees.
February 27, 2015
Last day to read in committee reports from House fiscal committees and
Senate Ways & Means and Transportation committees in house of origin.
March 11, 2015
Last day to consider bills in house of origin (5 p.m.).
April 1, 2015
Last day to read in committee reports from opposite house, except House
fiscal committees and Senate Ways & Means and Transportation
committees.
April 7, 2015
Last day to read in opposite house committee reports from House fiscal
committees and Senate Ways & Means and Transportation committees.
April 15, 2015*
Last day to consider opposite house bills (5 p.m.) (except initiatives and
alternatives to initiatives, budgets and matters necessary to implement
budgets, differences between the houses, and matters incident to the
interim and closing of the session).
April 26, 2015
Last day allowed for regular session under state constitution.
* After the 94th day, only initiatives, alternatives to initiatives, budgets and matters necessary to
implement budgets, matters that affect state revenue, messages pertaining to amendments,
differences between the houses, and matters incident to the interim and closing of the session
may be considered.
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2015 Legislative Session Priorities for the Sound Cities Association
The Legislature has a lot on its plate this session, including funding education and mental health
services, and addressing conflicts between the state’s recreational and medical marijuana laws.
The Sound Cities Association has expressed strong support for three priority issues: a
comprehensive statewide transportation package, sustainable public health funding and
providing cities with adequate tools to provide needed municipal services.
Transportation Package
The Senate introduced a transportation package (SB 5987, SB 5988, SB 5989) that raises
$15 billion over 16 years and allocates funding for state and local projects, grant programs,
multimodal options and provides authority for local jurisdictions to seek approval for new
taxing authority. The Senate transportation package is also contingent on six reforms bills
moving forward and stipulates multimodal funding will automatically revert to roads
funding if the Governor adopts, orders, or otherwise implements any fuel standard or sets
carbon reduction requirements, including a low carbon fuel standard. The reform bills are
as follows:
 Adds congestion relief and freight mobility to the transportation policy goal of
mobility (SB 5995);
 Modifies how the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT)
purchases new ferry vessels (SB 5992);
 Directs WSDOT to streamline its permitting process (SB 5996);
 Modifies when permits must be issues to WSDOT for transportation projects (SB
5994);
 Modifies WSDOT project delivery methods (SB 5997);
 Authorizes money in the Environmental Legacy Stewardship Account to be spent on
stormwater permit compliance activities and fish passage barrier removal activities
(SB 5991);
The Senate also passed two reforms that are part of the transportation package:
 Modifies the prevailing wage (SB 5993); and
 Exempts highway improvement and preservation projects from the sales and use
tax (SB 5990).
On February 27, 2015 the Senate passed the above transportation reform bills.
The transportation package consists of three bills (SB 5987, SB 5988, SB 5989) that need to
move forward in order for all the pieces of the transportation package to work.
During the first week of session, the Senate passed a rule requiring a two‐thirds majority vote
on new taxes. On Friday, February 27, 2015 as the Senate was considering passage of SB 5987,
transportation revenue, Senator Cleveland asked the Senate President, Lt. Governor Brad
Owen, to rule on whether the taxes and fees in SB 5987 required a two‐thirds majority vote.
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On Monday, March 2, 2015 the Lt. Governor ruled (Attachment A) that SB 5987 was subject to
the two‐thirds majority vote. Subsequently, Senator Hobbs asked the Lt. Governor to rule on
the constitutionality of the two‐thirds majority vote requirement. The Lt. Governor ruled
(Attachment B) that the two‐thirds majority vote requirement was unconstitutional. He noted
that the rule would not be enforced by the Senate and therefore SB 5987 would be allowed to
proceed with a simple majority vote. SB 5987 was passed by a vote of 27‐22. SB 5988,
transportation funding and appropriations, was passed by a vote of 41‐8. SB 5989,
transportation bonds, has not been brought forward for a vote.
Other Transportation Bills
Representative Jake Fey (D‐Tacoma) sponsored HB 1757 concerning local transportation
options. The bill would allow a city or county to assume administrative function of a
Transportation Benefit District (TBD) and authorize a motor vehicle fee from $20 to $50
with voter approval. This bill is currently in the House Rules committee.
Representative Jake Fey (D‐Tacoma) sponsored HB 1180 and Senator Liias (D‐Edmonds)
sponsored SB 5128 concerning dedicated funding sources for high capacity transportation
service. The companion bills would authorize a motor vehicle excise tax (MVET) up to 0.8%,
increase the sales and use tax up to 0.5%, and impose a property tax levy of up to 25 cents
per $1,000 of assessed value for the expansion of Sound Transit service. The House
Transportation committee passed HB 1180 on February 2, 2015 and it is currently in the
Finance committee. The Senate transportation package includes funding for the expansion
of Sound Transit service, but limits the local funding authority to $11 billion as opposed to
the $15 billion Sound Transit requested in HB 1180 and SB 5128.
Infrastructure
Governor Inslee allocated about $70 million for the Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) while
the Public Works Board recommended funding for $170 million in projects. AWC and
others are working to protect and enhance the Public Works Trust fund.
Two bills related to tax increment financing were introduced: SB 5624 and the
accompanying constitutional amendment in SJR 8204 provide a framework to assist small
to medium sized jurisdictions access the private debt (bond) market by providing state
assistance to go through the process. Both bills are currently in the Senate Rules
committee.
Marijuana
Senator Ann Rivers (R‐La Center), along with Senator Mark Mullet (D‐Issaquah), and a number
of other senators introduced a bill, SB 5417, that would share a portion of the marijuana excise
tax with local governments. The bill shares 33% of the excise tax revenue collected by the state
with cities and counties per a distribution model that provides funding for jurisdictions based
in‐part on how much marijuana revenue is generated in their community and also in‐part on a
per‐capita basis for criminal justice purposes. The bill only provides revenue to jurisdictions that
allow for the siting of marijuana businesses. Additionally, it allows for local authority for a city
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to modify the 1,000 foot buffer zone around certain uses. The bill is currently in the Senate
Ways and Means committee.
Two bills have been introduced to align medical and recreational marijuana. Senator Jeanne
Kohl‐Wells (D‐Seattle) introduced SB 5519 and Senator Ann Rivers (R‐La Center) introduced SB
5052. SB 5052 was passed by the Senate on February 13, 2015 with a 36‐11 vote and is now in
the House Health Care committee with a public hearing scheduled for March 5, 2015.
2015‐2017 Operating Biennial Budget
Providing cities with adequate tools to provide needed municipal services such as the liquor
excise tax, retaining streamlined sales tax mitigation, funding for public health and mental
health are part of the budget discussions that are ongoing. In regards to the 1% property tax
issue, no bills have been introduced but it is part of the ongoing budget discussions.
The SCA Board of Directors has joined with the City of Seattle and other SCA cities to express
support for the King County Area Agency on Aging (AAA) request to increase the
reimbursement rates for Medicaid case management. AAA supports a $28 million increase ($14
million state; $14 million federal match) to the case management program. This increase was
requested by the Department of Social and Human Services (DSHS) in its decision package for
the Governor’s consideration. AAA case managers authorize and coordinate in‐home care
services for frail low‐income adults who would otherwise be in nursing homes. Case
management is a cost‐effective alternative to traditional nursing homes.
Other Areas of Interest
Oil Train Safety
Senator Doug Ericksen (R‐Ferndale) sponsored SB 5057 relating to the safe transport of
hazardous materials. This bill requires the Department of Ecology to develop a grant program
for emergency first responders to meet the needs for oil and hazardous materials spill
prevention and response plans. It also imposes an oil spill response tax and the oil spill
administration tax on bulk oil terminals receiving crude oil shipments by rail tank car. The bill is
currently on the Senate 2nd Reading calendar.
Flood Control Zone Districts
SB 5799 and HB 1940 would protect the King County Flood Control District’s levy from
suppression. HB 1940 was amended by the House Finance committee to include a provision
requiring the flood control zone district to be absorbed into King County government by 2018 in
order to receive the property tax pro‐rationing protection. The SCA Board of Directors was
supportive of the original language in HB 1940, but several member cities are opposed to the
amended language related to being absorbed by King County. HB 1940 has been placed on 2nd
Reading by the Rules committee. SB 5799 was not amended and contains the original language
supported by the SCA Board of Directors and was passed by the Senate on March 4, 2015 by a
vote of 46‐2.
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Affordable Housing Bonds
SB 5208 and HB 1223 would allow King County to bond against future King County lodging tax
revenues to acquire land and build workforce housing. Both bills are in each chambers’
respective Rules committee.
Next Steps
Additional and up‐to‐date information, including opportunities for testimony on pertinent bills,
will be provided at the March 11, 2015 PIC meeting.
Attachments
A. Lt. Governor Ruling on the number of votes required for final passage of SB 5987
B. Lt. Governor Ruling on the constitutionality of the two‐thirds requirement
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RULING ON SSB 5987:
APPLICATION OF RULE SIXTY-FOUR’S
SUPERMAJORITY VOTE REQUIREMENT TO ADVANCE
TO THIRD READING
(March 2, 2015)
In ruling upon the point of order raised by Senator Cleveland concerning the
number of votes necessary to advance Substitute Senate Bill 5987 to third
reading, the President finds and rules as follows:
Senate Rule 64 provides in part that “any bill that creates a new tax shall
require the affirmative vote of two-thirds of the senators elected or appointed
to advance to third reading . . . .”
Setting aside the question of constitutionality, as that question has not been
asked, this is the first opportunity to provide guidance to the body on the
interpretation and implementation of the rule. The President asks for the
body’s patience as he provides an explanation for how he interprets which
specific actions trigger the rule.
Rule 64 requires a supermajority vote to advance a bill that “creates a new
tax.” The President analyzes and applies this rule to a revenue item by
breaking it into a two part test:
1. Is the revenue item a new revenue item? and
2. Is the revenue item a tax?
If the answer to both questions is “yes,” then the rule is triggered and a
supermajority vote is required to advance the bill.
Senate Bill 5987 raises the gas tax as well as a number of transportation
related fees. Unlike previous initiatives, merely increasing an existing tax or
fee does not trigger the new supermajority vote rule. There must be the
creation of a new tax.
Additionally, the bill contains some revenue items that are new, but are
clearly fees, rather than taxes. The new rule is also not triggered by these
items.
As a reminder to the body, the President has a long line of previous rulings
differentiating between taxes and fees which the members may find
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instructive to review. In short, a tax raises revenue for general government
purposes, while a fee is charged to a specific class of payors to provide for a
specific service or program. The President focuses on the nexus between
those paying and the purpose for which the funds are to be used. The
tighter the nexus, the more likely the revenue item is a fee. When a tight
nexus is lacking, the revenue item is more likely a tax.
Applying the two part test to specific provisions within Substitute Senate
Bill 5987, the President finds two provisions that require greater scrutiny.
Section 201 establishes a “freight project fee” to be paid by those with
vehicles over ten thousand pounds. Although it is based on weight it is
called out separately from the weight fees, and appears to be a new fee
created for the first time in the bill. It is a new revenue item, and meets part
one of the test.
Turning to whether this “freight project fee” is a tax or a fee, the President
looks at whether there is a nexus between those with vehicles over ten
thousand pounds and the purpose for which the funds are spent. The bill
distributes the funds to a variety of accounts, some of which appear to have a
nexus to the fee payors (accounts funding transportation projects), but also
broad accounts funding the operations of the state patrol and ferries. Those
funds benefit the general public and are not as tightly linked to the fee
payors. The lack of a narrow nexus meets part two of the test, and the
President finds that this item is a new tax.
Additionally, sections 211 and 212 contain what the bill calls “fee
equalization” provisions. Some background on these provisions may be
helpful. Under current law, whether or not a person pays a service fee on a
report of sale or transitional ownership transaction depends upon who
processes the transaction. A “service fee” is currently paid by customers
going through a subagent or the auditor, but not by those purchasing through
the department of licensing.
By ensuring that everyone pays the same fee no matter which entity
processes the transaction, the class of people who pay the “service fee” is
expanded. Because this fee is new for the group of customers who
previously purchased these transactions through the department of licensing,
this is a new revenue item and meets the first part of the analysis to trigger
the supermajority vote rule.
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The bill uses the funds paid by these purchasers of reports of sale and
transitional ownership transactions to fund ferry vessel replacement. The
President finds no nexus between the payors and the purpose for which the
funds are spent, making this item a tax, and meeting part two of the analysis.
Finding that Sections 201, 211 and 212 of the bill create new taxes, the
President rules that Substitute Senate Bill 5987, in its current form, triggers
Senate Rule 64 and thirty-three votes are required to advance the bill from
second to third reading.
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RULING ON SSB 5987:
REQUIRING A TWO-THIRDS VOTE TO
ADVANCE TO FINAL PASSAGE
(March 2, 2015)

In ruling upon the point of order raised by Senator Hobbs asserting that the
provisions found in Senate Rules 62, 64, and 67, requiring a two-thirds affirmative
vote prior to considering certain bills on final passage, the President finds and rules
as follows:
The history of supermajority voting requirements is long and complicated. Some
originated in the Constitution, some in legislation or initiatives, and, in today’s
challenge, in the Senate Rules. Whether a supermajority provision can be upheld
depends in part upon the source of the provision, in part on how it operates to
affect the progress of legislation before the Senate, and in part upon the authority
of the President.
For over twenty years, supermajority voting requirements have been challenged in
the courts. Lawsuits have been filed against the state of Washington, two
Secretaries of State, and the office of the Lieutenant Governor. Most of those
lawsuits were dismissed, but in 2013 the League of Education Voters decision
(LEV) found unconstitutional a statute adopted by initiative that required a twothirds vote on final passage for bills that increased state tax revenue. The court
declared that the supermajority requirement violated Article 2, Section 22 of
Washington’s constitution, a provision that applies only to the votes required to
pass ordinary legislation. (Ordinary legislation is legislation that does not require a
supermajority vote for a reason set forth in the constitution.)
The rules being challenged here do not apply to the final passage of a bill, and
therefore are not explicitly prohibited by the LEV decision. Instead, they require,
in all cases creating a new tax, an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the Senate, prior
to the bill being considered on final passage, either initially or on concurrence. For
the purposes of this Ruling, the President will refer to these as the supermajority
provisions. One member supporting these changes accurately described them as an
effort to do an “end-around” the Court’s decision in 2013.
Supermajority voting requirements, particularly for procedural matters, are found
throughout the Senate Rules, and have been present since the first legislature.
(Rule 31 of the 1889 Senate Rules created a supermajority voting requirement in
order to change a Special Order of Consideration.) For example, a supermajority
vote is usually required to immediately advance a measure from Second to Third
Reading, to pass a bill on the same day it is introduced, and to temporarily suspend
most of the Senate Rules. These are traditional supermajority voting requirements,
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and are widely accepted as constitutionally appropriate limits on the rapid exercise
of power by a political majority.
These supermajority provisions present a different issue. In contrast to the other
procedural supermajority requirements found in the Senate Rules, these “new tax”
provisions do not act to slow down legislation; they act to stop legislation that
creates a new tax until a two-thirds supermajority can be persuaded to support it. It
is important to note that there is no way to avoid this barrier other than to suspend
the rules, which coincidentally also requires a two-thirds vote.
It is this unique feature of the supermajority provisions that requires the President
to review the Court’s opinion in the LEV case. This is not the first time that the
President has considered decisions of the Supreme Court in making his rulings. For
example, the President adopted the Court’s decision in Legislature v. Locke in
prohibiting the inclusion of substantive law in a budget: the Court found such an
action unconstitutional, and the President followed the court’s decision, as his duty
is to keep the legislature from acting in an unconstitutional manner, and decisions
of the Supreme Court help establish those limitations.
Returning to the LEV decision, there is one consistent and repeated theme. It forms
the basis for the result in the case. It underlies Reed’s Rules. And that theme is the
constitutional right of the majority to pass ordinary legislation.
The LEV Court reaffirmed this principle repeatedly. These are only a few of the
Court’s statements:
 The Framers never intended ordinary legislation to require a supermajority
vote.
 The language and history of the constitution evince a principle favoring a
simple majority vote for legislation.
 More importantly, the framers were particularly concerned with a tyranny of
the minority.
 Allowing a supermajority requirement for ordinary legislation alters our
system of government.
However, it must be noted once more that the challenged supermajority provisions
do not on their face affect a vote on final passage. This is technically correct.
However, in order for a functioning majority to pass a new tax under these rules,
that majority must obtain the support of eight senators who oppose the measure.
Such a process will inevitably alter the legislative result that the majority prefers,
as is evident in the Ruling given only a few moments ago. In LEV, in order to pass
a single repeal of a tax exemption, the majority needed to pass four additional tax
exemptions to gain the support of enough legislators to reach the two-thirds
threshold. As the LEV court noted, with a mandatory two-thirds requirement, the
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constitutional right of a majority to “maintain the effectiveness of their votes” is
impaired if not “completely nullified.”
In sum, a two-thirds supermajority procedural requirement for ordinary legislation
violates the constitution. It does not matter that the procedural hurdle precedes the
vote on final passage. A rule requiring a supermajority procedural vote may
constitutionally delay a majority for a reasonable time, as Senate Rules currently
provide, but when the rule does not provide that majority with a valid means to
pass measures in the form the majority intends, the President has no choice but to
follow the dictates of the constitution, as he did in following the Locke decision,
and as he does today.
Finally, the President has repeatedly stated that he does not rule on constitutional
questions. This is generally true. Certainly, the President has avoided making such
rulings, when the question is not related to a process mandated by the constitution.
That reluctance does not apply when the body steps outside the limitations
established by the constitution or Supreme Court, either through the adoption of
rules or consideration of other legislation in a manner or form that allows the
Senate itself to act unconstitutionally. The President has previously stated, “The
Senate cannot pass a rule that violates the State Constitution.” Perhaps that
statement should be clarified to read, “The Senate may adopt an unconstitutional
rule, but the President will not enforce it.”
For these reasons, the provisions found in Senate Rules 62, 64, and 67, requiring a
two-thirds affirmative vote prior to considering bills that create new taxes on final
passage, violate Article 2, Section 22 of the Washington Constitution, the
supermajority provisions regarding new taxes may not be used to prevent SSB
5987 from advancing to Third Reading, and Senator Hobbs’s point is well-taken.
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 8:
Solid Waste Transfer Plan Review – Part 2
Discussion Item
SCA Staff Contact
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst, doreen@soundcities.org, 206‐433‐7147
Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) SCA Members:
Councilmember Stacia Jenkins, Burien (caucus chair); Deputy Mayor Chris Eggen, Shoreline
Discussion on the February 12, 2015 Transfer Plan Review Part 2 workshop and various transfer
station options for northeast King County residents for the purpose of providing information
cities can use when commenting on the Solid Waste Division’s implementation of Motion
14145.
Summary
The Solid Waste Division (SWD) is implementing a King County Council motion that requires the
division to analyze how making operational and capital changes at transfer stations could
increase transactional capacity (number of customers using a station) to mitigate the effect of
not building a new Northeast Transfer and Recycling Station. Two workshops have been held on
the implementation of the motion. The most recent workshop provided detailed analysis of the
effects of various strategies on the transactional capacity of stations and solicited comments.
No preferred concept has been identified by the SWD to date. Cities have the ability to
comment on the concept / mitigation strategies they feel best meets the needs of their
cities/residents. The draft report is due to the King County Council on March 31, 2015.
Comments received after early March will be transmitted to the King County Council with the
draft report and considered in the development of the final ‘Part 2’ report due to the King
County Council on June 30, 2015.
Background
The Transfer Plan Review ‘Part 2’, was mandated by King County Council Motion 14145,
Attachment A, that directs follow‐up to the ‘Part 1’ report that analyzed the 2006 Solid Waste
Transfer and Waste Management Plan (report). The ‘Part 1’ report focused on two questions:
1. Are changes to the Transfer Plan needed to ensure that the transfer system is sized
and configured appropriately to meet the region’s solid waste needs now and for
the long term?
2. Could changes be made that could reduce future expenditures while still meeting
desired service levels and objectives?
The ‘Part 1’ report’s recommendations include:
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Proceed with a new Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station using current design and
permits (with minor modifications to retain flexibility);
Continue siting evaluations for a South County Recycling and Transfer Station; and
In collaboration with stakeholders, continue to evaluate implementation of
operational approaches that would provide service for the northeast county without
building an additional transfer station and compare benefits and tradeoffs to the
Base Alternative.

The ‘Part 1’ report recommended three transfer system alternatives: Alternative A – the base
plan in the 2006 plan – includes new Northeast Station, closing Houghton and closing Renton;
Alternative E1 – no new Northeast Station, retaining Renton, closing Houghton and capital and
operational changes; and Alternative E2 – same as option E1 with different capital and
operational changes. All three preferred options include a new South County Recycling and
Transfer Station. Alternatives E1 and E2 resulted in increased transactions (each vehicle
entering a station is a transaction) at the remaining stations, leading to traffic congestion and
excessive user wait times at those stations.
Motion 14145 set the stage for the Transfer Plan Review ‘Part 2’ by requiring the Solid Waste
Division (SWD) to review strategies to manage transactions at transfer stations, as well as other
operational and capital strategies such as increased use of underutilized transfer stations, to
mitigate for not building a Northeast Station and for closing the Houghton Station. Motion
14145 also required the SWD to analyze the effect of the closure of the Renton Transfer
Station. A draft ‘Part 2’ report is due to the King County by March 31, 2015 and a final report by
June 30, 2015.
Transfer Plan Review Part 2 Workshop
The SWD worked with consultants to collect the data required to implement Motion 14145. On
February 12, 2015, the SWD held a workshop to share the data and findings relative to four
different concepts for addressing transfer stations in north King County. The SWD did not make
a recommendation at the workshop on their preferred option and do not intend to have a
recommendation until the final ‘Part 2’ report is completed. All of the meeting materials can be
found at the SWD’s Transfer Plan website. The four concepts modeled are:
Concept 0 – No Northeast Station, does not direct commercial haulers, no self‐haul restrictions
Concept 1 – Direct commercial haulers, no Northeast Station
Concept 2 – Restrict self‐haul, no Northeast Station
Concept 3 – Build Northeast Station.
All concepts assumed Houghton would be closed. Further, all concepts were analyzed with
Renton both open and closed. The analysis used a forecast of garbage disposed for the years
2014‐2040. The forecast assumes a 70% recycling rate is gradually achieved (rising at an
average of 1% year) until 2030. A separate staff report in this packet, Item 11b, addresses the
recycling goals as part of a discussion of the current Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan. In discussions with SWD staff, they noted that if waste generation exceeded the forecast,
the transfer station system could change to handle the increased volume. However, the
changes needed to accommodate the volume would reduce or eliminate potential recycling
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and diversion activities planned to occur at the rebuilt stations. In turn, this would further
erode progress toward the higher recycling rate.
Strategies Modeled
Mitigation strategies can either decrease the number of customers using a station (demand
management) or increase the number of customers that can be served (site capacity
improvements). Mitigation strategies require operational and/or capital changes, which will
require increased costs (and thereby increase tip fees and some system revenues).
The demand management strategies analyzed were: extending operating hours, incentive/peak
pricing, providing wait time information, mandatory curbside garbage collection, lower cost
bulky waste collection, higher minimum fees, lower regional direct fee, no household
hazardous waste collection at Factoria, and banning materials from disposal sites (should
alternatives exist). The site capacity improvements analyzed include adding transaction capacity
(scales and/or queuing lanes), increasing tip floor capacity, and providing unloading assistance
to increase the efficiency of self‐haul transfer station customers while on site.
Summary of SWD’s Findings
Implementing each of the strategies has financial, site access, or service option implications for
stakeholders – including self‐haul customers, solid waste ratepayers and cities that regulate
haulers, transfer station host cities, and hauling companies themselves. Each of the strategies
has financial implications to the tip fee (charged to dump waste at transfer stations). The
analysis to date does not favor implementation of a specific strategy/ies to solve the
transactional capacity issue. The strategies are not designed to be implemented system wide.
This means customers in some regions of the county may pay more to dump waste, have less
access to a transfer station, and have fewer opportunities to recycle or divert bulky materials
than in other areas of the county.
A detailed description of each strategy and the impacts and issues that arise when
implementing the strategies can be found in the Feb. 12 Workshop Presentation and attached
as Attachment B, Strategy Packages Handout.
According to the presentation, not building a Northeast Station (Concepts 0, 1, and 2) will result
in the following general impacts to the three relevant stations:


•

•

Shoreline – There are constraints at the outbound queue and the commercial tip floor
and those constraints are more pronounced on weekends. They result in longer service
times and some offsite queue issues.
Bow Lake – The primary constraint is the inbound scale; mitigating the inbound scale
moves the constraint to the outbound scale. The offsite queue would extend well
beyond the intersection with Orillia Road.
Factoria – The primary constraint is self‐haul tipping floor capacity and that occurs on
both weekdays and weekends, with and without Renton and results in long service
times and offsite queues that would extend well beyond the intersection with Richards
Road.
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Regarding the Renton transfer station ‐ There are no capacity issues at other stations resulting
from closing the Renton station. There are some effects on Factoria and Bow Lake but it is not a
deciding factor in decision‐making.
Implementing Concept 3 which builds a new Northeast Transfer and Recycling Station would
not require mitigation strategies to be implemented at the Shoreline, Bow Lake, or Factoria
stations.
Next Steps
The draft ‘Part 2’ report to the King County Council is due by March 31, 2015. The SWD is not
planning on making a recommendation in the draft report. The final report is due to the King
County Council on June 30, 2015 and is anticipated to contain recommended actions from the
SWD. Comments can be submitted at any time to Diane Yates, diane.yates@kingcounty.gov.
Attachments
A. King County Council Motion 14145
B. Strategy Packages Handout – February 12, 2015 Transfer Plan 2 Workshop
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KING COUNTY

1200 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue

Signature Report

Seattle, WA 98104

June 10,2014
Motion 14145
Proposed No.2014-0091

.2

Sponsors Hague

1

A MOTION acknowledging leceipt of a report related to

2

review of the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste

3

Management Plan submitted in compliance with Ordinance

4

17696, Section 25, Proviso

P

1

.

5

WHEREAS, Ordinance 17696 contained a proviso in Section 25 statingthat no

6

more than one million seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars shall be encumbered or

7

expended before the solid waste division completes a review and report on the 2006 Solid

8

'Waste

9

report by adoption of a motion by the council, and

10
Lt
12

Transfer and Waste Management Plan and the council acknowledges receipt of the

WHEREAS, the solid waste division, with participation of stakeholder groups,
reviewed the 2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, and
WHEREAS, the solid waste division provided an opportunity for the public and

13

stakeholder groups to submit comments and questions related to this review and

t4

considered such comments and questions in its preparation of the report, and

15
16
17
18

V/HEREAS, the executive has transmitted to the King County council the
requested report and a motion, and

V/HEREAS, the extensive review process demonstrated that efforts to manage

selfhaul transactions throughout the transfer station system are needed, and

T
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19

V/HEREAS, the review further demonstrated the need for

a

revision to the 2006

20

Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan that would align it with the results of

21,

this 2013-2014 Council-mandated review, and

22

WHEREAS, revisions to the 2006 Solid'Waste Transfer and Waste Management

23

Plan may also require updated traffic studies and compliance with the State

24

Environmental Policy Act;

2s

NOV/, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County:

26

A. The report related to review of the 2006 Solid'Waste

Transfer and Waste

27

Management Plan was submitted in compliance with Ordinance 17696, Section 25,

28

Proviso P1; receipt is hereby acknowledged, satisfying the proviso.

29

B.

Further discussions among the cities, King County Council staff, the auditor

30

and the division resulted in refinements to the repoft, which is hereby amended to

31-

incorporate those refinements, and the amended report is set forth as Attachment A to

32

this motion. The division concurs with the amended report.

33

C. By March 3I,20I5, the division shall transmit a draft report to the Council,

34

followed by a f,rnal report by June 30,2015, prepared in collaboration with stakeholders,

35

on strategies to manage transactìons at transfer stations, as well as other operational and

36

capital strategies such as increased use of underutilized transfer stations, The report

37

shall address the management of transfer station transactions through the use of

38

strategies intended to avoid excessive user wait times resulting from overutilization

39

individual stations. The report shall analyze options E1 and E2 in the Transfer Plan

40

Review Report. The report shall also analyze the effect of the potential closure of the

4L

Renton Transfer Station on the self-haul service needs of residents currently served by

of

2
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42

the Renton Transfer Station, with particular attention to the accessibility and

43

convenience provided to current transfer station clients by the Renton station, compared

44

with drive time and potential waits associated with alternative transfer station options.

45

The report shall analyze options for self-haul service for residents currently served by

46

the Renton Transfer Station in the event of a closure of the station. The report shall be

47

accompanied by a motion acknowledging receipt of the report. The executive shall

48

transmit the report and the motion in the form of apaper original and an electronic copy

49

to the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to

50

all councilmembers.

51

D. Upon completion of required

environmental review, the executive shall

52

transmit a revised and updated2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan

53

that aligns with the provisions and recomrnendations of this 2013-2014 Review of the

54

2006 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan, together with an ordinance

55

that acknowledges receipt of the revised and updated plan. The revised and updated

56

plan shall be prepared with the participation of the metropolitan solid waste advisory

57

committee and the solid waste advisory committee. The executive shall transmit the

58

revised and updated plan and ordinance in the form ofa paper original and an electronic

3
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59

copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic

60

copy to all councilmembers.

6L

Motion 14145 was introduced on 3lI0l20l4 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 61912014, by the following vote:
Yes: 9 - Mr. Phillips, Mr. von Reichbauer, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague,
Ms. Lambert, Mr. Dunn, Mr. McDermott, Mr. Dembowski and Mr.
Upthegrove

No:0
Excused: 0

KING

,wA

Larry Phillips,

ATTEST

ê¡..^^r.r^^-*^
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

Attachments: A. Transfer Plan Review Final Reporl Revised June 2014

4
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Shoreline
Concept 0
Combination A
x A1 – Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekend only)
x A2 – Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekend only) + outbound scale
Combination B
x Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekend only) + mandatory curbside collection

Concepts 1 and 2
Combination A
x A1 – Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekdays and weekend)
x A2 – Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekdays and weekend) + outbound scale
Combination B
x Add 1 TSO on commercial floor (weekdays and weekend) + mandatory curbside collection

Concept 3

Not modeled – no mitigation required

Bow Lake
Concept 0
Combination A
x Additional inbound scale
Combination B
x B1 – Additional inbound scale, additional outbound scale
x B2 – Additional inbound scale, additional outbound scale, outbound queue pocket

Concepts 1, 2, and 3

Not modeled due to similarity of peak hour demand with Concept 0 – same strategies could be applied
with similar results

Factoria
Concept 0
Combination A
x Extend hours, peak pricing
Combination B
x B1 – Unloading assistance, higher minimum fee
x B2 – Unloading assistance, higher minimum fee, additional outbound scale
Combination C
x C1 – Ban yard/wood waste, mandatory collection, curbside bulky waste collection
x C2 – Ban yard/wood waste, mandatory collection, curbside bulky waste collection, additional
outbound scale

Concept 1

Not modeled due to similarity of peak hour demand with Concept 1 – same strategies could be applied
with similar results

Concept 2
Combination C
x Ban yard/wood waste, mandatory collection, curbside bulky waste collection
Combination D
x Added internal queuing (expanded entry lane and repurpose of HHW area), second inbound lane
along SE 32nd St, and no HHW service

Concept 3

Not modeled – no mitigation required

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015
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x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
x Reduced impact on local streets

x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
x Reduced impact on local streets

x ~$270,000 increase in SWD operating cost
x ~$1.2 million capital cost
x ~$0.40 increase in per ton tip fee

x
x
x
x

Concept 0
Combination A
Additional inbound
scale

Concept 0
Combination B
B1 – Additional inbound
scale, additional
outbound scale
B2 – Additional inbound
scale, additional
outbound scale,
outbound queue pocket

Item 8: Transfer Station Review Part 2
x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
(A2)

x Minor increase in commercial
haul traffic and decrease in selfhaul traffic

x ~$70,000 increase in SWD operating
cost

Environment

x ~$70,000 increase in SWD operating
cost (A1 and A2)
x ~$1.7 million capital cost (A2)
x ~$0.24 increase in per ton tip fee (A2)

Cost Estimate

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015

Concept 0
Combination A
A1 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekend only)
A2 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekend only) +
outbound scale
Concept 0
Combination B
Add 1 TSO on commercial
floor (weekend only) +
mandatory curbside
collection

Shoreline

Note that weekday for Concept 0 does not require
mitigation so no weekday times modeled.

x Weekend self-haul service time 22 min.,
commercial service time 15 min.
x Weekend inbound queue 4 vehicles

Note that weekday for Concept 0 does not require
mitigation so no weekday times modeled.

x Weekend self-haul service time 29 min.,
commercial service time 20 min. (A1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 17 min.,
commercial service time 12 min. (A2)
x Weekend inbound queue 4 vehicles (A1 and A2)

Service (service time and queueiv)

Other

Other

x Permit needed

x Permit needed

Page 2

x Mandatory collection would require Cities and
County to pass ordinances
x Mandatory collection issues include reduction
in citizen choice, some properties not easily
served by curbside, and adverse impact on low
income residents

x Permit needed (A2)

x Weekday self-haul service time 57 min., commercial
service time 45 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 1 hour 10 min.,
commercial service time 52 min.
x Weekday inbound queue 4 vehicles
x Weekend inbound queue 52 vehicles
x Weekday self-haul service time 45 min., commercial
service time 31 min. (B1)
x Weekday self-haul service time 35 min., commercial
service time 17 min. (B2)
x Weekend self-haul service time 36 min., commercial
service time 26 min. (B1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 28 min., commercial
service time 13 min. (B2)
x Weekday inbound queue 3 vehicles (B1 and B2)
x Weekend inbound queue 6 to 7 vehicles (B1 and B2)

Service (service timeii and queueiii)

Concepts 1, 2, and 3 not modeled due to similarity of peak hour demand with Concept 0 – same strategies could be applied with similar results

~$270,000 increase in SWD operating cost
~$2.1 million capital cost (B1)
~$2.9 million capital cost (B2)
~$0.55 increase in per ton tip fee (B2)

Environment

Cost Estimatei

Bow Lake
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x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
(A2)

x ~$340,000 increase in SWD operating
cost (A1 and A2)
x ~$1.7 million capital cost (A2)
x ~$0.54 increase in per ton tip fee (A2)

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015

x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
x Minor increase in commercial
haul traffic and decrease in selfhaul traffic

x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
x Minor increase in commercial
haul traffic and decrease in selfhaul traffic

x ~$340,000 increase in SWD operating
cost
x ~$0.38 increase in per ton tip fee

Concept 1
Combination B
Add 1 TSO on commercial
floor (weekdays and
weekend) + mandatory
curbside collection
Concept 2
Combination A
A1 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekdays and weekend)
A2 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekdays and weekend)
+ outbound scale

x ~$340,000 increase in SWD operating
Concept 2
cost
Combination B
Add 1 TSO on commercial x ~$0.38 increase in per ton tip fee
floor (weekdays and
weekend) + mandatory
curbside collection
Concept 3 not modeled – no mitigation required

x Reduced queuing and
associated air quality impacts
(A2)

Environment

x ~$340,000 increase in SWD operating
cost (A1 and A2)
x ~$1.7 million capital cost (A2)
x ~$0.54 increase in per ton tip fee (A2)

Cost Estimate

Concept 1
Combination A
A1 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekdays and weekend)
A2 – Add 1 TSO on
commercial floor
(weekdays and weekend)
+ outbound scale

Shoreline

x Weekday self-haul service time 38 min.,
commercial service time 23 min. (A1)
x Weekday self-haul service time 19 min.,
commercial service time 13 min. (A2)
x Weekend self-haul service time 29 min.,
commercial service time 20 min. (A1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 17 min.,
commercial service time 12 min. (A2)
x Weekday inbound queue 8 to 11 vehicles (A1
and A2)
x Weekend inbound queue 4 vehicles (A1 and A2)
x Weekday self-haul service time 28 min.,
commercial service time 21 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 22 min.,
commercial service time 15 min.
x Weekday inbound queue 5 vehicles
x Weekend inbound queue 4 vehicles

x Weekday self-haul service time 20 min.,
commercial service time 15 min. (A1)
x Weekday self-haul service time 17 min.,
commercial service time 13 min. (A2)
x Weekend self-haul service time 37 min.,
commercial service time 22 min. (A1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 17 min.,
commercial service time 12 min. (A2)
x Weekday inbound queue 3 vehicles (A1 and A2)
x Weekend inbound queue 6 to 7 vehicles (A1
and A2)
x Weekday self-haul service time 19 min.,
commercial service time 15 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 27 min.,
commercial service time 20 min.
x Weekday inbound queue 3 vehicles
x Weekend inbound queue 5 vehicles

Service (service time and queueiv)
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x Mandatory collection would require Cities and
County to pass ordinances
x Mandatory collection issues include reduction
in citizen choice, some properties not easily
served by curbside, and adverse impact on low
income residents

x Permit needed (A2)

x Mandatory collection would require Cities and
County to pass ordinances
x Mandatory collection issues include reduction
in citizen choice, some properties not easily
served by curbside, and adverse impact on low
income residents

x Permit needed (A2)

Other
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x ~$4 million increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$1 to 2 million capital cost
x ~$15.4 million revenue increase
x Net per ton tip fee decrease
~$7.50

Site/build YW/WW Drop Box
x ~$600,000 increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$18.5 million capital cost
x ~$2.30 increase in per ton tip fee

Concept 0
Combination B
B1 – Unloading
assistance, higher
minimum fee
B2 – Unloading
assistance, higher
minimum fee,
additional outbound
scale

Concept 0
Combination C
C1 – Ban yard/wood
waste, mandatory
collection, curbside
bulky waste collection
C2 – Ban yard/wood
waste, mandatory
collection, curbside
bulky waste collection,
additional outbound
scale

Item 8: Transfer Station Review Part 2
x SEPA needed if site/build new
drop box
x Shift of vehicle traffic in the
region and increased vehicle
miles travelled
x Potential increase in illegal
dumping
x Minor increase in commercial
haul traffic and decrease in selfhaul traffic

x Additional vehicle traffic during
p.m. peak commute hours
x Noise code limits lower in
evening
x New SEPA needed for extended
hours
x Potential increase in illegal
dumping
x Shift of vehicle traffic in the
region and increased vehicle
miles travelled
x Potential increase in illegal
dumping

Environment

x Weekday self-haul service time 51 to 52 min.,
commercial service time 12 to 16 min. (B1 and B2)
x Weekend self-haul service time 50 min., commercial
service time 29 min. (B1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 29 min., commercial
service time 16 min. (B2)
x Weekday inbound queue 35 to 39 vehicles, blocks
driveways of neighboring businesses (B1 and B2)
x Weekend inbound queue 48 vehicles, blocks
driveways of neighboring businesses (B1)
x Weekend inbound queue 11 vehicles (B2)
x Weekday self-haul service time 23 to 25 min.,
commercial service time 11 to 13 min. (C1 and C2)
x Weekend self-haul service time 32 min., commercial
service time 20 min. (C1)
x Weekend self-haul service time 23 min., commercial
service time 15 min. (C2)
x Weekday inbound queue 2 to 3 vehicles (C1 and C2)
x Weekend inbound queue 4 to 5 vehicles (C1 and C2)

x Weekday self-haul service time 38 min., commercial
service time 12 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 41 min., commercial
service time 20 min.
x Weekday and weekend inbound queue 3 to 6
vehicles

Service (service time and queuev)

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015

Concept 1 not modeled due to similarity of peak hour demand with Concept 0 – same strategies could be applied with similar results

Additional outbound scale
x ~$1 million capital cost

YW/WW goes elsewhere
x No added cost to SWD
x ~$1.40 increase in per ton tip fee
due to revenue loss

x ~$1.5 million increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$2.3 million revenue increase
x Net per ton tip fee decrease
~$0.50

Cost Estimate

Concept 0
Combination A
Extend hours, peak
pricing

Factoria

Page 4

x King County process to implement material ban;
band would require monitoring and enforcement
(not included in costs)
x Issues include customer dissatisfaction and
adverse impacts to small businesses
x Permits needed if site/build new drop box
x Mandatory collection would require Cities and
County to pass ordinances
x Mandatory collection issues include reduction in
citizen choice, some properties not easily served
by curbside, and adverse impact on low income
residents
x Cities and haulers would be primarily responsible
for determining a system that would lower bulky
waste collection cost; lower cost would make
service more accessible
x Additional outbound scale would require permit

x King County rate ordinance to implement peak
price
x KC process to change hours
x Impact to neighboring residents and businesses
during extended hours
x Issues include fee equity, adverse impacts on low
income customers and small business owners,
and customer dissatisfaction
x King County rate ordinance to double minimum
fee at Factoria
x Issues include fee equity, adverse impacts on low
income customers and small business owners,
and customer dissatisfaction
x Additional outbound scale would require permit

Other

Attachment B to the March 11, 2015 PIC Agenda Item 8

Page 54 of 83

March 11, 2015

Item 8: Transfer Station Review Part 2

Site/build separate HHW facility
x ~$9.1 million capital cost
x ~$0.80 increase in per ton tip fee

Queuing improvements
x ~$2.4 million capital cost
x ~$0.20 increase in per ton tip fee

Extended operating hours
x ~$1.5 million increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$2.00 increase in per ton tip fee

YW/WW goes elsewhere
x No added cost to SWD
x ~$1.40 increase in per ton tip fee
due to revenue loss

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015

x Additional vehicle traffic during
p.m. peak commute hours
x Noise code limits lower in
evening
x New SEPA needed for extended
hours
x Possible SEPA for expanded
entry and queueing
x SEPA for inbound lane on SE
32nd – proximity to stream
x Reduced impact on local streets
and neighbors
x Some reduction in traffic at
Factoria
x Some shift of vehicle traffic in
the region and increase in
vehicle miles travelled
x SEPA for new HHW facility

x Additional vehicle traffic during
p.m. peak commute hours
x Noise code limits lower in
evening
x New SEPA needed for extended
hours
x SEPA needed if site/build new
drop box
x Shift of vehicle traffic in the
region and increased vehicle
miles travelled
x Potential increase in illegal
dumping
x Minor increase in commercial
haul traffic and decrease in selfhaul traffic

Extended operating hours
x ~$1.5 million increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$2.00 increase in per ton tip fee

Site/build YW/WW Drop Box
x ~$600,000 increase in SWD
operating cost
x ~$18.5 million capital cost
x ~$2.30 increase in per ton tip fee

Environment

Cost Estimate

Concept 3 not modeled – no mitigation required

Concept 2
Combination D
Added internal queuing
(expanded entry lane
and repurpose of HHW
area), second inbound
lane along SE 32nd St,
and no HHW service

Concept 2
Combination C
Ban yard/wood waste,
mandatory collection,
curbside bulky waste
collection

Factoria

Note that service time (scale to scale) increases for this
combination is because the queue is moved on site.

x Weekday self-haul service time 30 min., commercial
service time 13 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 1 hour, 6 min.,
commercial service time 22 min.
x Weekday and weekend inbound queue 3 to 7
vehicles

x Weekday self-haul service time 23 min., commercial
service time 12 min.
x Weekend self-haul service time 22 min., commercial
service time 15 min.
x Weekday and weekend inbound queue 2 to 3
vehicles

Service (service time and queuev)

Page 5

x KC process to change hours
x Impact to neighboring residents and businesses
during extended hours
x King County process to implement material ban;
band would require monitoring and enforcement
(not included in costs)
x Issues include customer dissatisfaction and
adverse impacts to small businesses
x Permits needed if site/build new drop box
x Mandatory collection would require Cities and
County to pass ordinances
x Mandatory collection issues include reduction in
citizen choice, some properties not easily served
by curbside, and adverse impact on low income
residents
x Cities and haulers would be primarily responsible
for determining a system that would lower bulky
waste collection cost; lower cost would make
service more accessible
x KC process to change hours
x Impact to neighboring residents and businesses
during extended hours
x Siting process and permits needed for new HHW
facility
x Issues include customer dissatisfaction and
potential increase in improper disposal
x

Other
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Cost estimates for operating cost and per ton tip fee are for 2023; capital costs are total project cost inflated
Service time is defined as time on site (scale to scale) and does not include time spent in queue offsite
iii
Bow Lake queue length information: intersection of S 188th St / Orillia Rd S located approximately 32 vehicles from the scale
iv
Shoreline queue length information: intersection of Meridian Ave N / N 165th St located approximately 15 vehicles from the scale
v
Factoria queue length information: first driveway located approximately 10 vehicles from the scale; Richards Road intersection located approximately 60 vehicles from scale

Strategy and Concept Combinations 2/11/2015

ii

i

Page 6
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 9:
Future Levies and Ballot Measures in King County
Discussion Item
SCA Staff Contact
Lyset Cadena, Senior Policy Analyst, lyset@soundcities.org, 206‐433‐7169
SCA Regional Policy Committee Representatives
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond; Councilmember Bill Peloza, Auburn; Mayor Bernie
Talmas, Woodinville; Mayor Amy Walen, Kirkland; Mayor Suzette Cooke, Kent (alternate);
Mayor Dave Hill, Algona (alternate).
Discussion Item:
Members will have an opportunity to update the PIC in regards to upcoming ballot measures.
Background:
The purpose of this item is to provide information for SCA member cities on upcoming ballot
measures. At the December meeting of the Regional Policy Committee, King County legislative
staff prepared a summary of the anticipated ‘major’ ballot measures for levy renewals and new
property tax levies in King County over the next four years. Member cities were recently polled
to determine levy and/or bond measures that are anticipated for cities, school districts, or fire
districts. Timeframe for ballot measures is assumed based on existing measures and have not
been authorized. This information will change over time.
Potential Future Ballot Measures as reported by SCA Cities
Year

Month

Measure

2015
2015

April
April

2015

August

Covington Transportation Benefit District
Sammamish Advisory Ballot Measure to adopt an initiative and referendum
ordinance
City of Redmond Levy – parks and public safety

2015
2016
2016
2018
2018

November Bothell Parks Levy
Spring
Kent Fire Department Regional Fire Authority – Fire Benefit Charge
April
Tukwila Regional Fire Authority
Shoreline School District Operations Levy (Timeframe – TBD)
Shoreline School District Capital Levy (Timeframe – TBD)
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Year

Potential Future Ballot Measures as reported by King County (Attachment A)
Month
Jurisdiction
Measure

2015

April 28

King County

2015
2015

November
November

King County
Seattle

Radio Replacement (for police, fire & other
responders)
Best Start for Kids Initiative (infants and youth)
Bridging the Gap transportation levy (renewal)

Seattle Schools
Seattle
King County
King County
Seattle

District operations and capital levies (renewal)
Low‐income housing (renewal)
Veterans and Human Services Levy (renewal)
AFIS Levy (renewal)
Families and Education Levy (renewal)

2016
2016
2017
2018
2018

Next Steps
SCA staff is committed to continuing to update this document as more information becomes
available. Please share this information with your city and provide additional feedback to Lyset
Cadena at lyset@soundcities.org.
Attachment:
A. King County Future Ballot Measures Chart
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Attachment A to the March 11, 2015 PIC Agenda Item 9

Potential Voted Measures 2014-2018
2014
Q1

Q2

Q3

2015
Q4

Q1

Q2

2016

Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

2017
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

2018
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Radio - PSERN Levy

AFIS

King County
Veterans and Human Svcs Levy

Families and Education Levy
Renewal

Transportation Levy Renewal

Pre-K for All

City of Seattle
Housing Levy Renewal

Transportation Benefit District
- Transit
Highline Capital

Seattle - Building/Tech

Multiple Districts Operations
Levies

School Districts
Seattle - Ed and Operations

Bothell Parks/Open
Space

Kent Safety facilities
East Pierce Fire

Cities/Fire/Other
Carnation Police

North Bend Public Safety
Si View Parks M&O

Note: Except for 2014, these are assumed based on existing measures and have not been authorized. This information will change over time.
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 10:
SCA Issues for 2015
DISCUSSION ITEM
SCA Staff Contact
Deanna Dawson, Executive Director, office 206‐433‐7170, deanna@soundcities.org
Discussion Item:
SCA staff is seeking feedback on issues members would like the PIC to consider in 2015.
Background
At the January 14, 2015 Public Issues Committee (PIC) meeting, SCA Executive Director asked
members to note any issues PIC should consider in 2015. Following is a list of issues members
noted at that meeting. SCA staff is seeking feedback on this list and if other issues should be
added for consideration. SCA staff will keep this list updated throughout the year.
Issues for 2015:
 Homelessness
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o On agenda for 2/11/2015 and 3/11/2015
 Best Starts for Kids Levy, Early Learning
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o Will be a Pre‐PIC item for 4/8/2015
 Jail Management Plan
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o SCA Leadership continue to discuss with Executive
 Regional Food Policy Action Plan
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o On agenda for 2/11/2015 as an informational item
o SCA staff will discuss with PSRC staff
 Sound Transit 3
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o Will come to PIC as an informational or discussion item as more details emerge
 Medical Marijuana Edibles Regulation
o Identified at 1/14/2015 PIC
o Will come to PIC if potential regulations come to the Board of Health
 Service Guidelines Task Force
o Will be a Pre‐PIC 3/11/2015
o SCA staff will monitor and provide updates
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Metro Long Range Plan
o Will be a Pre‐PIC item on 3/11/2015
o SCA staff will monitor and provide updates
Solid Waste Comprehensive
o Will be a Pre‐PIC item on 5/13/2015
o SCA staff will monitor and provide updates
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SCA PIC Meeting
Item 11a:
Military Centers in Vision 2040 ‐ Update
Informational Item
SCA Staff Contact
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst, 206‐433‐7147, Doreen@soundcities.org
SCA Growth Management Policy Board (GMPB)
Council President Hank Margeson, Redmond (caucus chair); Mayor Bernie Talmas, Woodinville;
Councilmember John Holman, Auburn; Councilmember Jay Arnold, Kirkland (alternate);
Councilmember Mary Lou Pauly, Issaquah (alternate); Councilmember Chris Roberts, Shoreline
(alternate).
Summary
The Growth Management Policy Board (GMPB) was asked in late 2014 to consider designating
military facilities as regional centers. More information about the request can be found in the
October 8, 2014 PIC packet, Military Bases and Regional Centers Designation staff report. SCA
adopted a position on that request, as follows:
Sound Cities Association (SCA) supports deferring the consideration of designating
military facilities as regional centers to the Vision 2040 update scheduled for 2018. This
would allow the region the opportunity to consider the questions around designating
military facilities within a larger planning context. SCA recognizes that military facilities
are regional economic drivers and that the facilities have impacts on the communities
adjacent to them, however, more work needs to be done prior to considering such
regional center designations, including greater public outreach efforts and the
implementation of PSRC’s Regional Centers Report.
Subsequently, PSRC staff, in an effort to include military facilities in regional planning, proposed
a policy statement to the GMPB at their February meeting, detailing how PSRC might reflect
military facilities in regional planning. There was general agreement on the GMPB with five of
the six suggested efforts as follows:
 consider the role and inclusion of military facilities as part of the tiered centers
framework;
 improve coordination and use of data related to military facilities in regional planning
work;
 continue to include the military employment cluster in the 2017 RES update and support
military employment in the region through the Washington Military Alliance;
 ensure that transportation projects needed to improve access to military facilities are
identified and considered in the plan; and
 continue to include military facilities on regional planning maps and in plan elements.
March 11, 2015

Item 11a: Military Centers Update

Page 62 of 83

There was not agreement, however, on one of the suggested items: “The PSRC Project
Selection Task Force should ensure that military communities have a voice at the Task Force. As
part of this process, the Task Force is asked to consider whether the 2015 PSRC project
selection criteria should be amended so that projects terminating at military facilities that have
over 10,000 total jobs are scored equivalently to projects terminating or originating in
designated regional centers in regional competitions. Additionally, the Task Force is asked to
consider whether projects terminating at smaller military facilities should be scored as
equivalent to locally defined centers in countywide funding competitions. Per federal statutes,
military facilities will be able to partner with eligible applicants but not be the sole applicant.”
Some GMPB members, including SCA members, raised concerns with how, and if, military
facilities should be included in PSRC’s transportation project selection funding process.
There were two parts to this concern: (a) amending the project selection criteria in
advance of resolving this policy issue in the centers framework or VISION 2040, and (b)
whether this is an appropriate use of funds that are designated under VISION 2040 for
supporting regional, countywide and local centers for accommodating future residential
and employment growth. Potentially allowing military centers equivalent access to funding
at the regional level would give military centers de facto center designation benefits
(access to funding) without meeting the requirements of a regional center.
In response to GMPB member feedback, PSRC staff provided three options for members to
consider at the March 5 meeting: Option A – Instruct the project selection task force to
consider reflecting military bases as equivalent to regional centers for the 2016 project
selection process; Option B – Instruct the project selection task force to consider reflecting
military bases as locally defined centers to compete in the county‐wide funding competitions
for the 2016 project selection process; or Option C – Remove project selection from this
position statement – it may be revisited in the future.
Option A was the same option as originally proposed. Option B would allow counties to
consider reflecting military bases as locally defined centers in the county‐wide funding
competition. Option C was the no action alternative. Option B, allowing counties to consider
military bases as locally defined centers, is in fact, already permitted; counties can determine
for themselves what are locally defined centers that would compete for county‐wide funding.
SCA’s GMPB members participated in a caucus conference call on February 24 and agreed at
that time to support the position statement with Option B, an option consistent with SCA’s
adopted position.
The GMPB approved Option B – Instruct the project selection task force to consider reflecting
military bases as locally defined centers to compete in the county‐wide funding competitions
for the 2016 project selection process. The entire position statement approved on March 5 is as
follows:
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POSITION STATEMENT
In recognition of their importance in the central Puget Sound region, the Puget Sound Regional
Council recognizes military facilities as regionally significant employment areas. PSRC will reflect
military facilities in regional planning as follows:







Centers – Consider the role and inclusion of military facilities as part of the tiered
centers framework.
Data – Improve coordination and use of data related to military facilities in regional
planning work.
Regional Economic Strategy – Continue to include the military employment cluster in
the 2017 RES update, and support military employment in the region through the
Washington Military Alliance
Transportation 2040 – Ensure that transportation projects needed to improve access to
military facilities are identified and considered in the plan.
Maps – Continue to include military facilities on regional planning maps and in plan
elements.
Funding – Instruct the project selection task force to consider reflecting military bases
as locally defined centers to compete in the county‐wide funding competitions for the
2016 project selection process.

Next Steps
The PSRC Executive Board will consider the proposed Position Statement on March 26, 2015.
The Project Selection Committee will consider the Board’s action when defining criteria for the
2016‐17 funding cycle. SCA members on the Project Selection Committee (members of PSRC
boards volunteered) are Councilmember Dana Ralph, Kent; Councilmember John Stilin,
Redmond; Deputy Mayor Chris Eggen, Shoreline; and Councilmember Jay Arnold, Kirkland.
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March 11, 2015
SCA PIC Meeting
Item 11b:
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Informational Item
SCA Staff Contact
Doreen Booth, Policy Analyst, doreen@soundcities.org, 206‐433‐7147
Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) SCA Members:
Councilmember Stacia Jenkins, Normandy Park (caucus chair); Deputy Mayor Chris Eggen,
Shoreline
Summary
The Solid Waste Division (SWD) is updating the draft 2013 Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan (Plan), which was drafted in 2006‐2008. The SWD is working with its two
advisory boards, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) and the Metropolitan Solid
Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC), in updating the Plan as needed. For your
information, a current roster of MSWMAC is provided here, Attachment A.
The overarching question cities are being asked to consider is whether to maintain the goal of
attaining a 70% recycling rate by 2030. The draft 2013 Plan includes a 70% recycling rate goal.
The recycling rate impacts other aspects of the solid waste system, including the projected
closure date of the Cedar Hills Landfill. The SWD staff has said that not meeting the 70%
recycling rate goal would result in the Cedar Hills Landfill being at capacity 6‐8 years earlier than
previously forecasted. This means that higher disposal costs will occur sooner system‐wide as
the region transitions to more costly disposal options.
SCA is providing this information for members to use as they work with their MSWMAC
member(s) on evaluating the questions the SWD has posed to cities. SCA will be working with
MSWMAC and SWAC members over the next several months, as well as meeting with solid
waste experts, to find areas where cities have common ground and to reach agreement on the
next steps forward in efforts to achieve a 70% recycling rate.
Background
In November 2001, the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was adopted.
A Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan is required by RCW 70.95. State law delegates
authority to the county to prepare a comprehensive solid waste management plan in
cooperation with the cities within its boundaries. The 2001 Plan was updated in the late 1990’s
with the first draft out for public comment in 2008/2009 with subsequent work on the plan
being done in ensuing years. That plan is referred to as the 2013 Plan here. The 2013 Plan has
not been adopted by the King County Council or ratified by cities. The 2013 Plan is now out of
date and it is being updated to reflect, among other things, recent work of the SWD, including
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revised solid waste forecasts, sustainable waste management practices, the Amended Interlocal
Agreement, and pending outcomes from the review of the Solid Waste Transfer and Waste
Export System Plan. Item 8 in the March 11 PIC Packet contains more information about
Transfer Station planning. It is anticipated that instead of a standalone document, the Solid
Waste Transfer System Plan will be included as a chapter in the Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan.
The Plan contains a recycling rate goal, a number that, in this case, represents the percentage
of the waste stream that is diverted through recycling/reuse. The draft 2013 Plan sets a
recycling rate goal of 70% by 2030. The current recycling rate is 51.8%. Over the last several
years, the recycling rate has remained relatively flat at about 51%. Solid Waste Division staff
have determined that current efforts are not enough to increase the rate to 70%; in their
opinion, additional policy tools need to be implemented to close the gap in the recycling rate.
The recycling rate correlates to the capacity of the Cedar Hills Landfill, the less recycling, the
more tonnage that is sent to the landfill. According to SWD staff, using the forecasted waste
generation, and assuming a 1% increase/year in recycling until 70% recycling is achieved in
2030, the Cedar Hills Landfill is expected to have capacity until 2030. Additionally, potential
capacity development at the landfill could increase the landfill’s life expectancy to 2035.
However, if the recycling rate remains flat, an additional 9,000,000 tons of waste would be
disposed of at the landfill over the next 14 years, resulting in the landfill reaching capacity
approximately 6‐8 years earlier than forecasted.
Decision Matrix
The SWD, at the request of the MSWMAC, has prepared a Decision Matrix, Attachment B,
detailing questions the SWD is asking cities to answer in an effort to determine how to move
forward on the development of the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. The
Decision Matrix lists 34 questions in seven (7) areas: mandates and enforcement (using lessons
from Seattle’s approach), curbside recycling, collection standards and mandates, city grants,
green building standards, construction and demolition debris management and mandates, and
data protocols. The questions are listed in order of potential regional impact and therefore
importance to the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan update.
A Road to 70% Recycling Subcommittee of MSWMAC and SWAC has met twice so far this year,
focusing in part on what cities and the county are doing to increase recycling rates and
discussing various policy options. Subcommittee members requested information on the
projected increase in the recycling rate for various policy changes discussed; that information is
provided in Attachment C, One Road to Recycling.
Discussions about the 70% recycling rate goal and how to achieve that goal also occurred as
part of the development of draft Plan in the mid‐2000’s. There was no agreement in the late
2000’s on how to move forward implementing the recycling rate goal. While the goal was
included in the draft Plan, many of the supporting strategies that will be necessary to achieve
that goal were not.
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Next Steps
The Solid Waste Division (SWD) anticipates having a draft Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plan completed by September 2015 with SWAC and MSWMAC review of the plan
in September/October. The SWD will be taking public comment on the plan in September and
October 2105.
SCA staff will be working with MSWMAC and SWAC members and with waste haulers over the
next several months to explore potential areas of consensus for cities and to explore
alternatives to the proposed SWD position. Additional information will be provided at the May
Pre‐PIC meeting.
Attachments
A. Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) Roster
B. Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan Decision Matrix
C. One Road to Recycling document
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Attachment A to the March 11, 2015 PIC Agenda Item 11b

NAME

TITLE

REPRESENTING

REP/ALT

PHONE

E-MAIL

David Hill
Diana Quinn

Mayor
City Administrator/Clerk Treasurer

City of Algona
City of Algona

Representative
Alternate

253-833-2897
253-833-2897

Mayor@algonawa.gov
dianaq@algonawa.gov

Bill Peloza – Vice Chair
Shelley Coleman
Rhonda Ewing
Joan Nelson
Rich Wagner

Councilmember
Finance Director
Financial Services Manager
Recycling Coordinator
Councilmember

City of Auburn
City of Auburn
City of Auburn
City of Auburn
City of Auburn

Representative
Alternate
Alternate
Alternate
Alternate

253-261-3235
253-931-3033
253-804-5022
253-931-5103
253-931-3041

bpeloza@auburnwa.gov
scoleman@auburnwa.gov
rewing@auburnwa.gov
jenelson@auburnwa.gov
rwagner@auburnwa.gov

Susan Fife-Ferris
Alison Bennett
Stephanie Schwenger
Joyce Nichols

Conservation & Outreach Manager
Utilities Policy Advisor
Solid Waste Program Administrator
Dir. of Intergovernmental Relations

City of Bellevue
City of Bellevue
City of Bellevue
City of Bellevue

Representative
Alternate
Alternate
Alternate

425-452-5216
425-452-2808
425-452-7103
425-452-4225

sfferris@bellevuewa.gov
abennett@bellevuewa.gov
sschwenger@bellevuewa.gov
jnichols@bellevuewa.gov

Seth Boettcher
Aaron Nix
Andy Williamson

Public Works Director
Natural Resources/Parks Director
Exec Director of Engineering Services

City of Black Diamond
City of Black Diamond
City of Black Diamond

Alternate
Alternate
Alternate

360-886-5700
360-886-5700
360-886-5700

sboettcher@ci.blackdiamond.wa.us
anix@ci.blackdiamond.wa.us
awilliamson@ci.blackdiamond.wa.us

City of Bothell

Representative

425.806.6846

sabrina.combs@ci.bothell.wa.us

City of Bothell
City of Bothell

Alternative
Alternate

425-486-2768 x-4451
425-486-2768 x-4447

jaclynn.brandenburg@ci.bothell.wa.us
erin.leonhart@ci.bothell.wa.us

Jaclynn Brandenburg
Erin Leonhart

Recycling and Public Services Projects
Administrator
Administrative Support Manager
Public Works Director

Lucy Krakowiak
Maiya Andrews
Brian Roberts

Mayor
Public Works Director
Assistant Public Works Director

City of Burien
City of Burien
City of Burien

Representative
Alternate
Alternate

206-248-5508
206-248-5514
206-439-3164

lucyk@burienwa.gov
maiyaa@burienwa.gov
brianr@burienwa.gov

Barre Seibert
Mitch Wasserman

Councilmember
City Administrator

City of Clyde Hill
City of Clyde Hill

Representative
Alternate

425-453-9032
425-453-7800

Council4@clydehill.org
mitch@clydehill.org

Joseph Cimaomo, Jr.
John Vondran

Councilmember
Public Works Director

City of Covington
City of Covington

Representative
Alternate

253-480-2409
253-480-2462

jcimaomojr@covintonwa.gov
dvondran@convingtonwa.gov

Laura Techico

Recycling & Solid Waste Coordinator

City of Des Moines

Representative

206-870-6595

ltechico@desmoineswa.gov

Sabrina Combs
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Chris Searcy
Scott Woodbury

City Administrator
Public Works Director

City of Enumclaw
City of Enumclaw

Representative
Alternate

360-615-5721
360-615-5728

csearcy@ci.enumclaw.wa.us
swoodbury@ci.enumclaw.wa.us

Dini Duclos
Marwan Salloum
Rob Van Orsow

Deputy Mayor
Public Works Director
Solid Waste & Recycling Coordinator

City of Federal Way
City of Federal Way
City of Federal Way

Representative
Alternate
Alternate

253-835-2401
253-835-2720
253-835-2770

dini.duclos@cityoffederalway.com
marwan.salloum@cityoffederalway.com
rob.VanOrsow@cityoffederalway.com

David Fujimoto
Micah Bonkowski

Office of Sustainability Manager
Resource Conservation Coordinator

City of Issaquah
City of Issaquah

Representative
Alternate

425-837-3412
425-837-3420

davidf@ci.issaquah.wa.us
micahb@ci.issaquah.wa.us

David Baker

Mayor

City of Kenmore

Representative

425-488-9236

dbaker@kenmorewa.gov

Gina Hungerford

Conservation Coordinator

City of Kent

Representative

253-856-5549

ghungerford@KentWa.gov

Penny Sweet
John MacGillivray
Jenna Higgins

Deputy Mayor
Solid Waste Programs Lead
Recycling Programs Coordinator

City of Kirkland
City of Kirkland
City of Kirkland

Representative
Alternate
Alternate

425-587-3534
425-587-3804
425-587-3814

psweet@kirklandwa.gov
jmacgillivray@kirklandwa.gov
jhiggins@kirkland.gov

Mary Jane Goss
Pete Rose
Frank Zenk

Mayor
City Administrator
Director Public Works

City of Lake Forest Park
City of Lake Forest Park
City of Lake Forest Park

Representative
Alternate
Alternate

206-365-5440 x101
206-368-5440 x102
206-368-5440 x103

mgoss@cityoflfp.com
prose@cityoflfp.com
fzenk@cityoflfp.com

Diana Pistoll

Public Works Programs Coordinator

City of Maple Valley

Representative

425-413-8800 x638

diana.Pistoll@maplevalleywa.gov

Glenn Boettcher

Maintenance Manager

City of Mercer Island

Representative

206-236-5329

glenn.boettcher@mercergov.org

Carol Simpson
Steven J. Buri

Councilmember
Mayor

City of Newcastle
City of Newcastle

Representative
Alternate

425-793-9430
425-736-8975

carols@ci.newcastle.wa.us
steveb@ci.newcastle.wa.us

Stacia Jenkins
Doug Osterman

Councilmember
Mayor Pro Tem

City of Normandy Park
City of Normandy Park

Representative
Alternate

206-779-9540
206-878-2578

stacia.jenkins@ci.normandy-park.wa.us
doug.osterman@ci.normandy-park.wa.us

Jerallyn Roetemeyer
Nina Rivkin
Jon Spangler

Environmental Engineer
Chief Policy Advisor
Natural Resources Division Manager

City of Redmond
City of Redmond
City of Redmond

Representative
Alternate
Alternate

425-556-2824
425-556-2103
425-556-2823

jroetemeyer@redmond.gov
nrivkin@redmond.gov
jspangler@redmond.gov

Lys Hornsby
Linda Knight

Utilities Director
Solid Waste Coordinator

City of Renton
City of Renton

Representative
Alternate

425-430-7239
425-430-7397

lhornsby@rentonwa.gov
lknight@rentonwa.gov
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Beth Goldberg
Lynn Howard

Director, Administrative Services
Deputy City Manager

City of Sammamish
City of Sammamish

Alternate

425-295-0552

bgoldberg@sammamish.us
lhoward@sammamish.us

Tom Gut

Public Works Director

City of SeaTac

Representative

206-973-4741

tgut@ci.seatac.wa.us

Chris Eggen – Chair
Rika Cecil
Scott MacColl
Mark Relph

Deputy Mayor
Environmental Programs Coordinator
Intergovernmental Relations Manager
Public Works Director

City of Shoreline
City of Shoreline
City of Shoreline
City of Shoreline

Representative
Alternate
Alternate
Alternate

206-801-2206
206-801-2452
206-801-2215
206-801-2401

ceggen@shorelinewa.gov
rcecil@shorelinewa.gov
smaccoll@shorelinewa.gov
mrelph@shorelinewa.gov

Matt Larson

Mayor

City of Snoqualmie

Representative

Dan Marcinko
Nicole Sanders

Public Works Director
Associate Planner

City of Snoqualmie
City of Snoqualmie

Alternate
Alternate

425-888-5307 (office)
425-281-3333 (cell)
425-888-1555 x-1135
425-888-5337 x-1143

mayor@ci.snoqualmie.wa.us
mayorlarson@comcast.net
dmarcinko@ci.snoqualmie.wa.us
nsanders@ci.snoqualmie.wa.us

Frank Iriarte

Deputy Public Works Director

City of Tukwila

Representative

206-431-2445

frank.iriarte@tukwilawa.gov

Paula Waters

Councilmember

City of Woodinville

Representative

Thomas Hansen
Zach Schmitz
Alexandra Sheeks

Public Works Director
Management Analyst
Assistant to the City Manager

City of Woodinville
City of Woodinville
City of Woodinville

Alternate
Alternate
Alternate

425-489-2700
206-240-2751 (cell)
425-877-2291
425-877-2267
425-877-2266

pwaters@ci.woodinville.wa.us
paulared325@hotmail.com
thomash@ci.woodinville.wa.us
zachs@ci.woodinville.wa.us
asheeks@ci.woodinville.wa.us
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Topic
1

Mandates
General

Question

Background

Should the county and the cities
consider mandates in order to
increase recycling?

Mandates that restrict the disposal of specific materials have proven effective in
increasing recycling. Mandates can be legislated at the local, state, or federal level, or
implemented through city collection contracts.
Mandates are used effectively in many jurisdictions as a tool to increase recycling,
reduce climate change, and conserve resources. Mandates are implemented after
sufficient infrastructure is in place, there has been extensive education and
promotion, and incentives have been used to encourage the desired behavior.
The successful diversion of residential yard waste from disposal exemplifies the
effective use of all four tools. First, an infrastructure was created to make it easy to
separate yard waste from garbage. Curbside collection programs were implemented
in phases across the county, easy‐to‐use wheeled collection containers were provided
to residents, and private‐sector businesses began turning the collected yard waste
into compost for building healthy soils. Promotions were used to inform residents of
the availability of curbside collection as the service was phased in. Educational
campaigns were launched to teach citizens how to compost yard waste from their
own yards for use as a soil amendment. Because the cost of collecting yard waste for
composting was less than the cost of disposal in the garbage, residents had an
incentive to subscribe to yard waste collection service. Many cities provided an
additional incentive by including yard waste collection as part of their basic package
of collection services at the curb. Finally, mandates were passed by the cities and the
county to prohibit residents from disposing of yard waste in the garbage.

2

Mandates
Require curbside
collection

Should county and the cities mandate
curbside collection of:
 garbage?
 recyclables?
 organics?

While all residents have access to curbside garbage collection and most have access
to curbside collection of recyclables and organics, not all cities, nor the county,
require that residents use the service. Requiring customers to pay for these services
would somewhat decrease self‐haul traffic at transfer facilities and would increase
recycling rates.

3

Mandates
Prohibit disposal of
recyclables

Should disposal in the garbage of
recyclables that are accepted in the
curbside recycling program be
prohibited?

Considerable amounts of the standard curbside recyclables – glass and plastic
containers, tin and aluminum cans, mixed waste paper, newspaper, and cardboard –
while easily recyclable, are still present in the waste disposal stream.

4

Mandates
Prohibit disposal of
food waste

Should disposal in the garbage of
food scraps and food‐soiled paper be
prohibited?

Increased recycling of food scraps and food‐soiled paper could boost single‐family
recycling significantly. Food scraps and food‐soiled paper made up over 40 percent of
the waste disposed by single‐family residents in 2011. Since 1993, disposal of yard
waste in the curbside garbage container has been prohibited.
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Infrastructure is in place for single‐family; would require additional multi‐family and
non‐residential infrastructure.

5

Curbside collection
Provide space

What specific actions should the
county and the cities take to ensure
there is adequate, conveniently
located space for garbage, recycling
and organics containers for multi‐
family and non‐residential buildings?

Providing sufficient space for safe and efficient collection is integral to providing
services to all residents and businesses in King County.
Possible actions include:
 Assess current code requirements
 Amend and enforce codes as needed
 Perform on‐site assessments at multi‐family and non‐residential buildings of
space, container capacity, frequency of collection, and signage

6

Curbside collection
Food waste collection
for multi‐family

Should collection of food scraps and
food soiled paper to be provided to
multifamily residents county‐wide?

Food scraps and food soiled paper provide the greatest opportunity for increasing
multi‐family recycling.

Collection standards
Common standards

Should the county and the cities
adopt common collection standards
including collection frequency,
container types/sizes, fee structures,
and materials collected?

Throughout King County, individual city contracts for collection of garbage,
recyclables, and organics differ in a number of aspects including container sizes
offered, collection frequency, and fee structures. Cities have entered into contracts
with the collection companies at different times and then renewed contracts as they
have expired. Each time a contract is negotiated and renewed, the city may make
adjustments to their services such as changing the range of materials being collected,
the collection frequency, container types or sizes, fee structures, and more. Changes
to services may also be negotiated for in‐place contracts. The varying collection
standards among cities that have resulted from these changes over time have led to
inconsistencies in regional education and messaging, confusion among customers,
and difficulties in measuring and potentially attaining region wide goals.

7

Minimal infrastructure is currently in place.

Establishing progressive minimum collection standards countywide would 1) help to
increase overall recycling rates, 2) lead to more efficient operations by standardizing
services, and 3) clarify what or how materials are collected through more consistent
messaging region wide.
8

Collection standards
Rural areas – Vashon

3/5/2015 DRAFT
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Should Vashon be exempt from the
collection standards?

Vashon Island is exempt from the current minimum collection standards. Historically,
a high percentage of Vashon/Maury Island residents have chosen to self‐haul garbage
and recyclables to the division's Vashon Recycling and Transfer Station; however, the
number of households subscribing to garbage service has increased over time. Waste
Connections, the company providing garbage collection service on Vashon/Maury
Island, offers subscriptions to recyclables collection services, but organics collection is
not available.
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9

Question

Background

Collection standards
Rural areas –
Skykomish

Should Skykomish be exempt from
the collection standards?

The Skykomish area is exempt from the current minimum collection standards. The
Skykomish area is remote and sparsely populated. Residents of Skykomish and some
residents in surrounding unincorporated areas receive curbside garbage collection
service from the Town of Skykomish. Skykomish does not collect curbside recyclables
or organics. Customers may self‐haul garbage and recyclables to the division's drop
box facility located in Skykomish; however, separate organics collection is not
provided at the facility.

10 Collection standards
Rural areas –
Snoqualmie Pass

Should Snoqualmie Pass be exempt
from the collection standards?

The Snoqualmie Pass area is exempt from the current minimum collection standards.
The Snoqualmie Pass area is very sparsely populated. Residential garbage collection is
available from Waste Management of Ellensburg in Kittitas County. Curbside recycling
is not available; however; the division does provide drop box collection for the
standard curbside recyclable materials. Organics collection is not available.

11 Collection standards
Cart size

Should the county and the cities
adopt a common standard for
recycling and organics cart size?

The size of the recycling collection cart can affect recycling success. Larger carts
generally lead to higher recycling rates. As more materials are identified for
commingled recycling, and food scraps are added to the yard waste cart, recyclables
carts should get larger and the size of garbage can should become smaller. Areas
where most residential customers use smaller recycling carts have shown lower
recycling rates. When larger carts are provided as a standard the recycling rate has
increased.

12 Collection standards
Collection frequency

Should the county and the cities
adopt a common standard for
collection frequency of recyclables
and organics?

Adjustments to the frequency of curbside collection for garbage, recyclables, and
organics can influence recycling and disposal behaviors and reduce collection costs
and truck traffic. Garbage collection across King County typically occurs on a weekly
basis. This collection schedule has been driven, in part, by the presence of food scraps
and other organics in the garbage that rapidly decompose and have the potential to
lead to environmental or public health concerns. With separate weekly collection of
organics, there is an opportunity to provide every‐other‐week garbage collection to
benefit ratepayers and to create a more environmentally sustainable system.

Should the county and the cities
adopt a standard of every week
organics collection and every‐other‐
week garbage collection?
13 Collection standards
Should the cost of curbside collection
Embed cost of organics of organics be included in the basic
collection
garbage rate for single‐family
residents?

3/5/2015 DRAFT
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One city in King County (Renton) and several others in western Washington have
successfully implemented every‐other‐week garbage and weekly organics.
Embedding the cost of organics collection in the curbside garbage collection fee
provides an incentive for residents to reduce disposal and maximize use of the
recycling options for which they are paying. The average pounds of garbage disposed
per household in cities which have embedded the cost of organics is lower than the
average for the rest of King County.
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Background
Note that the 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan specifies that
recycling should be included as part of the basic garbage rate for residents in most of
King County. King County enacted a service‐level ordinance (KCC 10.18) that includes
this requirement for unincorporated areas, except Vashon Island, Skykomish, and
Snoqualmie Pass, and the WUTC required collection companies to develop tariffs that
spread the cost and availability of recycling to all residential garbage customers.
These tariffs and service‐level requirements also apply to cities that have not opted
out of the WUTC regulatory structure.

14 Collection standards
Materials collected

Should the county and the cities
adopt common standards for
materials to be collected in the
curbside recycling program?
If so, what materials?

The county recommends collecting the following materials in the curbside recycling
program:
 Newspaper, cardboard, mixed paper, poly‐coated paper, paper drink cups,
and aseptic containers
 Plastic bottles, jugs, and tubs
 Plastic plant pots, plastic trays and clamshells, and plastic drink cups
 Tin cans, aluminum cans, aerosol cans
 Glass bottles and jars
 Aseptic packaging
 Small scrap metal
Materials for more discussion:
 Shredded paper
 Block Styrofoam
 Small appliances and home electronics not covered by Washington's current
product stewardship laws

15 Curbside collection
Shredded paper

In which cart should shredded paper
go – recycling or organics – and how
should it be prepared? Should the
system be different for residential
collection and non‐residential
collection?

There are problems associated with both collecting and processing this material and
information given to customers is inconsistent. Some customers have been
instructed to place shredded paper in clear plastic bags or paper bags for collection in
the recycling cart, and some have been instructed to layer shredded paper in their
organics cart. Finely shredded (cross‐cut) paper fibers cannot be recycled at all,
making them a nuisance at processing facilities. Shredded plastic, such as credit cards,
is a frequent contaminant in shredded paper.

16 Curbside collection
Comingled recycling

Should the system of commingled
recycling be reconsidered for some
materials?

While the conversion to commingled collection made recycling easier for consumers
and resulted in increased recycling, it presents some challenges for the recovery and
processing facilities. One of the challenges is cross‐contamination of materials as they
are sorted and separated. This is a problem particularly for the paper stream, where
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If so, which materials?
 Container glass
 Paper
 Plastic bags
 Other

materials such as plastic milk jugs end up in the baled paper. Plastic bags sometimes
catch in and jam the sorting machinery at MRFs, and they can blow around and cause
litter problems. In the case of glass, even small amounts of contamination in the
sorted material can reduce the quality and affect the potential end use of the
recycled glass. These problems illustrate a fundamental conflict between the benefits
of commingled recycling (it makes collection easier and leads to increased recycling)
and the need for the MRFs and end users to minimize the costs of handling these
materials.

17 Curbside collection
Plastic bags

Should plastic bags be collected in
commingled curbside recycling?

Plastic bags are prevalent in the waste stream, particularly the residential stream, but
curbside collection in the commingled cart may not be the best option. Plastic bags
are problematic when they reach the MRF catching in and jamming sorting
machinery. Take‐back programs provided at the retailers would be an option for
source separated collection.

18 Mandates
Plastic bags

Should the county and cities ban
single‐use plastic bags at retail
stores?

The county and many cities encourage consumers to reduce the use of disposable
shopping bags in favor of reusable bags. The cities of Seattle, Issaquah, Shoreline, and
Mercer Island have enacted plastic bag bans.

19 Curbside collection
Electronics and
fluorescents

Should products for which there are
product stewardship programs – in
particular TVs, computers, monitors,
and fluorescent bulbs and tubes – be
collected in the curbside recycling
program?

Convenient product stewardship programs are in place for these materials, while
collection at the curb is complicated. These materials tend to break easily and contain
potentially hazardous materials that must be safely disposed

Should polystyrene foam be collected
in the curbside recycling program?
If so, how?

Polystyrene foam includes clamshell containers for take‐out foods and blocks of
plastic that are used to package many electronics and other goods. These materials
are difficult to collect curbside because they are light and bulky, can break easily into
small pieces, mix with other materials causing contamination, and are difficult to
process at the MRFs. Although there are challenges to collecting polystyrene foam
curbside, the City of Des Moines began offering its single family residents this service
in 2012. Residents are asked to put block polystyrene foam (not packing peanuts) in a
clearly labeled plastic bag and place it next to their curbside recycling cart. This
allows the polystyrene foam to be handled separately from the commingled
recyclables.

20 Curbside collection
Polystyrene foam
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Some cities offer collection of small appliances and home electronics not covered by
Washington's current product stewardship laws. For appropriately sized products that
do not contain hazardous materials, curbside collection is a viable and efficient
option.
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21 Mandates
Polystyrene foam

Should the county and cities ban
polystyrene foam take‐out
containers?

The cities of Issaquah and Seattle have banned the use of polystyrene foam
containers for take‐out.

22 Curbside collection
Bulky materials

Should the cities, the county, and the
haulers prioritize exploring options to
increase the efficiency and reduce
the price of curbside collection of
bulky items?
If so, how?

An ongoing issue with collection is finding an efficient and cost‐effective way to
handle bulky waste – larger, individual items that do not fit in a garbage can or
recycling cart. Bulky collection is available in most areas, but is not widely used due to
the cost (average about $65 to $75 per item).

23 Collection standards
Bulky materials

Should bulky collection be
incorporated into the collection
standards?

Some cities have incorporated the cost of bulky collection into the regular curbside
collection fees, making it more affordable and efficient.

24 Mandates
Sharps

Should sharps be banned from
collection at the curb and from
disposal at transfer stations?

Sharps are medical products, such as hypodermic needles, scalpel blades, and lancets,
which require special handling to ensure their safe collection, transfer, and disposal.
Without proper containment, sharps can pose a safety hazard to workers through
potential exposure to blood‐borne pathogens or other disease‐causing agents.
Currently, home‐generated sharps are accepted with the garbage at the curb and at
division transfer facilities if contained in a marked, two‐liter polyethylene
terephthalate (PET) bottle. PET bottles that contain the sharps can break during
handling. An additional problem is customers putting bottles containing sharps into
recycling. Both the Centers for Disease Control and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency have withdrawn support for the PET method of containment because of the
exposure risks to workers.
There are a variety of alternative methods for the proper management of sharps.
Many health care providers and pharmacies will take back used sharps in pre‐
approved containers, there are mail‐in programs available, and the division provides
special containers for disposal at transfer facilities where space exists.

25 Collection standards
Non‐residential
recycling

Should cities include recyclables
collection as part of their non‐
residential collection service and
embed the cost of the service in the
garbage fee?

Cities that provide recycling as part of their basic collection services for non‐
residential customers provide a financial incentive for businesses to recycle and make
recycling more convenient. While including recycling service in the garbage fee
requires all businesses to pay for the service, it does not require that those businesses
use the service that the city contractor provides.
There is a fundamental difference in how the WUTC regulates residential and non‐
residential collection of recyclable materials. Recyclables generated by the non‐
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residential sector are considered to be property and are subject to a different
regulatory structure. King County cannot enact ordinances that require commercial
garbage collectors to include recyclables collection as part of the non‐residential
collection service. Cities, on the other hand, may include recyclables collection as part
of their non‐residential collection service, but cannot prohibit businesses and other
non‐residential entities from choosing other vendors for this service. So, non‐
residential customers have the option to take advantage of recyclables collection
offered by their service provider or to contract with other collection companies that
may pay for the more valuable recyclable materials, such as high‐grade office paper.

26 Collection standards
Non‐residential rate
structure

Should the county and the cities
develop an incentive‐based rate
structure for non‐residential garbage
and organics?

A rate structure based on weight or composition of waste, rather than the size of the
container, might increase recycling for some business customers. For example,
businesses with large amounts of food scraps generate garbage that is significantly
heavier than the garbage generated by businesses without large amounts of food
scraps. In Washington, non‐residential garbage rates are based on the size of the
garbage container. So generators of heavy materials, such as food scraps, pay less
than they might if the rates were based on weight, as they are in some jurisdictions
across the country. Because a weight‐based rate would likely cost more for
generators of large amounts of food scraps, it would provide an incentive for
increased participation in organics recycling programs. Another strategy is to offer
organics collection to businesses at rates less than garbage. A number of cities in King
County do this, thereby increasing diversion and reducing their costs.

27 City grants
Collection events

Should the cities and the county
phase out collection events as
enhanced recycling services are
added at transfer facilities, curbside
collection for bulky items becomes
more cost effective and widely
available, and product stewardship
programs offer more options for
recycling?

Currently, many cities use their grant funds to hold recycling collection events. The
cities and the county may be able to phase out these collection events and use the
funds in other ways that support WPR in their communities. The grant monies can be
used to support a number of activities, including:
 Encouraging and promoting waste reduction
 Continuing to implement and improve general recycling programs
 Improving opportunities for the collection of specific commodities, such as
paper
 Improving opportunities for the collection and/or composting of organic
materials
 Increasing the demand for recycled and reused products
 Fostering sustainable development through the promotion of sustainable
building principles in construction projects
 Managing solid waste generated by public agencies in a manner that
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demonstrates leadership
Broadening resource conservation programs that integrate WPR programs
and messages
Providing product stewardship opportunities

28 Green building
Common standards

Should the county and the cities
adopt common green building
policies that support the design of
buildings and structures that have
less impact on the environment, are
energy efficient, and use recycled
materials?

Green building programs have been instrumental in promoting C&D recycling and
reuse.

29 Green building and C&D
Permit incentives

Should the county and the cities
enact policies that would expedite
the permit process, or otherwise
provide permit related incentives, for
projects with higher rates of C&D
diversion or more green building
elements?

Cities and counties around the country are increasing diversion of construction and
demolition debris from disposal through a variety of land use and building permit
processes.

30 C&D
Require use of
designated facilities

Should the county and cities mandate
that all jobsites use
designated/certified C&D processing
and transfer facilities for the
management of C&D waste
generated at the jobsite?

Use of designated sites would ensure that C&D waste and C&D processing residuals
are disposed of appropriately. It would also ensure that KC SWD receives the fees
necessary to oversee, provide education, and provide enforcement of C&D
regulations.

31 C&D
Bonds to incentivize
diversion

Should the county and cities require
contractors and homeowners to pay
a bond when applying for their
building permits and demolition
permits, which specify that a C&D
materials diversion report is
submitted and that county
designated/certified C&D processing
facilities and transfer facilities were
used?

The bond would be returned once a C&D report is submitted and documentation is
made available that designated/certified facilities were used.
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32 C&D
Require separation

Should the county and cities require
contractors and homeowners to use
at least two containers on
construction, demolition, or
remodeling sites – one for garbage
and one for mixed recyclables – and
if there is sufficient space, to sort
individual recyclables on site?

According to Washington State code (WAC 173‐345‐040), if a location has a
diversion/recycling collection container there must also be a container present for the
collection of waste (destined for a landfill).

33 C&D
Require diversion

Should the county and the cities
mandate that all jobsites meet a
specific level of diversion?

This is a popular approach with many cities – San Diego, Santa Monica, and Chicago
mandate diversion levels. However, the division is not emphasizing specific jobsite
diversion rates as there are a lot of inaccuracies in how they are calculated and high
diversion rates are easy to fake.

34 Data
Recycling and organics
characterization

Should the cities and county
standardize the methodology and
frequency for characterizing
materials set out for recycling and
organics collection?

Accurate characterization of what is placed in recycling and organics containers is
necessary to assess efforts to reduce contaminants and to calculate true recycling
rates.
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One Road to 70% Recycling
Single Family Generator
Tool
Infrastructure
Recycling
collection

Food collection
Embedded YW
Every‐other‐week

Modeled Expected
Increase
in Recycling Rate

4.4%
Status / Need

Available county‐wide
Available county‐wide, mixed with yard waste. 72% participation
35% of cities have adopted. YW banned at curb in City/County
Renton ‐ only city to have implemented EOW garbage collection

Education
Regional/City/County/Hauler
Regional education

Mandatory Requirements
Ban disposal of recyclables

Focus has been on voluntary efforts
Many efforts implemented to try and increase recycling
Develop stepped regional 2‐5 year campaign leading to ban

Determine who enacts: City/County @ curb or County @ stations
Determine who will enforce: Hauler or City/County staff
Determine enforcement funding mechanism

Ban disposal of organics
Enforce Ban
New education focus

Implement and enforce ban
‐ warnings, tags, fines

Color Status
Universally Implemented
Marginally Implemented
Not implemented
Next Steps

Road to 70% Subcommittee Meeting

March 11, 2015
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One Road to 70% Recycling

Modeled Expected
Increase
in Recycling Rate

Multi‐family Generator
Tool
Infrastructure
Recycling collection

Status / Need
Assess current code requirements
Amend code as needed
On site assessment City/County/Hauler:
space, container capacity, frequency, signage

Food Collection

Minimal infrastructure in place. Build infrastructure
Issaquah and Bellevue only cities to embed rates
Kirkland and Redmond programmatic emphasis and/or subsidization

Education
City/County outreach
Regional education

Focus has been on voluntary efforts
MF targeted efforts implemented with mixed results
Develop stepped regional 2‐5 year campaign leading to ban

Mandatory Requirements
Ban disposal of recyclables

Ban disposal of organics
Enforce Ban
New education focus

3.6%

Determine who enacts: City/County at curbside or County at stations
Determine who will enforce: Hauler or City/County staff
Determine enforcement funding mechanism
Ban timed with availability of collection infrastructure

Implement and enforce ban
‐ warnings, tags, fines

Color Status
Universally Implemented
Marginally Implemented
Not implemented
Next Steps

Road to 70% Subcommittee Meeting

March 11, 2015
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One Road to 70% Recycling

Modeled
Expected
Increase
in Recycling Rate

Non‐Residential

7.9%

Tool
Infrastructure
Recycling Collection

Food Collection

Status / Need
Services widely available
49% of cities include in their recycling contracts
Developing infrastructure. Rely largely on private sector to implement
Bellevue only city to embed in recycling contract

Education
City outreach
Hauler outreach
Regional technical assistance
Regional education
Mandatory Requirements
Ban disposal of recyclables
Ban disposal of organics
Enforce Ban
New education focus

Focus has been on voluntary efforts
Some outreach and technical assistance
Provided to their customers
Implement regional/local Business Resource Venture outreach
Develop stepped regional 2‐5 year campaign leading to ban

Determine who will enforce: Hauler or City/County staff
Determine enforcement funding mechanism

Implement and enforce ban
‐ warnings, tags, fines

Color Status
Universally Implemented
Marginally Implemented
Not implemented
Next Steps

Road to 70% Subcommittee Meeting

March 11, 2015

3

Item 11b: Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan

February 13, 2015

Page 82 of 83

Attachment C to the March 11, 2015 PIC Agenda Item 11b

One Road to 70% Recycling
Self‐Haul

Modeled Expected
Increase
in Recycling Rate

4.9%

Tool
Infrastructure
Collection where feasible

Status / Need

New infrastructure

Yardwaste (BL,CF,E, SH), wood (BL, E, SH)
metal ((BL,E, SH, V), cardboard (all except A, Fac)
Recovery of wood, metal, cardboard at Shoreline, Enumclaw
Additional materials ‐ Styrofoam, mattress, tires at new and
existing facilities where there is capacity
Yardwaste, wood, metal, cardboard at Factoria, SC, NE

Education
County outreach
County outreach
Staff and Support training
Ban Education

Low level outreach to self‐haul customers
Enhance education with self‐haul customers
Train all SWD staff on recycling to enhance interaction with self‐haul
Develop station by station education campaign for ban

Mandatory Requirements
Ban Phase 1 materials
Ban Phase 2 materials

Wood, organics, curbside materials, metal
Mattress, carpet, asphalt shingles, tires as stations come on line

Recovery
Expand collection

Enforce Ban
New education focus

Implement and enforce
‐ warnings, fines

Color Status
Universally Implemented
Marginally Implemented
Not implemented
Next Steps

Road to 70% Subcommittee Meeting

March 11, 2015
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