
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
MASON COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

RESOLUTION NO. \0.5"" __ qg 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE AMENDED MASON COUNTY 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 56-92 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan, adopted in May 
1992, was to provide decision makers in Mason County with the guidelines needed to implement, 
monitor and evaluate future solid waste activities, and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Washington State Solid Waste Management Reduction and 
Recycling Act (RCW 70.95), Mason County and the City of Shelton are required to prepare a 
Solid Waste Management Plan, and 

WHEREAS, pursuant RCW 70.95.110 requires that existing plans be reviewed and revised every 
five years, and 

WHEREAS, the Mason County Solid Waste Advisory Committee has overseen the preparation 
of both the May 1992 Plan and the amended plan which will be dated October 1998 and have 
recommended in both instances that it be adopted by the local jurisdictions, and 

WHEREAS, the Mason County Solid Waste Advisory Committee held numerous meetings and a 
public hearing on February 26, 1998, and 

WHEREAS, the Mason County Board of Commissioners held a public hearing on September 29, 
1998;and 

WHEREAS, the City of Shelton held a public hearing in September 1998 and approved the 
amendments to the Solid Waste Plan, and 

WHEREAS, Mason County is meeting it's requirements for environmental review under the 
State Environmental Policy Act by issuance of a Determination of Non-Significance on March 
20, 1998,and 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

The Mason County Board of Commissioners hereby adopts the Mason County Solid Waste 
Management Plan as amended referenced here as Attachment "A". 

DATED THIS 29TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1998. 

ATTEST: 

ROVED AS TO FORM: 

. L j}t/rtit~IE\;: 1)j?A 
DEPUTY PROS. ATTORNEY 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table U-'1 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for W uhington Sta~ Health 

WA.STE CATEGORIES 
Mean Pe'"ntage of Total To!UI Dis~ 

Material TotaiDi~ per Material 
PAPER 42.9% 45,911 

Newspaper 4.5% . 4,823 
Conugated Paper 6.9% 7,419 

' Computer Paper 1.7% 1,801 
Offioehper U% ' 2,307 

Mixed .ltecydable Paper U.O% 12.,833 

Milk/Juice Cutoru \ 1.8% 1,980 
· .Aseptic Ju!4%Containers 11.0% 2 
Frozen Food Cool:al.ntts 0.11% 48 
Other Paper '13.7% 14,697 

I"LA.STIC 11.3% 12.154 
PETContalnets (ll) 11.2% liS 
HDPE ContaJners (Ill) 11.1% 114 
LOPE I'Wtia (14) CU% 60 
Pol~(116) to% l.D4S 
Ptulie:&gs 5.1% 6,1)83 
Other Coded l'lutic: l'adcaging 0.3% 366 

. Other Plastics 3.5% 3,711 
G~S 1.7% U13 

Clear Class Containers 1.3% 1,378 

Green Glass Cootainers 0.1% 
~ 

131 
Brown ~Containen 0.2% 162 . 
Refillable !kef. Bottles 0.11% () 

Other Class 0.1% lU 
FERROUS METALS Ui% 4,904 

Tm<:ans 2..7% 2,932 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.11% 0 
Mixed Metal & Other Materials 0.2% 245 
While I Brown Goods 0.1% 111 
Other Ferrous Metals 1.5% 1.616 

NON-FERROUS MEl'ALS 1.1% 1.145 
Alwnimim Cans 0.9% 97'1 
Other Alwninum ().1% 117 

Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.11% 51 
ORGANICS 12.8% 13,754 

Food 9.8% 111.495 
Yard Wastes 0.11% 29 

Other~anics 3.(1'% 3,230 
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 1.1% 1,174 

Wood Wastes 0.6% 591 
Gypsum DrywaU 0.11% 0 
Inert Solids/ Fmes 0.11% II 
Other Construction Debris 0.5% 576 

I 
OTHER. WASTES 2.0.6% 22.108 

Disposable Diapers 14.8% 15,862 
Textiles 3.1% 3.274 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 2.8'Ye 2.971. 
Luge Bulky Items 0.0% 0 
Other Materials O.O'X. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 3.9% 4,133 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.1% 7S 
Oeanen 1.2% 1.291 
Pestiddes I Herbiddes O.O'r. 0 
Non· Vehicle &tteries O.O'X. 31 
Other Hazardous Wastes 2.6% 2,736 

SPECIAL WASTES 0.0% 0 
Used Oil o.crr. 0 
Tires o.crr. 0 
Vehicle &tteries 0.0% 0 
Fetrous Vehicle Parts O.O'Y. 0 

Total Pe'"nl: 100.0% TotaiTonm 107$5 

ll-18 



FINAL REPORT 

T~ble 11-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Washington State: Other Commercial 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Totat Tons Dfspoud 

Material Totat Dlspoul per Material 

PAPER 39.2% 19,0U 

Newspaper 3.2% 2,378 

Corrugated Paper 10.2% 1,510 
Computer Paper 0.9% 660 
Office Paper 2..4% 1,755 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 9.7% 7.228 
Milk/Juice CarlQns 1.3% 952 
Aseptic Juice Containers o.t% 52 
Frozlen food Containers 0.1% 75 
Other Paper 11.3% 8;314 

PLASnC 11.6% 8.607 
PET Containers (11) 0.3% 236 
HOPE Containen (12) 0.8% 583 
lDPE Plastics (H) 0.(1% 26 
Polysty'rale (16) 1.1% 1140 
~tic: Bags 5.8% 4,312 
Other Coded Plastic Packaging '11.2% 132 
Other Plastics 3.3% 2,478 

GLASS 5.5% 4,111 
Clear CUss eofttai.ners 2.6% 1.952. 
Green GlassCon!ainm 0.7% 

" 
489 

· Brown Glass Containets 1.3% 910 
0 Relillable Beet Bottles 0.(1% 12 

Other Glass 0.~ 688 
FERROUS METALS 3.6% 2,661 

T'mCans 1.4% 1.()68 

Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mixed Metal tc Other Materials 0.7% 534 
White I Brown Goods 0.1!% ·v 
Other Ferrous Metals U%. 1.1)32 

NON-FERROUS METALS 0~ 6'1.7 
Aluminum ems· ' 0.6% 469 
Other Aluminum 0.1% 103 
Other Non-Ferro~ Metals 0.1% 55 

ORGANICS 26.2% 19,(02 
Food 20.2% 14.968 
Yard Wastes . 1.0% . 750 

Other~ics 5.0% 3,684 
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 6.8% 5;051 

Wood Wastes 5.4% . 4.016 
Gypsum Drywall 0.2% 168 
Inert Solids/ Fanes 0.2% 175 
Otm!rConstruction Debris 0.9% 0 692 

: OrnER WASTES 5.0% 3,706 
Disposable Diapers 2.1% 1.558 
Textiles 1.6% 1,196 
Rubber Products (except Tires) \ 05% 397 
Large Bulky Items 0.7% 515 
Other Materials O.l'Y. 41 

HAZARDOUS WASTE t.2'Y. 927 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 05'Y. 394 
Oeaners 0.1'Y. 103 
Pesticides I Herbicides O.O'Y. 31 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 24 

Other Hazardous Wastes OS'Y. 374 
SPECIAL WASTES O.O'Y. 29 

Uloed Oil 0.0% 11 
Tires O.O'Y. 0 
Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Ferrous Vehicle Parts O.O'Y. 18 

TOTALS PERCENT: 100.0% TONS: 74,166 

Component Survey Approach 11-19 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table II-7 
Combined WGA Materilll Type Summary for Washington Sute: Food Processing 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean l'e~tage of Total Torn~ Disposed 

Material Total Disposal _~I' Material 
PAPER 45.11% 30,'151 

Newspaper 0.7% 470 
Com.!gared Paper 26.0% 17,'(57 
Compute!' Paper 0.3% 2Cll 
Olfioe Papu :w% 1.343 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 10.0% 6,714 
Millc!Juicie Cartons 0.0% II 
Aseptic: Juice Containers \ 0.0% II 
frozen Food Containers 0.0% 0 
Other l"~~pU 6.8% 4.566 

rt.ASTIC 'Q.II% 9.,333 

PET Containers (It) f.U% 67 
HOPE Containers (In) '1..(1% 671 
WPE Plastics (H) CJ.O% 0 
Polystyrene (16) 4).4% 269 
Plastic Bags U.o% 1,386 
Other Coded l"tastic: Pac:bging 0,5% 336 
Other I"Wtics 0.9%. 6114 

GlASS 0.5% 336 
OeuC!ass Contairiern 0.2% 134 
ereenews~ 0.1% 

L 

61 
Brown Glass Containers G.l% 61 

0 

~le Beer Bottles 0.0% 0 
Other Class o.t% 61 

FERROUS METALS 3.5% 2,350 

T'mCans '2.0% 1,343 
Bi-Metal Cans . 0.0% 0 
Mixed Metal&: Other Materials OS% 336 
White I Brown Goods 0.!1% II 
Other Ferrous Metlllls 1.0% 671 

NON•FERROUS METALS 0.1% 67 
Aluminum Cans 0.1% 61 
Other Aluminum 0.0% II 
Other Non-~ Metals 0.0% II 

ORGANICS 30.11% 20.143 
Food 28.0% 18.800 
Yarcl Wasle!l l.o% 611 
c:Jthtt~ 1.0% 611 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 6.0% 4,1)29 

WoodWasle!l 3.0% 2,(114 

Gypsum Drywall 0.0% II 
lnert Solids/ F'me:s 2.0% 1.343 
Other Construction Debris 1.0% 611 

: OTHER WASTES. 0.2% 134 
Disposable Diapers 0.0% II 
Textiles 0.1% 67 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.1% 61 
large Bulky Items 0.0% 0 
Other Materials O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.0% II 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents O.O'Y. 0 
Oeaners 0.0% 0 
Pesticides I Herbicides 0.0% 0 
Non- Verude Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Other Hazardous Wastes O.O'Yo 0 

SPECIAl.. WASTES O.O'Y. 0 
Used Oil 0.0% 0 
Tires 0.0% 0 
Veh.ide &tteries O.O'Y. 0 
foerTOu.s Verude Parts 0.0% 0 

Total ll'ement: 100.0% Total ToM: 6'11'&1 

ll-20 



FINAL REPoRT 

Table 11-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Washington State: Paper and Wood Products 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Pm:mtage of Total Tons Dispoud 

Mllterial Total. DPooul tter M2terial 
PAPER 21.2% 11,747 

Newspaper 1.2% 665 
Cotrugated Paper 8.0% 4,433 

Computer Paper l.o% 5S4 
Office Paper 1.11% . 5S4 

Mixed ·Recydtble Paper 2.0% 1,108 

Mill:/Julcie Cutons O.o% 0 

Aseptic: Juice Containers 0.11% 0 

Frozen Food Containers O.o% 0 ' 

Other Paper 8.0% U33 
PLASTIC 7.0% 3,879 

PEt Containers (It) 0.1% 55 
HOPE Containers (12) 0.1% 55 
1DPEP1astics (14) 0.0% 0 

.. Polystyrme_(l6) .0.2% 111 
Plastic: Bags 45% 2.494 

Other Coded Pwtic Packaging 0.1% 55 
Other Plastics 2.0% 1,108 ' ·. 

GLASS U% 22Z . 
Clear Glass Con~ 0.2% ttl 
Green Glass Containers ·o.t% 55 
Brown Glass Containers QJI% 0 

Refillable Beer Bottles 0.0% 0 

OtherGWs 0.1% 55 
FERROUS METAl5 2.7% 1,496 

TmCa,ns 0.2% 111 

Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 

Mixed Metal·&: Other Materials 0.4% 222 
White I Brown Goods 0.0% 0 

Other Ferrous Metals 2.1% 1,164 

NON-FERROUS METAl5 0.3% 166 
Alumlitum Cans 0.2% 111 

Other Aluminum 0.1% 55 
Other Non-hrrous Metals o:O% 0 

ORGANICS 13.4% 7,42.5 
Food. 10.0% s.sn 
Yard WasteS 05% 277 
Other Organics -2.9% 1.607 

CONSTRUcnON DEBRIS 49.0% 21,152 
Wood Wastes 42.0% 23;1.73 

Gypsum Drywall 0.0% 0 

Inert Solids/ F'mes 6.0% J,325 

Other Construction Debris 1.0% 554 
: 

OTHER WASTES t.oY. 554 
Disposable Diapers O.O'Y. 0 

Textiles \ 0.5% 277 
Rubber Products (cxcq>t Tires) 05'X. 277 
Large Bulky Items . 0.0% 0 

Other Materials om:. 0 
HAZARDOUS WASTE 5.0% :t.m 

Paint I Adhesives I Solvents O.O'Y. 0 
Oeaners 0.0"'- 0 
Pestiddes I Hcrbiddes O.O'X. 0 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Other Haz.ardous Wastes S.O'r. 2.m 

SPECIAL WASTES o.oY. 0 
Used Oil O.O'Y. 0 
Tires O.O'Y.. 0 
Vehicle Batteries O.O'r.. 0 
FeiTOUI Vehicle Puts O.O'r. 0 

Total Percent: 100.0% TobiTons: ss,nz 

Componrnt Survey Approadt 11-21 



ExECTJTIVE SUMMARY 

Table U-7 
Cc:11:nbmed WGA Material Type Swnmuy for WQbington State: MeW Producb 

WASTE CA TEGOIUES 
MeM Pe~tll.ge of Totll.! ToM Dis~ 

Material Tobl OiB~WUI per Material 
PAPER %4.0% 10,236 

~per 2.5% l.b66 
Corrugated Paper 10.0% 4.265 
Compu!er Paper Ul% w 
Office Paper 1.0% w 
MVoed Reqdable Paper 2.5% 1,()66 

Mi.lk/J~ Cattoo.s \ 
0.0% 0 

Aseptic Juioe Conta.i:ners O.o% 0 
F'rozlen Food Coolalner.l 0.0% 0 
Other Paper 1.o% 2,986 

l'LASnC 5.5% 2.346 
PET Coo!ainas (11) 0.1% 43 
HDPE~(If2) 0.1% 43 
LOPE f'lutics (H) 0.0% 0 
Polys~:yr:ene (116) 0.3% 128 
P.lastic Bags t.!i% w 
Other~ Flastic Pad:aging O.o% 0 
Other Pl.aslic:s 4.0% 1.706 

GLASS .l.l% II% 
OeuCWs~ 1.5% 640 
Green Class~ 0.2% 

. 
liS 

Bl'OWn Class Conta.inm: 0.2% liS 
.Rdillable Beet Bottles 0.0% 0 
OthetGass 0.2% liS 

FERROUS MEI:ALS 152% 10,748 
TmCans 0.2'% liS 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
MUted Metal &: Other Materials 0.0% 0 
White I Brown Goods 0.0% 0 
Other femlus Metals 25.0% 10,663 

NON-FERROUS METALS 10.2% 4.351 
Aluminum Cans 0.2% liS 
Othet Aluminum 0.0% 0 
Othet Non-ferrous Metals 10.0% 4,265 

ORGANICS 3.6% 1,535 
Food 1.0% '4'0 
Yard Wastes 0.1% 43 
Othere>r,;mic:s 2.5% 1,()66 

CONSTRUcnON DEBRIS 10% 10,364 
Wood Wastes 22.3% 9.511 
Gypsum Drywall 0.0% 0 
Inert Solids/ f"UleS 2.0')'. S53 
Other Cooslruction Debris O.O'Y. 0 

: 
OTIIER WASTES 5.0% 2,133 

Disposable Diapers O.O'Yo 0 
Textiles l.()'Y. 421 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 4.0')'. 1,706 
Large Bulky Items O.O'Yo 0 
Other Materials O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE O.l'i'. 43 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents O.O'Y. 0 
Oeaners O.O'Y. 0 
Pesticides I ._.erbicides O.O'Y. 0 
Non· Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Other Haurdous Wastes o.t·r. 43 

SPECIAl. WASTES O.O'l'o 0 
Used Oil O.O'Y. 0 
Tins O.O'Y. 0 
Vehl~ Baiteries O.O'Y. 0 
l'cm:>w~ Vehicle Parts o.o-r. 0 

Tol.!ll Perttnl: 100.0% Tol.!ll Ton~~: 42,651 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table 11-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summuy for Washington State: Other Industrial 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Total Tons Disposed 

Material Total DiJpoul 11er Material 

PAPER 39.6% 47,609 

Newspaper 3.3% .. 3,909 

Corrupted Paper U-6% 15,162 

Computer Paper 1.2% 1,495 
Office Paper 2.3% 2;126 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 12.2% 14,684 

Milk/Juice Cartons 0.()% 0 
Aseptic Juice Containers 0.0% 0 
FtozA:n Food ConWners O.ll% 49 
Other Paper 8.0% 9,584 

PLASTIC to.6% 12,.746. 

PET Conmners (U) 0.1% 170 
HoPE Containers («2) G.3% 379 
IDPE Plutics (14) 0.0% " 0 
Polystym\!: (16) 1.3% 1,601 
Plastlc:~gs 4.3% 5,158 
Other Coded Plastic Packaging 0.6% 761 
Other Plastics 3.9%. 4.678 

GLASS U% 1,364 
Clear Class Containers 0.5% 571 
Green Class Containers 0.2% 

. 
188 

Browri Class Containers 0.2% 214 

Rdillable Beer Bottles 0.()% 0 
Other Glass 0.3% 386 

FERROUS METALS 7.9% 9,516 
rmCans 0.6% 709 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mixed Metallc Other Materials 0.2% 239 
White I Brown Goods 0.4% 494 

Other Ferrous Metals 6.7% 8.074 
NON--FERROUS METALS 2.0% 2.459 

Aluminum Cans 0.3% 311 
Oilier Aluminum 0.0% 24 
Other Non-Ferrous Metals urr. 2,124 

·ORGANICS 12.1% 14,646 
Food 10.1% 12,096 

Yard Wastes 0.5% 622 

Other Or,:anics 1.6% 1,928 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 23.7% 28,529 
Wood Wastes 18.9% 22.672 
Gypsum bry.wau 0.0% 0 

Inert Solids/ Fines 4.4% . 5,331 

Other Construction Debris 0.4% 525 
' OTIIER WASTES 1.6% 1,901 

Disposable Diapers · 0.0% 0 
Textiles 

\ 
0.4% 528 

Rubber Products (~xcept Tires) l.l'Y. 1,373 
Large Bulky lt~ms O.O'Y. 0 
Other Materials O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 1.2'Y. 1,453 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvmts O.O'Y. 0 
Oeaners O.O'Y. 0 
Pestiddcs I Hcrbiddes O.O'X. 0 
Non· Vehicle Batteries o.m:. 0 
Other Hazardous Wastes 1.2% 1,453 

SPECIAL WASTES o.o'Y. 0 
Used Oil O.O'Y. 0 
Tires O.O'Y. 0 
Vehicle Batteries 0.0% 0 
ferrotu Vehicle Parts o.m:. 0 
TOTALS PERCENT: 100.0% . TONS: 120,223 
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FINAL REPoRT 

Table U-1 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Wuhington State: Residm.l:ia.l Self-haw 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean ll'ercenuge .of Tobl ToM Dispoud 

Material Toul Disp<m~l oer Material 
PAPER 11.9% 65,949 

Newspaper 3;4% 18,795 

Corrugated Paper 3.5% 19,348 

Computer Paper 0.0% 166 
Office Paper 0.2% 1.106 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 3.6% 19..901 

Milk/Juice Canons \ 0.0% 0 

Aseptic Juice Con!alnexs 0.0% 0 

Froz.m fOod Containers 0.0% 0 

OtherP.wer 1.2% 6,634 

Pf..ASTIC 5.5% 30,404 
PET Conta!nets (Ill) 0.1% 553 
flDPE (:onulnei:S (112) U% 553 
LOPE Flub (H) 0.0% 0 
Polystyrene (116) 0.3% 1,658 

.• rwtic:&gs 1.0% 5,528 
Other Coded l'laslk Packaging 1.0% 5,528 
Other Plastics 3.0% 16,584 

GLASS Ul% 15,4711 

aeuews eoo~a~ne~S 1.0% 5,528 
Green Glass Contalnets 0.2% \ 1,106 
Brown Class Contalnets 0.5% 2,164 
Refiiiable Beer BoWes o.l% 553 
Other Glass 1.0% 5.5211 

fERROUS MIITALS . 11.9% 49,199 

Tan Cans 0.4% 2,211 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 

Mixed Me!al &: Other Materials 3.2'Yo 17,690 

White I Brown Goods . 0.3% 1,658 

Other Ferrous Metals 5.0% 27,640 
NON-fERROUS MEr .US o.9% 4,97S 

Aluminum Cans 0.3% 1,658 

Other Aluminum 0.2% uo6 
Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0-4% 2.211 

ORGANICS 25.2% 139,305 
.. Food 3.2% 17,690 

Yard Wastes 20-9% 115.535 
Otftern. 1.1% 6.081 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 37.5% 207,.2.99 
Wood Wastes 25.0% 138.200 

Gypsum Drywall iO% ll.o56 
Inert SoUcls/ Fanes 35% 19,343 

Other Construction Debris 7.0'Y. 38,6% 
: OrnER WASTES 6.6'Yo 36,485 

~ble Diapers O.t'Y. 553 

Textiles S.O'Y. 27,640 

Rubber Products (exrept Tires) O.O'Y• () 

Large Bulky Items 15% 8.292 
Other Materials om:. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.6% 3,317 

Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.4'1:. 2.211 
ae~ ().()')'. 0 
Pesticides I Herbicides 0.()% 0 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Other Hazardous Wastes o.z·r. 1.106 

SPECIAL WASTES O.t% 553 
Used Oil O.O'Y. () 

Tires O.l'Y. SSJ 
Vehicle &lteries O.O'Y. 0 
Ferrous Vehicle Puts O.O'Y. 0 

Total Percent 100.0% Total ToM: $52,.1164 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table.II-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summuy for Washington State: CommercialS elf-haul 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Pen:entage of Total ToM Disposed 

Material Total OiaPGPI per Material 
PAPER lO.S% 50,231 

.. Newsp.per 0.7% 3,349 
Corrugated Paper 5.7% 21;l69 
Computer Paper 0.1% 478 
Offia! Paper 0.5% 2,392 

Mixed Recyclable Paper 2.0% 9,568 

Milk/Jula! Cartons 0.0% 0 

Aseptic Jula! Containers 0.0% ci. 
Frozen Food Containers 0.0% 0 

OtherPa~ 1.5% 7,176 
PLASTlC 10.4% 49,754 

PET Containers (tt) 0.1% 478 
HOPE Corltainers (112) 0.3% .1,435 
lDPE Plastics (114) O.fl% 0 
Polystyrene (116) 05% 2.392 
Plastic&gs 2.5% 11,960 
Other Coded Plastic Packaging 2.0% 9,568 
Other Plastics 5.0% 23,~0 

GLASS 2.5% 11,%0 
CleuGWs Containers 0.5% 2,392 
Gt-een. Glass Containers 0.3% 

~ 

1,435 
Brown Glass Containers 0.1'):. 478 

~le Beet Bottl~ 0.1% 478 
Other Glass 1.5% . 7,176 

FERROUS METALS 1.1% 33,966 
Tan Cans 0.1% 478 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mixed Metal &: Other Materials 3.5% 16.7« 
White I Brciwn Goods 0.1% 478 

Other Fetrous Metals 3.4% 16;l66 
NON-FERROUS METALS 0.7% 3,349 

Aluminum Cans 0.5% 2.392 
Other Aluminum 0.1% 478 

Other Non-Fenous Metals 0.1% 478 
ORGANICS 8.8% 42,009 

Food 1.5% 7,176 
Yard Wastes 6.5% 31,1)96 

·.· Other Organics 0.8% 3,827 
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 51.5% 246,377 

Wood Wastes 30.0'Y. 143,520 
Gypsum Drywall 2.0% 9568 
Inert Solids/ Fanes 35% 16,7« 

' Other Cons !ruction Debris 16.0'Y. 76,544 
OTHER W A5TES 1.11% 37,315 

Disposable Diapers O.l'Y. 478 
Textiles \ 7.()')'. 33,488 
Rubbet Products (except Tires) 0.7'Y. 3,349 
Large Bulky Items O.O'Y. 0 
Other Materials O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.7% 3,349 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.2'Y. 957 
Oe1111ers O.O'X. 0 
Pesticides I Herbicides O.O'X. 0 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Olhcr Haurdous Wastes O.S'Y. 2,392 

SPECIAL WASTES 0.0% 0 
Used Oil O.O'Y. 0 
Tires O.O'Y. 0 
Vehicle Bat~ries O.O'Y. 0 
Ferrous V('\icle Parts 0.0% 0 

Total Percent: 100.0% Total Tona: 4711,401 
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FINAL. REPORT 

Table H-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary forW.ashinglon Stolle 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Total Tons Dispoud 

Material Total Disposal per Material 
PAPER 29.5% 1,196,190 

Newspaper 4.0% 160,960 

Corruga'ed Paper 7.3% 29(788 
Computer Paper 0.4% 15,204 

Office Paper 1.1% «.308 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 

\ 
8.2% 330..332 

Milk/Juice Cartons 0.6% 26,176 

Aseptic Juice Containers 0.0% 1.171 
FrOzen food Containers 0.3% 10,760 
Other Paper 7.7% 312,490 .. 

PLASTIC 10.0% 404,616 

PET Containers (Ill) 0.4% 14,335 

HOPE Coniainers ~112) 0.7% . 29,270 

LOPE Pl.aslics (M) O.o% 1,298 
Polystyrene (W6) 0.8% 33,175 
Plastic Bags 4.o% 162.674 
Other Coded Pl.astic Packaging 0.6,.. I . 24,299 

Other Pl.astics 3.4% 139.564 
GLASS 4.6% 186,218 

Clear. Glass Containers U% . 97,150 
Green Glass Containers 0.6% 22.607 
Brown Glass Containers 0.8% 34,254 
Refillable Beer Bottles 0.1% um.· 
Other Glass · 0.7% 29,535 

FERROUS METALS 5.6% 2.26,337 
TmCans 15% 59,131 
Bi-Me!al Cans O.O'Y. 34 
Mixed Metal &c Other Materials 1.4% 56,074 

White I Brown Goods o.rr. 5,808 

~Ferrous Metals 2.6% 105,290 

NON-FERROUS METALS 1.1% 42,698 
Aluminum Cans 0.6% 24~9 

Other Aluminum 0.1% 5,800 

Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.3% 12,259 

ORGANICS 24.3%. 984,402 

Food 11.8% 476,662 

Yard Wastes 7.7% 311.879 

Other Organics 4.1M'. 195,861 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 17.0% 687,167 

Wood Wastes 10.9'Y. «0;381 

Gypsum Drywall 0.7% 29,147 
Inert Solids I F"mes 1.8% 71.366 

' 
Other Construction Debris 3.6% 146,213 

OTHER WASTES 7.0% 283,623 
Disposable Diapers 25'"- 101,235 
Textiles H'Y. 139,212 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.4'Y. 17,348 
Large Bulky Items 0.5% 21,387 
Other Materials 0. l'Y. 4,440 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.9'Y· 36,762 

Paint I 1\dhes.ives I Solvents O.J% 14,061 
Oeaners O.Q'Y. 1,679 
Pesticides I Herbicides O.O'Y. 609 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y.. 1.589 
Other H11zardous Wastes 0.5% 18.824 

SPECIAl WASTES 0.1% 4,485 
Used Oil O.O'Y. U34 
Tires O.O'Y.. 1,095 
Vehicle Baitenes O.O'Y.. 1.545 
ferrous Vehicle Parts 0.0'1. 711 
TOTALS FER CENT: too.o'Y. TONS: 4,052,497 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEI\ffiNT PLAN 
AMENDED CHAPTER 3A 

WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of Chapter 3A is to update the waste reduction and recycling program for Mason 
County according to solid waste planning guidelines (WDOB90-ll). This chapter is divided into 
ten sections. The f'rrst section will act as an introduction and include an examination of current 
state regulations. Following sections will discuss waste reductimi, urban and rural designations; 
recyclable materials, recycling programs, yard waste programs, and education. 

The driving force· behind 1989 revisions to RCW 10:95 and other laws related to solid waste 
management·and the new solid waste planning guidelines, was Engrossed Substitute House Bill 
1671 (ESHB 1671) ·also tenned the "Waste Not Washington" Act This bill brought about 
significant changes in the way Washington Cities and Counties handle their solid waste. The 
revisions to several laws. including RCW 70.95 are discussed here as a preface to the waste 
reduction and recycling discussions. · 

3.1.1 RCW 70.95 

Legislative f'mdings included in RCW 70.95 declared that waste reduction and recycliD.g must 
become the fundamental strategy of solid waste management. To that end, the following goals 
were developed and included in RCW 70.95 a.S amended, and were to be the basis for solid waste 
planning in Washington State. 

·"It is the state's goal to achieve a flfty percent recycling rate by 1995." 

"Steps should be taken to make. recycling at least as. affordable and convenient to 
. the ratepayer as· mixed wa~te disposa).." 

"Source separation of waste must become a fundamental strategy of so.Ud waste 
management. " 

Under the revised law, waste reduction and recycling elements of solid waste management plans 
must detail how the bill's intention will be met and how contribution to the 50% goal will be 
made. Ecology has recently completed guidelines which provide direction to Washington Cities 
and Counties to comply with the law's purpose. 

This chapter mcludes waste reduction and recycling recommendations which are expected to result 
in a continuing increase in the recycling rate throughout Mason County .. 

In addition to the new requirement for a detailed waste reduction and recycling element of Solid 
Waste Management Plans, other items included in RCW 70.95 include the following programs. 
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• 

• 

• 

The Utilities and Transportation Commission will review local plans to assess cost impacts 
to haulers. 

Ecology will conduct detailed monitoring of curbside and other waste disposal segregation 
methods to determine the effectiveness· of these programs. Persons collecting solid waste 
are to annually report to Ecology. 

The law makes it illegal to dispose of vehicle batteries in an unauthorized manner. A rme 
of up to one thqusand dollilrs can be charged for each violation. In addition, a core charge 
of not less. than five dollars per battery must be paid by the purchaser of a new battery if 
the purchaser fails to provide an equivalen~ used battery as trade in. 

3.1.2 Other Laws 

In addition to RCw 70.95, ESHB 1671 also affected other laws pertaining to solid waste handling. 
Two of these law.s are RCW 81.77- Solid Waste Collection Companies and RCW 36.58- Solid 
Waste Disposal. · 

RCY{·81.77 regulates solid waste collection compairies and estab~hes the Washington Utilities 
and Transportation Commission (WUTC) as the supervising and regulating agency. for·ci>Uection 
within unincorporated areas. ESHB 1671 amended RCW 81.77 to require the WUTC to establish 
rate structures and.billing systems consistent with the solid waste management priorities. 

ESHB 1671 revised RCW 36.58 and changed some elements of solid waste disposal and handling. 
Under the revised law, counties may contract for collection of recyclables if they choose·. The 
County has full authority to manage, regulate, and fix the rates for recycling collection. 
However, counties may not contract for collection of refuse. 

ESHB 1671 also added a new section to RCW 36.58 giving a county authority to impose a fee on 
the solid waste collection companies operating in un.iilcorporated areas. The revenue should fund 
the administration and planning expenses that may be incurred in preparing and ensuring 
compliance with the Plan. 

3.2 WASTE REDUCTION 

Waste reduction is the highest priority for handling and management of solid waste according to 
RCW 70.95 as amended in 1989. This adoption of practices by consumers, manufacturers, and 
government to generate less waste or reduce the toxicity of waste is called waste reduction. 
Reducing packaging, reusing a grocery bag, buying materials in bulk, and frequenting the 
common garage sale are typical examples of waste reduction. These activities prevent materials 
from entering the waste stream. 
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The solid waste planning goals developed for Mason County in the area of waste reduction are: 

• To advance waste reduction efforts through support of State and Federal programs. 

" To promote waste reduction in Mason County through public information and 
education programs and other available, appropriate methods . 

. Although interest has been shown by reviewing agencies in percentage of the waste stream 
reduction, it would be difficult to qmi.ntify the.percentage of the waste stream reduced under 
practices described here. Additional waste reduction practices would have an additional impaCt 

·on the waste stream, however, estimation of additional percentages with any assurance would be 
difficult. For the purposes of the Plan, waste reduction percentages achieved· through new 

. programs will be assumed to be part of overall wast~ reduction and recycling programs and no 
differentiation will.be made. More specific waste reduction targets may be included in future Plan 
updates. 

· 3.2.1 Existing Practices 

In 1993, Mason County and the City of Shelton created a position of Eecycling Coordinator. This 
position is jointly funded by the City and County, with assistance from the Department of Ecology 
Coordinated Prevention Grant program. The position was created to develop, facilitate and 
promote waste reduction and recycling programs. 

Waste reduction information is distributed during community presentations and events. ·Informal 
waste audits and shop smart tours continue to be conducted. . Programs addressing the reduction 
of yard and kitchen waste have been developed and are discussed in 3. 7 .1 .. 

Through 1997, the Recycling Coordinator has trained 60 people as Master Recycler/Composter 
volunteers. In exchange for training the students committed to hours of public education and 
outreach. This was accomplished by staffmg booths at fairs and community events, establishiilg 
recycling programs at work, conducting neighborhood collection days ·and a myriad of other 
speeial projects .. 

Waste reduction and recycling education has been extended to all public schools in the City of 
Shelton and throughout Mason County. Bight "A-way with Waste". workshops have been 

. conducted and curriculum has been distributed to attending educators. In the 1995-96 school year, 
all schools in the County. implemented various types of waste reduction or recycling programs. 
Some began collecting mixed paper and cardboard, while others have collected tetra pak or 
implemented on-site worm and compost bins. 

Various forms of media continue to be used to promote waste reduction including but not limited 
to: radio, public access television, city newsletter, local newspapers, and billing inserts. 

3.2.2 Needs and Opportunities 
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This section evaluates the existing system to determine whether the goals for waste reduction are 
currently met. Where goals are not met, needs beeome apparent which must be. filled to 
successfully obtain goals. In some cases opportunities may exist for improving the solid waste 
system. In other cases, barriers may exist which prevent implementation. Each is discussed as 
appropriate. 

Issues are listed at the end of this section which identify the general choices decision. makers must 
consider to meet needs. The following section - Alternatives and Evaluation .., describes and 
evaluates alternate methods to resolve the issues. 

The goals ate reiterated below with discussion following. 

GOAL:~ · To advance waste reduction efforts through support of State and Federal 
programs. 

Waste reduction strategies offer multiple benefits in resource conservation and ·environmental 
·protection, however local options in waste reduction are limited. Many waste reduction activities· 
such as bottle bills and packaging legislation are most effective on the State and Federilllevel. 
Good opportunities exist to advance waste reduction efforts through these types of programs. 

. ·. 
Local support can be a driving force behind State and Federal action. Local support of waste 
reduction·poficies·combined with other local jurisdictions in the ·state or nation, could combine tq. 
encourage further legislation and effective action on a. broader level. · 

. . 
A growing number of opportunities exist for State or Federal programs in waste reduction. To 
meet the stated goal of support for State and Federal programs, the County will need to develop 
a policy for support of these types of programs. · 

Issues related to State and Federal programs are presented at. the end of this subsection. The 
second waste reduction goal is reiterated below with discussion following. 

GOAL: To promote waste reduction in Mason County through public information and 
education programs and other available and appropriate methods. 

The basis for meeting this goal in Mason County schools is already established. Schools 
throughout the county have incorporated waste rJduction and recycling programs into their 
cuniculum. To date, every K-6 classroom in Mason County has received a presentation on waste 
reduction and recycling. The Recycling Coordinator is available for presentations by request to 
area educators. The SW AC supports inclusion of waste reduction and recycling'iducation in 
schools. 

In addition, other Washington State jurisdictions have developed programs suitable for a school 
assembly which provide information regarding waste reduction and recycling. Mason County 
could obtain these programs. 
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The proposed Rural Community Centers include Matlock, Lilliwaup, Tahuya, Grapeview, 
Potlatch, Dayton,· Skokomish Valley, and Mason-Benson Lakes. 

The population is distributed throughout the County in the following manner: City of Shelton 
UGA- 20.8%; Belfair UGA- 9.2%; WRA Urban- 18%; FCC- 25%; WRA- 12% and Rural 
Areas- 15%. 

In the following you will fmd the projected additional population for Mason County through 
the year 2014 (Mason County is currently proposing revisions to the areas listed and percent
ages which may or may not be ready by the time this plan is adopted. The figures shown are 
from our current Comprehensive Plan, Land\ Use Chapter): 

AREA SHARE OF GROWTII 

SHELTONUGA 
BELFAIR UGA 
WORKING RURAL AREA URBAN 
FCC 
WORKING RURAL AREA 
RURAL 

TOTAL COUNTY 

20.8% 
9.2% 

18.0% 
25.0%. 
12.0% 
15.0% 

100.0% 

ADDLnONALPOPULATION 

7,643 
3,398 
6,624 
9,201 
4,416 
5,520 

36,802 

Note: Mason County is in the process or" reviewing changes to its Comprehensive Plan 
which will change the information contained in· this section if approved. 

2.2.2 Climate and Air Quality 

Climate 

Mason County has a mid-latitude west coast marine climatic regime typical.of the Puget Sound 
lowlands (Molenaarand Noble, 1970). The climate is influenced by the Pacific Ocean and 
Puget Sound water bodies as well as the Olympic and Cascade mountain ranges. Generally, 
moderate temperatures are experienced year round and the climate is mild with wet winters 
and dry summers. 

Precipitation is delivered by stonns driven by the prevailing southwesterly winds. The amount 
of precipitation varies throughout the County because of the effect of topography on air 
movement. The greatest topological effect is from the Olympic Mountains whose eastern 
slopes are in the northwestern portion of the County. The Olympics rise to an elevation of 
6,000 feet, and that portion of the County experiences an average annual rainfall of 200 
inches. On the other hand, at its eastern most edge, along the Puget Sound, the County 
receives an average annual precipitation of 50 inches. 

The rainfall is typically gentle precipitation with overcast and foggy winter days. Except for 
higher mountain elevations, winter snowfall is intermittent and melts quickly. Winter 

·temperatures· are mild as are summer temperatures. 
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Mason County's climate can be characterized as moderate-maritime, influenced by the· Pacific 
Ocean, yet sheltefed by the Olympic Mountains. Average temperatures range from a high of 
78 degrees F. in July to 32 degrees F. in January. The average daily temperature in Mason 
County is 51 degrees F. The County receives an average of 64 inches of precipitation 
annually, with average monthly rainfalls ranging from a low in July of 0. 8 inches, to a high of 
10.4 inches in January. 

Air Quality 

According to the Olympic Air Pollution Control Authority, there are no air quality non
attainment areas in Mason County. There are occasional seasonal problems from slash burning 
that occurs in the summer months. Slash burning is used to clear debris following clear . 
cutting of timber areas. The slash bums produce a large amount of particulates iri th~ form of . 
smoke and ash. In 1988, a slash bum escaped confmement and produced smoke that adversely 
impacted areas as far away as the Seattle metropolitan area. 

2.2.3 Hydrogoology 

· Groun4water is the major source of driilk:iitg water in the County. Since waste disposal 
facilities may potentially Contaminate groundwater supplies, the process of siting such a facility 
must evaluate the complex hydrogeological factors affecting the groundwater regime. 

This section discusses the hydrogeology of Mason County and is geared toward a discussion of 
the suitability of areas within Mason County as solid waste landfill sites. · 

The State of Washington's defmition of aquifer recharge areas for GMA planning purposes 
focuses on exiting areas of supply which are vulnerable to contamination: ~s with a critical 
recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water are areas where an aquifer that is a source 
of drinking water is vulnerable to contamination that would. affect the potability of the watet 
(WAC 365-190-030). 

Groundwater exists in underground layers of pc;>rous rock and soil called aquifers. Water 
stored in aquifers reaches the ground surface through springs, wells, or by seepage into surface 
water features, including wetlands. Surface water replenish, "recharge", aquifer through 
seepage from streams, lakes, and wetlands, and from precipitation that percolates through soil 
or rock. 

· Potable water means water suitable for drinking. Groundwater provides virtually all of Mason 
County's potable water. Protecting aquifers and aquifer recharge areas, therefore is critical to 
maintaining Mason County's water supply. Aquifers exist throughout the County. The 
groundwater supplying most of the County's water is. obtained from the aquifers running 
through coarser and more permeable glacial and fluvial sedimentary deposits. The older, 
undifferentiated sedimentary deposits provide large quantities of water for industrial and 
municipal wells. Bedrock forms the bottom of the groimdwater layer although fractures and 
joints in the relatively impermeable rocks may yield small quantities of waters. Most of 
Mason County e.njoys an abundance of good quality water, however, the Department of 
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Ecology has identified some areas as the Kennedy and Goldsborough drainages where this may 
not be the case. · 

Precipitation provides the primary source of recharge for Mason County's groundwater. 
Precipitation within the County averages 64 inches annually. Approximately 24,970 acres 
have been mapped as Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas in Mason County. 

Currently Mason County is shipping solid waste to Klickitat County and plans to continue in 
this manner. If at some future date Mason County would need·to give consideration to a local 
landfill it would need to conduct a thorough study to determine an acceptable area, do 
extensive testing, gather public input, and comply with extremely difficult regulations. 

\ . 

The following section is organized into a general discussion of the geology of the County, a 
discussion of naturally occurring hazards (such as floods and geologic hazards) and a general 
discussion of suitable and unsuitable soilS for landfilling. 

General Grolo~ 

Mason County occupies about 970 square miles of land area (Figure 2.1A) .. The northwestern 
' part of the County lies in the Olympic Mountains and the remainder lies in the Puget Sound 
Lowland. mevations within the County range from. sea level ~o 6,612 feet (Mt. Stone). 
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Rocks exposed within the County consist ofboth volcanic rocks, with some consolidated 
sedinientary rocks, and a thick sequence of unconsolidated 'glacial and non-glacial deposits. 
The volcanic and co1_1solidated sedimentary rocks are exposed within the Olympic Mountains 
and the Black Hills. Most of the County is underlain by the unconsolidated deposits. 

The unconsolidated deposits were derived from at least three continental glaciations, one or 
more alpineglaciations, and two non-glacial intervals. These include, from oldest to youn
gest, the Sahnon Springs Drift and older undifferentiated sedin1ents, the Kitsap Fom1ation, the 
Skokomish Gravel, and the Vashon Drift. The Vashon Drift is further divided into recessional 
outwash, till, advance outwash, and the related Colvos Sand deposit. · 

A typical cross-section through the County i~ shown in Figure 2.2A. Characteristics of the 
principal stratigraphic units are summarized below from youngest to oldest: 

Alluvium (Qal): Fine grained· silt and sand with some clay and peat; found in lowland valleys, 
floodplains and depressions in· drift plains. Maximum thickness is over 100 feet. May yield 
moderate quantities of water. 

Vashon Recessional Outwash (Qvr): Poorly sorted, discontinuously bedded loose gravel with 
some sand, silt and clay. Overlies till in depressions on drift plains. Maximum thickness is 
150 feet. May yield small to moderate quantities of water. 

vashon Till (Qvt): Coarse cobbles in silt~lay matrix; extensively mantles most of upland 
areas. Maximum thickness is 80 feet. Essentially impervious but may yield small quantities 
of perched groundwater; also serves as aquiclude to confined groundwater at some localities 
near sea level. 

Vashon Advance Outwash (Qva): Discontinuous strata of unconsolidated gravel, sand and silt. 
Underlies till in most areas~ Mrutimum thickness is over 200 feet. May yi~ld small to large 
quantities of water. 

Colvos Sand (Qc):. Principally stratified sand .. Occurs in some areas particularly in the eastern 
· part of the County. Contains irregular lenses of fme gravel, and thin strata of clay and silt. 
Maximum thickness of 300 feet. May yield small to large quantities of water. 

Skokomish Gravel (Qs): Coarse gravel with sand, silt, clay and some peat strata. Maximum 
thickness is over 300 feet. May yield small to large quantities of water. 

Kitsap Fonuation (Qk): Well stratified, horizontally bedded silt and fme sand with some clay 
and peat. Maximum thickness is over 200 feet. Poor pem1eability except for few gravel 
lenses; serves as aquiclude to underlying confined groundwater. Except for gravel lenses, 
yields little or no groundwater. · 

Salmon Springs Drift and Pre-Vashon Deposits, Undifferentiated (Qss, Qpv): Coarse sand, 
gravel and some till. Maximum thickness may be over 600 feet. May yield from small to 
large quantities of water. 
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Source: Geology and related groundwater occurrence 
southeastern Mason County. Washington 
(Molenaar and Noble, USGS Water Supply 
Bulletin No. 29 · 
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Marine Sedimentary Rocks (Ts): Fine grained marine sedimentary rock. Unimportant as a 
groundwater source. 

Volcanic Rock (Tv); Basalt. Thickness unknown. Generally dense and impermeable and of 
little importance as an aquifer. Groundwater movement is primarily thfough fractures. 

TP.e most widely exposed soils in Mason County are largely those deposited from the latest 
glaciation. They include the advance outwash, ti.ll, and recessional outwash sediments 
(collectively referred to as Vashon Drift). pte-Vashon deposits are generally confined to 
exposures along cliffs or steep slopes adjacent to rivers, streams, or Puget Sound. Of the 
Vashon Drift deposits, the recessional outwash and till are the two most widely exposed. 
Alluvial deposits (generally confmed· to active stream channels and flood plains) are also 
widely exposed throughout the County. 

Because of their wide distribution and exposure throughout the County, the recessional· 
outwash and ti.ll units of the Vashon Drift deposits .are likely the two most important soils that 
·would be encountered during any landfill siting effort. 

General Hydrologic Conditions: 

The maj<?r source of groundwater recharge in M:ason County is precipitation. Part of this 
precipitati9n per90lates downward into the -soil, part drains off as surface runoff, and part 
returns to the atmosphere by evaporation and transpiration from plants . .Near the foothills of 
the Olympic Mount:ains, precipitation averages about 100 inches per year and decreases to 
about 50 inches annually near the eastern border of the County. 

The e~tent to which precipitation infiltrates the surface varies from place to place, depending 
on the character of the subsurface materials. Essentially, all groundwater tapped in-Mason 
County is from aquiferS within the more permeable materials of the various glacial drift . 
deposits. Most groundwater discharge is to streams, lakes and surrounding marine waters. 
The movement of groundwater toward discharge points is typically in the direction of the land 
surface slope. 

Groundwater within the unconsolidated glacial drift deposits migrate toward either Puget 
Sound or the Pacific Ocean. A groundwater divide runs in a general south-north line from the. 
southern border of the County to a point a few miles west of Shelton, then turns northwest 
toward the Olympic Mountains ( Figure 2.1A). Groundwater west of this divide moves 
toward the Pacific Ocean and groundwater east of the divide moves toward Puget Sound. 

In most places, the main water table (where present), is within 50 feet of the land surface. In 
general, the water table rises away from marine waterways and major stream valleys, and has 
a configuration similar to the rising land surface. Deeper aquifers also occur within the 
coarser phases of the various glacial deposits. Where groundwater occurs under perched or 
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semi-perched conditions, one or more higher water tables may exist locally above the maiil 
water table. 

Naturally Occurring Hazards 

Naturally occurring hazards are delineated on Figure 2.3A (Mason County Planning Commis-· 
sian, 1982). These hazards include geologic faults, unstable slopes, and flood-prone areas .. 

· Chapter 7 discusses naturally occurring hazards as they pertain to the Minimum Functional .. . . 
Standards (MFS), locational standards (WAC 173-304-130). Under the MFS, the existence of 
any of these. hazards at a specific site. would constiru'te a fatal fiaw and eliminate the site from 
further· consideration for landfill development. · 

Geologic Faults. Three faults, and a fourth probable fault, have been id.entified ·within Mason 
County that show evidence of ~ovement during recent or Holocene time (approximately 
12,000 years to present)(WilSon, Bartholomew, and Carson, 1979). These faults are located 
within the Olympic Mountains, northeast of Lake Cushman (Figure 2.3A), and include the 
.S~ddle Mountain East, the Saddle Mountain West, the Dow Mountain fault, and the probable 
Cushman Valley fault. Holocene faults may exist within the lowland glacial drift plains, but 
none have been identified. Potential Holocene faults within any potential landfill ~ite would 
have to be investigated. · 

Unstable Slopes. There are several areas within Mason County that have been identified as 
having unstable slopes (Fjgure 2.3A). Th~se areas are typically steep and/or comprised of 
relatively easily erodible materials or unconsolidated sedinlents. These unstable· areas would 
most likely be susceptible to landslides induced by seismic activity, sustained precipitation, or 
high precipitation during a short duration. Stream channels with steep slopes are most 
susceptible.· This includes most channels that empty into Hood Canal from the west. In · 
particular, the areas adjacent to the Tahuya River and the Skokomish River both have a high 
risk of slope failure. Any potential landfill site would have to be investigated for the presence 
of unstable slopes. ' 

Flooding. Most of the streams and rivers on the Kitsap Peninsula are prone to flooding, as is 
the Skokomish River west of Hood Canal. Several streams south of Shelton, including 
Goldsborough and Skookum Creeks, and the tributaries to the Satsop River are also flood-
prone. . 
Qthcr. In addition to the naturally occurring hazard~ within Mason County, there are other 
large areas that are not suitable as a landfill site .. These areas are also illustrated in Figure 
2.3A and should be eliminated from landfill siting consideration. They include: 

• The Olympic Mountains in the northwestern part of the County (steep slopes, 
shallow depths to bedrock, and National Forest land). 

• The Black Hills along the south border of the County (steep slopes and shallow 
depths to a possibly. fractured bedrock). 
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The remaining areas of the County will be discussed in the following section based on 
desirable soil characteristics. However the following characteristics would not exclude a site 
from consideration as a potential landfill site. Rather these characteristics on a site specific 
basis may provide deciding considerations between two potentially suitable sites. 

Soils as lndieators of Site DeSirability 

Under State Law, leachate generated at a landfill must be contained, within the landfill and 
prevented fro~ entering underlying aquifers. To meet this requirement, state regulations 
require all landfills to be lined regardless of the site characteristics (except in arid conditions) .. 
However, additional aquifer proteCtion may be provided by specific soil types.· For example, 
sites on fine-grained· soils (silts and clays) which have low permeabilities provide additional. 
protecti~n to an underlying aquifer, while coarse.;grained soils and substrata (sands and . 
gra.vels)~ido not provide such protection:. The type of soils present on the landfill site is one of 
many ~dicators of site desirability. 

·Cation exchange cap~city (CEc) is a soil related consideration. ·CEC refers to the ability·of a 
material to chemically bind or absorb smne contaminants, i.e. metals. CEC is a function of· 
grain size. In generill.the fin~r the inc~terial the Illgher the CEc v~ue~ Finer materials ·have a 
greater ratio of surfa~ area·availableJor ion exchange to the total volume. Therefore, fme . 
grained soils such as ciays exhibit relatively high CEC values, followed by silt and: to a much 
lesset extent sands and gravels. . 

Another consideration when working with clays is the abilitY of some solutions to move 
through clay at a: high rate .. This is due to the chemical nature of some compounds which 
allow them to "slide through" low permeability clays· at a higher rate than that indicated by 
permeability testing. Therefore, the existence of clay under a landfill does not necessaruy 
mean that all compounds will be contained. 

Soil types that will be required in construction and operation of a ~dfill shoul~ also be a 
consideration in site selection. For example, cost reductions may be realized by avoiding the 
need to import coarse cover materiaL In addition, fine grained materials may be used for 
landfill liner construction in addition to providing additional protection to the aquifer. 
Therefore, sites that have coarse and fine grained materials are cost effective. 

In Mason County, the water-bearing properties of the Vashon recessional outwash and till 
deposits are very important to the characterization of a potential landfill site. Generhlly, the 
coarse-grained outwash deposits exhibit relatively high permeable properties and the fme
grained till has relatively low permeable characteristics. 

From a hydrogeologic perspective, the most desirable location for a landfill would be in a fine
grained deposit to protect groundwater and limit leachate migration. From an economic 
perspective, a desirable site would also have deposits of coarse-grained materials for road 
constmctiQn and daily cover operations. Alternatively, a site with a shallow excavatable layer 
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of coarse-grained material, with no perched groundwater, overlying fine-grained 1naterial, 
would also be desirable. In this second scenario, the coarse-grained material could be 
excavated and the landfill bottom and potentially a portion of the side slopes, placed in fme
grained material. In both scenarios the fme-grained layer could provide groundwater protec
tion in addition to the landfill liner. The coarse-grained materials would be available for use 
on site. 

From one perspective, the hydrogeologic conditions at sites with shallow fme-grained material 
are preferable to other sites. However, thesti( types of sites are generally found near Shelton in 
southeast Mason County. Although from a hydrogeologic standpoint they represent the most 
desirable sites, from a population density standpoint they are less desirable. Landfills may be 
difficult to site and permit in the more densely populated areas of the County; 

Considering the population density perspective, ·sites in rural Mason County would be more 
desirable. However, these sites would be typically less hydrogeologically desirable. Sites in 
the rural County generally contain a shallow perched aquifer unprotected by any overlying 
layers 9f silt or clay. A landfill constructed in such a ~ocation would rely on the bottom liner 
system to contain leachate ~d·prevent contaminant migration. However, these sites would be 
removed from the general population and would ·allow easier siting. 

Regardles.s of the underlying soil charactens"tics, State landfill liner regulations Can. be met at 
both types _of sites with proper design and construction. However, landfills should not be sited 
at some types. of ~ites in the County. These sites include areas of exposed or shallow volcanic 
rock, and the alluvial river valleys and floOd plains. 

Because oftheir general lack of permeability, the volcanic rocks exposed in the northwest 
. portion of the County contain no aquifers of significance. Significant water movement in the 

basalts occurs only along fractures. Characterization of groundwater movement through a 
complex fracture system would make a water quality monitoring program both expensive and 
extremely complex. Therefore, location of a landfill on exposed basalt is not favorable. 

The alluvial river valleys and flood plains should also be avoided for consideration of a landfill 
site. The main-hydrogeologic reasons include: most are groundwater discharge regions which 
cause shallow groundwater cOnditions; no underlying protective till layer that is above the 
water table; potential impacts from floods; and short travel distances and low travel time of 
groundwater movement to the. adjacent river. 

2.3 WASTE STREAM ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this section is to identify the waste stream in Mason County in terms of its 
size, projected growth rate, composition and annual variation. 

The total waste stream for the County consists of many types of wastes. Most are landfilled, 
others are incinerated, recycled, used as a soil amendment or disposed in special sites 
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established for a specific type of waste. The major component of the waste stream is mixed 
municipal solid waste (MMSW). :M:M:SW is generated in residential and commercial areas and 
is usually landftlled. 

:M:M:SW accounts for the majority of the waste stream in the County. Other solid wastes such 
as industrial waste, wood waste, septic tank pumpings, and sewage sludges are considered 
special wastes and are discussed in Chapter 9. · · 

2.3.1 Method for Waste Stream Analysis 

The major source of information used to· develop and project the waste stream for Mason 
County :is ruita recorded by the toll house. attendant at the landfill.· This information includes 
the number of 3o gallon containers, 55 gallon containers, and drop boxes; and the yardage of 
compact~· and loose waste from commercial sources and other loose waste yardage delivefed 
to the Iaridfill. 

· For use in this document, the waste stream data was conveited to tonnage figures using Mason 
County's conversion factor of 500 lbs/cy for all waste types. 

Waste stream data was available for 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990 .. With this Information as a 
base, solid waste quantities were projected for two waste· generation areas,,.the unirtcorpo~ted 

· County and the City of Shelton. The population forecasts discussed in section 2.2·.1 were used 
to project the waste streams. It was assumed that the current waste generation rate per capita 
would continue through the planning period. This waste stream projection is presented in 
Table 2.3A. 

Table 2.3A MASON COUNTY WASTE STREAM PROJECTION (1991 to 2014) 
Year 

1995 
2000 
2005 
2010 
2015 

City of Shelton* 

5,029 
5,280 
5,544 
5,821 
6,112 

Mason Co. SWM Plan 

Mason County* 

20,253 
22,014 
23,928 
26,009 
28,271 

*all numbers are given \n tonnages 

Total Disposed* 

25,282 
27;294 
29,472 
31,830 
34,383 

This information reflects population projections provided by the 
Office of Financial Management 
Mason County : 2.3% per year or 11.5% every five years 
City of Shelton: 1% per year or 5% every five years 
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In actuality, waste stream projections are more complicated than projecting population rates. 
Waste generation is a function of economic conditions, personal values, as well as population. 
If any of these factors change during the projected period, the waste stream projection will be 
inaccurate. · 

The waste stream projection included in Table 2.3A represents the baseline waste stream upon 
which the effects of waste reduction, recycling and population growth can be applied. For tlris 
reason, per capita waste generation and recycling rates were assumed to stay at current levels. 

2.3.2· Waste Stream Composition 

Waste· stream composition is also needed to assist in designing solid waste handling and 
disposal programs. No detailed waste composition study has been performed in Mason County 

. to date. However, the State of Washington has recently co~pleted a comprehensive recycling 
study, entitled Best Management Practices Analysis for Solid Waste (BMP) that included a 
waste stream composition study. The waste composition study determined that waste com
position tended to be relatively uniform throughout the State of Washington. 

Appendix A shows the waste stream. composition for residential and commercial waste for the 
west waste generation area which includes Mason County. It may be assumed for purposes of 
this Plan that these· waste stream compositions are a close approximation to the waste strean1 
composition of residences and businesses in Mason County. 
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FINAL REPORT 

Table 11~7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Washington State: Single-family Residential 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean P~nt.tge of Tot.tl Tons Diaposed 

Materbl Tot.tl DispoSII iler Material 
PAPER 31.0% 399,331 

Newspaper 5.1% 63.819 

Corrugated Paper 5.5% 68.893 

Comptrter Paper o.cn:. 241 

Office Paper 0.5% 6,104 

Mixed Recycl~ble P•pcr 9.5% 119.D83 

MllkiJuk C.rtons 0.8% 10.624 

Aseptic J~ ContAiners 0.0% 300 
froZ~en Food Cont.1lners 0.6'Xo 7.398 
Other Paper 9.8% 122.869 

PLASTlC 10.3% . 12.9,283 

PET Containers (M1) 0.6'Xo 7,139 .. 
HOPE Containers (12) 1.1% 14,()95 

lDPE Plastics (H) 0.1% 197 
Polystyrene (M6) 0.8% 9.614 

.. Plastic Bags 4.5% 55.623 
Other Coded Plastic Packaging 0.3"/o 3,943 
Other PJasti& 3:0% 38.(172 

GLASS 5~ 69,168 

ClearCJus Containers 3.4% 43,()29 
' Green GlU$ Containers 8,633 0.7% 

Brown CJus Containers 0.9%. r 1o.si6 

RdillabJe Beer Bottles 0.1% 1.467 
Other Glass 0.4% 5,163 

' FERROUS METAlS 4.1%. 59,US 
1m Cans •2..5% 31.663 
Bi-Metal Cans o.oo/. 0 

Mixed Metal I.e Other Materials 0.8% 9,(29 

White I Brown Goods om:. 618 

Other Ferrous Metals 1.4% 17,419 

NON-FERROUS METAlS 1.1% 13,369 

Aluminum Cans 0.8% 9,758 

Other Aluminum 0.2% 2.224 

Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.1% 1.387 
ORGANICS 31.1% 408,960 

Food . 13.5% 168.201 

Yard Wastes 11.3% 141.(106 

Other()rganics . . sM. 99.753 
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 4.2% 52.510 

WoodWastes t.7'Xo 21.433 
Gypsum Drywall 0.3% 3.303 
l'nert SoUdsl Fines 0.9"'- 11.203 .. 
Other Construction Debris 1.3% 16.572 

: OrnER WASTES 11.4% 105,488 
Disposable Diapers 4.6'Y. 57,786 
Textiles \ 3.1% 38.829 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.3% 3.586 
large Bulky Items 0.1 'Y. 1,658 
Other Materials 0.3% 3,629 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.!% 10,075 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.4'Y. 5,001 
Oeaners 0.0% 172 
Pesticides I Herbicides 0.0% 172 
Non- Vehide &tteries 0.1% 908 
Other Haurdous Wastes 0.3% 3,823 

SPECIAL WASTES O..l'Y. 2,521 
Used Oil 0.1% 976 
ltres 0.0% 0 
Vehide &tterie; 0.1% 1.545 
Ferrous Vehide Parts O.O'Y. 0 

Total Percent: 100.0% Tot.tl Tona: 1.U9.i34 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TableU-7 
Combined WGA Materi.d Type Sum.muy for Washington State: Mu.lti·fam.ily Residential 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Meu Fet«l!'lblge of Total Tons Disposed 

M.ltterlal Total DI&!>OPI -~r Material 
PAPER 34.'1% 115,631 

Newspaper 1!.6% 211.690 
Com.tgated Paper 6.9% 22.829 
Compufler Paper 0.0% 96 
Offioehper 0.3% um 
Mbced Recyd.able Paper 9.5% 31.100 
Mill:IJuloe Cactom \ 0.7% 2,239 

Asep«ic:Juloe~ 0.0% 149 
Frozen food Con~ 0.6% 2.J.U 
Other I'~ 8.0% 26:107 

n.ASTIC 9.7% 32,26$ 

PET~(Il) 0.7% 2.300 
HOPE Contafners (112) U% 3,763 
t.DPE~(H) 0.0% 140 
I'Qlystyrene (16) 1).7% 2.419 
l'1astic: Bags 3.6% 12,043 

Other Coded rwtic Pacbging 0.3% 874 
Other Plastics 3.2% 1(!,129 

G~ U% 27,543 
Cle'!t Class Containas 5.1% .. 16.973 
Green Clu.sCcintalners 1.2% 3$65 

·. Brown Class~ Ul% 5.854 
. Rdillable Beer Bottles 0.0%. 0 

OtherCWs. 0.2% 'i50 
FERROUS METALS 4.5% 15,1)90 

TmCms 2.2% 7,478 
Bi-Metal Cms 0.0% 34 
Mixed 1\r{eta.l.& Olht:r Materials 1.2% 3,943 

White I Brown Goods 0.3% 1,()27 

OtherFenous Metals 0.8% 2.608 
NON-EERROUS METALS U% 4))30 

Alwn.inwn Cans. 1.0% 3.227 
Other Alwninwn 0.1% 4611 
OtherN~ Metals 0.1% 335 

ORGANICS 21.2% 13,167 

FOod 10.2.% 33.667 
Yard Wastes . 35% 11.669 

. Other ..... 1!.5% 211.2.31 
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS . U% 15,l14 

Wood WIIStes 1.6% 5,464 

G~Drywall 0.9% 2.1172 
Inert Solids/ F"mes 1.2% 3.843 

: ·Other Conslnlction Debris 0.9% 3,035 
QTI{ER WASJ"ES 13.9"1'· 46,143 

Disposable Diapen 6.2'!(. 20,622 
Textiles 6.2'Y. 20.766 
Rubber Products (except Tires) O.l'X. 288 
~ Bulky Items 1.3% 4.232 
Other Materials 0.1% 235 

HAZARDOUS WASTE o.rr. 2.215 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.1% 376 
Oeaners 0.0% 65 
Pesticides I Herbicides O.O'Y. 5 
Non· Vehicle Batteries O.l'Y. 347 
Other Haurdous Wastes 0.4% 1,422 

SPECIAL WASTES 0.3% 1.001 
Used. Oil 0.0% 0 
Tires o.rr. s-42 
Vehicle Batteries 0.0% 0 
ferrous Vehlde Parts !U% 459 

Tota~ll'~t: 100.0% -Toi.!IITon~~: 332.904 

ll-10 



FINAL REFORT 

Table 11·7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Washington State: Warehousing 

WASTE·CA TEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Total Tons Dl~ 

Material Total Dlsooul · oer Material · 

PAPER 42.9% 78,16f 

Newspaper 1.6% 2./}6S 

Conugated Paper 10.6% 19.302 
Computer Paper 'Ll% 2,025 

Offia: Paper 4.1% 1,386 

Mixed .Recycbble Paper .11.1% 20.217 

Mnk/Juice Cartons 1).3% 482 
Aseptic Juice Containers 0.1% .98 
Frozen Food Containers 0.1% 126 

Other l'a1'tt 14.0% 25,565 
PLASTIC U% t1,o95 

PET Containers (II) 0.2% 296 
HOPE Containers (12) 0;2% 282 
IDPEPiastiQS (14) · O.o% 2 
Polystymle (16) 0.8% 1.542 
Plastic fJ&gs 5.1%. 9,358 

. OtherCQded Plastic Packaging 0.1% 185 
Other PlastiQS 3.()% 5.430 

GLASS :Z.S% 5,()25. 

Clear GWs Containers 1.4% 2;512 
Gt'CIO\ Glass Containers 0.3% 627 
BI.VIVn GWs Containers 0.3% 615 
Rdillable Beer BottleS O.o% 37 
Other Class 0.6% U7S 

FERROUS METALS. . 6.7% 12.216 
TmCails 0.6% 1,147 

Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 

Mixed Metal&: Other Materials 2.3% 4,244 

White I Brown Goods 0.1% 199 

Other Perrous Metals 3.6% 6.636 
NON-FERROUS METALS 0.9% 1,560 

Aluminum Cans 0.5% 918 
Other Aluminum 0.1% 132 

Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.2% 450 
ORGANICS 12..0% 21,839 

Food 9.0'Y. 16,468 

Yard Wasta 1.5% Uill 
Other Organics U% 2.590 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 21.3% 38.839 
Wood Wasta 19.5% 35.520 
Gypswn Drywall 0.5% 885 
Inert Solids/ Fines t.O% 1,794 

Other Construction Debris 0.4% 6(0 
: OTHER WASTES 2.3% 4,131· 

Disposable Diapers 0.3'Y. 475 
Textiles 

\ 
1.6'Yo 2.830 

Rubber Products (excq>t Ti~) 0.4% 806 
Large BillJ.:y Items 0.0% 0 

Other Materials O.O'Y. 20 
HAZARDOUS WASTE 1.7'Y. 3,115 

Paint I Adhesives I Solvents LJ'Y. 2.382 
Oeancrs O.O'Y. 0 
Pesticides I Herblddes O.O'Y. 12 
Non- Vehicle Batteries O.O'X. 57 
Other Hazardous Wastes 0.4% 664 

SPECIAL WASTES 0.1% 146 
Used Oil 0.1% 146 
1i~ O.O'Y. 0 
Vehicle Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
Ferrous Vehicle Parts 0.0% 0 

Total Percent: 100.0% Total Tons: 182,1C2 

Compcment Survey Approach //-11 



Ex.ECli,TIVE SUMMARY 

Table II-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Swnmuy for Washington State: Dey .Goods Ret.ill 

W ASTI! CA. TEGORIES 
M4:an Pou·c~ntage of Total ToM DI•J'Oftd 

Material Total Dl'""'"l per Material 
PAPER UT% 42.399 

Newspaper 3.1% 3.612 
Con:ugated Paper 12..0% 11,676 
Compu~~er Paper l.o% 9« 
Offi~Paper Ul% 1.762 
Mixed R.ecyd&ble Paper U.o% 13.541 
M.Ulc/Juioe Ca.rtoos 0.9% B8S 
Aseptic: Juk:e Containers \ o.I% 89. 

frozen food Containm; 0.1% 92 
. Other Paper 10.1% 9;!97 

M..ASTIC 16.4% 15,901 
PEr~(tll) 0.8% 168 
HDPE~(tl2) 0.6%. 571 
LOPE Pl.utic$ (H) O.o% 4 

.. Polya~(tl6) :U% 2.338 
~Bags 1.o% 6,834 

•. 

Other Coded l'1astic Facbgmg 0.2% 242 
~Plastics 5.3% 5,138 

GLASS 7.1% 6,869 

Oeu Glass Containers 1.9% 1,848 
Green Glass Containers 0.2% 

~ 

114 
lkowr!. Glass ContainerS . 0.3% 282. 
Rdjllable Beer BottleS 1).1% 125 
Other Glass 4.6'% 4,440 

FERROUS METALS 6.1% ' 
5,984 

IIOCans "(1.4% 397 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mixed. Metal &: Other Materials 1.8% 1.,786 
White I Bcown Goods o.D% a 

. Othir Fenous Metals 3.9% 3.159 
NON-FERROUS METALS .o.a% 788 

Aluminum Cans 0.1% 642 
Other Aluminum 0.1% 129 
Other Non-mrous Metals O.o% 16 

ORGANICS 11U% 9,885 
Food 6.8% 6,594 
Yard Wasta 1.3% 1.232 
Other~cs 2.1% 2.060 

CONSTRUCilON DEBRlS 8.5% 8,2.67 
Wood Wasta 6.2% 6,()34 

Gypsum Drywall 0.8% 780 
"Inert Solids/ Fines 0.0% 18 
Other Construction Debris 1.5% 1.435 

: ~ERWASTES 5.3% 5,178 
Disposable Diapers 0.4% 411 

Textiles 2.8% 2,159 

Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.8% 777 
Large Bulky Items urr. 933 

Other Materials 0.3% 297 
HAZARDOUS WASTE U% 1,109 

Paint I Adhesives I Solvents Ul% 987 
Oeaners 0.()% 36 
Pesticides I Herbicides 0.0% 0 
Non· Vehicle Batteries 0.0% 17 

Other Haz.ardous Wastes 0.7"Y. 670 
SPECIAL WASTES 0.1% 52 

Used Oil. 0.0% 0 
Tires 0.0% 0 
V dUde 8a lteries 0.0% 0 
~ Vehicle I' arts 0.1% 52 

·Toulrm:mt: lOO.o% TotaiToru~: t'T,Wl 
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Table 11·7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Washlitgton State: Groceries 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Total ToM DilpOSed 

Material Total DisiJGAI Pet' Material 
PAPER 3U% 52.394 

Newspaper 2.6% 3,911 
Corrugated Paper 16.4% 25,(152 
Computer Paper 0.2% 330 
OffiCe Paper 0.2% 321 
~ Recychble Paper 5.4% 8,216 
Milk/Juice Cartons 0.8% 1,288 

. Aseptic Juia: Containers 0.0% 7 
Frozen Food Containers 0.1% 216 
Othei'Pa~ 8.6% 13,1)53 

PLASTIC 12.7% 19,42.4 
PET Corltainers (11) 0.4% 565 
HOPE Conta4\et$ (12) 1.0% 1,483 
IDPE P!astks (14) 0.0% 20 
Polyatyft:ne .(16) 1.2% 1,799 
I'WticBags 1.3% 11,184 
OtherCoded Plastic Pad:aging 0.2% 315 
Other Plastics . 2.7% . 4,1)58 

GLASS 3.i% 4~5 

Clear GWs Containe!:s 2..% 3;HJ7 
Grftn Glass COntalner:s 0.2% ~ 
Brown Glass Contalnets 0.7% 1,134 
Refillable Bl:er Bottles . 0.0% • 0 

Other Glass 0.1% . tsi· 
F'ERaOUS METALS 1.5% 2,2.80 

Tm<Ans 1.1% 1,680 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 

Mixed Metal&: Other Materials 0.1% 165 
White I Brown Goods 0.0% 0 
Other Ferrous Metals 0.3% 434 

NON-FERROUS METALS 0.7% 1,106 
Alwninum Cans 0.4% 640 
Other Aluminum 0.3% «1 
Other Non-Ferrous Metals O.o% 25 

ORGANICS n.o% 62.511 
Food 34.2% 52.190 
Yard Wastes ·o.7% 1.019 
Other Organics 6.1% 9,303 

CONSTRUCllON DEBRIS U% 7,351 . 

WoodWutes 4.5'Y. 6,812 
Gypsum Drywall 0.0% 0 
l.nert Solids I Fmes 0.0% 0 

. Other Construction Debris 0.4% 539 

' Oll{ER WASTES 1.4% 2,.173 

~blelMpcrs on. 304 
Textiles 1.1')(. 1,751 
Rubber Products (except Tires) \ 0.1% tlO 
large Bulky ltenu O.O'Y. 0 
Other Materials O.O'Y.o 8 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.2.,-. 236 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0. 1'Y. 81 
Oeaners O.O'Y. 0 
Pestiddes I Herbiddes O.O'Y.. 0 
Non- Veltide Batteries O.Q'r., 0 
Other Haz:.ardous Wastes O.l'Y. 155 

SPECIAL WASTES O.t,-. 1112. 
Used Oil O.Q'Y. 0 
Tires O.Q'Y. 0 
Veltide Batteries O.O'Y. 0 
ferTOuJ Vehicle Parts 0.1% 182 

Tout Percent 100.0% TouiTona: 152,.541 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TableH-1 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for Wuhhtgton State: Re~~bunnts 

WASTE CA TEGOIUES 
Mean r~tage of ToW ToN Disposed 

M&terial Totm.l Di11ooul IM!I' Material 
p~ %6.1% 64,924 

Newspaper 2.4%· 6.o71 
Comlgaled Paper 9.4% 23,347 
Compuller Paper 0.()% 58 
Office Paper o.t% 331 
Mhoed Recyclable Paper 4.5% 11,251 

MiDc/Juice Cutons \ 1.5% 3,1!40 
Aseptic JW<:e Con~ o.t% 183 
Frou:n Food Containers 0.()% 00 
Other Paper 1.9% 19,757 

~c :UA% ·28,457 
·PET Containers (II) 0.3% 638 

· HDPECootainers (12) U% 3~ 
LOPE Plutic:s (H) o.t% 182 
Pol~(R6) U% 1,.963 
l'la$tic Bags 5.8% 1«.547 
Other Coded Pb$tk Pollld:llging 0-0% 95 
Other PWtlc:s 3.0% 1,564 

GLASS 10.1% %5,219 
Clear Class Containers 4,0% . 9.981 
Green Class Cootalners 1.5% 3;53 
Brown Class Containers 3.6% 9,015 
Rdillable Beer BO«les 0.0% 0 
Other Glass t.O% 2.470 

FERROUS METALS 2.5% 6,UO 

T:mCans 2.3% 5:171 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mhoed Metal & Other Mi..terials 0.0% 0 
White I Brown Goods 0.0% 0 

Other Ferrous Metals 0.1% 339 
NON-FERROUS METALS U% 710 

Aluminwn Cans 0.2% 515 
Other Aluminum 0.1% 225 
Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.0% 3o 

ORGANICS 42.2% tos.ms 
Food :51.7% 78.781 
Yard Wastes 0.5% 1.229 
Otflei.nn..,,;,.,. 10.1% 25.f11S 

CONSTRUCT10N DEBRIS U% 6,572 
Wood Wastes 0.8% 1.931 

· Gypsum Drywall 0.0% 0 

· Inert SolidS/ Fmes 0.2% 414 

: · Other Construction Debris 1.7% 4;117 
ornm wASTES 4.lo/o 10,220 

~ble Diapers 0.8% 1,915 
Textiles 1.2% 2.991 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.1% 169 
large Bulky Items 2.1% 5,146 
Other Materials O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.6% 1,557 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.4% 968 
Ocaners 0.0% 0 
l"est\cides I Herbicides 0.2'Y. 389 
Non- Vehicle Batteries 0.0% 0 
Other Haurdous Wastes 0.1% 199 

SPECIAl WASTES o.~. 0 
Used Oil 0.~. 0 
Tires 0.0% 0 
Vehicle Batteries O.Q'Y. 0 
fffrowl Vehicle Parts 0.0% 0 

To!.alll'em:nt: 100.0~ Toi.IIITo!UI: 243..11'% 
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FINAL REPORT 

Table 11-7 . 
Combined WGA Material Type Summary for W~shington State: Offices 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Pm:entage of Total ToM Di1posed . 

Material Total Disposal per Material 
PAPER 66.3% «.226 

Newspaper 4.7% 3,151 
Corrugated Paper 6.3% 4.203 
Computer Paper 2.6% 1,753 
Officz Paper 11.2% 1,436 
Mboed Recyd&bte Paper 23.3% 15,557 
Milk!Mcz Cartons 0.9% 584 
Aseptic Juice Containers il.l% so 
Frozien Food Containers 0.4% 281 
Other Paper. 16.8%. 11,206 

I'LAS11C '11.2% 7,459 
PET Containers (It) 0.3% 168 
HDPEConWnen(12) 0.3% 204 
WPE~(14) Q.O% 32 
POI~(I6) 1.6% t,ll56 
Plastic Bap 4.5% 3,015 
Other Coded Plastic Packaging 0.3% 175 
Other Plastics 4.2% 2.809 

GLASS 
.. 

4.1)% 2.658 
Clearab$5 Containers 2.~ 1,914. 
Green Class Containers 0..8% 504. 
Brown Cbss Containers 0.2% 136 

' .RdiUable Beer !Jo~ 0.()% 0 
Other Class 0.2% 104 

FERROUS METALS 1.3% 849 
TmCans 0.3% 209 -
Bi-Metal Cans O.O'Yo 0 
Mixed Metal &c Other Materials 0.6% 415 
\Vhile I Brown Goods O.O'Y. 0 
Other Ferrous Metals 0.3% 225 

NON·FER,R.OUS METALS 1.1% m 
Aluminum Cans 0..8% . 551 

Other Aluminum . 0.2% 112 
Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.1% 51 

ORGANICS 12.6% 8,431 
Food 10..8% 7.211 
Yard W..Stes 0.9% rm 
Other Organics '0.9% 613 

CONSTRUC110N DEBRIS 1.8% 1,224. 
Wood Wastes 05% 319 
Gypsum Drywall 0.0% 21 
Inert Solids/ Fmes 0.1% .c; 
Other Caris !ruction Dcl>ris 1.3'Y• 639 

: OTIIER WASTES 1.2% 814 
Disposable Diapers 0.3'Y. 198 
Textiles \ 0.6'Y. 419 
Rubber Products (except Tires) 0.3'Y. 191 
Large Bulky Items O.O'Y. 0 
Other M•lleria Is O.O'Y. 0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.4,-. 298 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents O.I'Y,, 92 
Oeaners O.Q'Y,, 0 
Pestiddes I Herbiddes O.O'Y., 0 
Non-Vehicle Balleries o.1•x. 91 
Other Hazardous Wastes 0.2'1:. 115 

SPECIAl WASTES o.o,-. 0 
Used Oil 0.0% 0 
Tires O.O'Y. 0 
Vehicle B.ltteries O.O'Y. 0 
Ferrous Vehicle Parts O.O'Y. 0 

Total Puant: 100.0% Total Ton•: 66,679 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table U-7 
Cmnbinc:d WGA Mat~ Type SI.WUI.Ull"f forW.uhlngton State: Hote.WMotcls 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
M£m f'~tage of Total ToM Dl.sposed 

Material ToiaJD~I pet Material 
PAPER 38..11% :1.3,%7 

Newspaper 12.1% . 4.543 

Coaupted l"lllper 9.8% 3,500 

Cocnpwu Paper 0.4"' 132 
Office Paper .0.8% 290 

Mixed ~le Paper 5.8% 2,080 

Milk/Juke Cmoa.s \ 0.9'% 316 

Aseptic: Juke~ om:. 6 
Fro:.enf'ood ~ 0.2% 62 
Other Paper 3.5% 3))38 

ru.snc ·U% 3,511 
PET~(#l) . 0.5% 193 
HOPE Contafners (12) l.G% 367 
LOPE l'iastks {H) CU% 26 
Pol~(416) ~ :no 
Pl.astic&gs U% 1,538 

Other Coded Plastic Packaging -0-3% 109 
Other Plastics 1.1% 968 

GLASS U.S% 41,4!10 
. Oeu CUss Conlafnecs 1.1% 2.535 

~ 

er-n GlaSs~ '1.9% 680 
BrtnmGlusCon~ . 3.4% 1.216 

. Re!iilable Beer Bottles om:. 0 
Other Class 0..2% 58 

FERROUS METALS 2.9%· 1,034 
Tr.nCans :Ll% 769 
Bi.-MetU<:;ms 0.0% 0 

Mixed Metal & Other Materials o.t% 41 

White I Brown Goods 0.0% ·o 
Other Fetrous Metals 0.6% 225 

NON·FERROUS METALS 2.3% .810 

Aluminum Cans 2.1% 7SO 
Other Aluminum· 0.0% 13 

Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.1% 46 

ORGANICS 2.4.0% 11,619 
Food 14.6% 5.233 
Yard Wastes 1.5% 914 
Othet n.-..,., ;...., 6.9% 2,472 

CONSTRUCllON DEBRIS :U% 1,116 

·Wood Wastes 1.1>% 360 
Gypsum Drywall 1.4% 494 

Inert Solids/ FllleS 0.0% 0 

: Other Construction Debris 1.0% 362 
OTHER WASTES 5.1% 1,841 

Disposable Diapers 2.4% 814 
Tcxtilea 2.3% 619 
Rubber Products (except Tues) 0.2% 79 
Large Bulky Items 0.0% 0 
Other Materials 0.2% 69 

HAZARDOUS WASTE t.rr. 393 
Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 0.5% 192 
Oeanem 0.0% 6 
Pesticides I Herbiddes 0.0% 0 
Non- Vehicle Batteries 0.0% 17 
Other Hazardous Wastes 0.5% 176 

SPECIAl WASTES 0.0% 0 
Used Oil 0.0% 0 
Tu-es 0.0% 0 
Vd\ide Batteries 0.0% 0 
ferrous Vdude Partll 0.0% 0 

Total l"ei'Cfllt: 100.0% TolaiTo~U: 35.$111 

ll-16 



FINAL REPORT 

Table 11-7 
Combined WGA Material Type Summuy for W uhington State: Education 

WASTE CATEGORIES 
Mean Percentage of Total Tons Diapoted 

Material TotaiDI..,.,..,I ·-r Material 
PAPER 48.2.% 35,305 

Newspaptr 2..5% 1,823 
Corrugated Paper 5.2% 3,835 
Computet Paper 1.1% 1,535 

Office Paper . 4.11% 2,955 
Mixed Recyclable Paper 13.9% 10.201 
Milk/Juice Cai10ns U% 2351 
Aseptic Juice Containets 0.3% 236 

. frozlen Food Containers 0.1% 69 
Other Paper 15.9% 11,666 

PLASTIC 10.7% 7,806 

PET Containers (11) 0.4% 260 
HDPE Containers (12). 0.7% 481 
tDl'E Plastic.s (14) 0.11% . 9 
Pol~(l6) 1.2% 859 
Plastic Bags 4.7% 3,456 
Other Coded Plastic Pad:aging 0.3% 231 
Other Plastics 3.4% 2.510 

GLASS 3.3% 2.451 
Clear Class ContainerS 2.6% 1,917 
Green Class Containers 0.2% ~ 120 
Brown Class Containers 0.1% 40 

' Refillable Beer Bo«<es 0.0% 0 
Other Class 0.5% 374 

FERROUS METALS ,1;6% 1,181 
Tm<;:a.ns 1.3% 965 
Bi-Metal Cans 0.0% 0 
Mixed Metal&: Other Materials 0.1% 41 
White I Brown Goods I 0.0% 0 
Other Ferrous Metab 0.2% 175 

NON-FERROUS METALS t:rr .. 1,251 
Aluminum Cans 1.4% l.ll39 
Other Aluminum. 0.2% 171 

. ·Other Non-Ferrous Metals 0.1% 41 
ORGANICS 30.0% 2.1,970 

Food 23.9% . 17,(66 

Yard Wastes 2.6% 1,937 
Other Ornnic:s 3.5% 2,566 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS 1.3% 969 
Wood Wastes 0.8% 595 
GyPsum Drywall 0.0% 0 
Inert Solids/'Fines 0.0% 8 
Other Construction Debris 0.5"1. 366 

: OTIIERWASTES 2.3% 1,683 
Disposable Diapers 0.3% 199 
Textile~ \0.9% 690 

Rubber Products (except Ti~) 0.1"1. 43 
Large Bulky Items 0.8% 611 

Other Materials 0.2'Yn 140 
HAZARDOUS WASTE 0.8% 595 

Paint I Adhesives I Solvents 05'Y. 345 
Oeaners O.O'Y. 4 
Pesticides I Herbicides O.O'Y.. 0 
Non- Vehide &tteries O.l'Y. 96 
other Haz.ardous Wastes 0.2'Y. 148 

SPECIAL WASTES O.O'r. 0 
U.ec:IOil O.O'Y. 0 
Tires O.O'r. 0 
Vehide Batteries O.O'r. 0 
Ferrous Vehide Parts O.O'r. 0 

Total· Pucent: 100.0% Total Ton1: 13,111 
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During the course of Plan amendment preparation, numerous meetings were held with the SW AC 
to obtain their input and guidance. A complete draft of the Plan was reviewed by the SW AC, the 
City of Shelton and the Mason County Depa1tment of Community Development prior to the 
official review by the Public and Ecology. 

Public hearings were held for the plan. TI1e minutes from those meetings are included in Appendix 
together with letters generated during the public review period. 

1.4.5 Plan Approval/Adoption 

The Plan approval and adoption process was facilitated by the active participation by the SW AC 
·and ongoing public involvement efforts. As discussed under 1.4.4, above, several "rounds" of 
official review were built into the planning process. The organizations which must approve the 
Plan include the City of Shelton (by adoption), Mason County (also by adoption) and the 
Washington Department of Ecology. Each of these agencies was informed of Plan progress and 
consulted during the planning effort. 

Resolutions of adoption (included in Appendix) were obtained from the City of Shelton. The date 
of adoption was 

--~------------

The Mason County Board of Commissioners approved and adopted the Plan by ordinance on 
----'-------' 1998. The fmal Plan was transmitted to Ecology for their approval on 
---~--' 1998. 

1.4.6 Plan Amendment, Review and Revision 

Plan amendments should be reviewed by the SW AC and submitted to all affected jurisdictions for 
formal approval. In addition, the Mason County Board of ·Commissioners must review and 
approve the amendment. Final approval by the Department of Ecology would also be necessary. 

According to R.C.W. 70.95.110 the Plan must be reviewed and revised at least once every five 
years. If moderate changes are required a plan update may be sufficient to revise the Plan, 

. however if significant changes to the Pl3n are necessary a new plan would be required. To 
determine the extent of the revisions necessary, the Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan 
shall be reviewed by the Department of Community Development iri April, 1997 to determine the 
scope of work necessary to revise it, as necessary. The completed update or revised plan, shall 
be developed within six months to one year after this date. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER 2A BACKGROUND OF THE PLANNING AREA 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of Chapter 2A is to provide amended information as it relates to the background of 
the planning area, against which solid waste handling and management occur in Mason County. 
Section 2.2 describes the natural and man-made conditions of the county including demographics 
and landuse. Section 2.3, the last section df the chapter, describes the waste stream and is the 
basis for determining the solid waste handling. needs for the planning period. Waste stream data 
and projections are provided. 

;l.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONl\1ENT 

A description of the existing environmental conditions is provided as a background for evaluating 
the environmental impact of proposed solid waste management activities.. The description includes 
the following categories: land use and population, climate and air quality, and hydrogeology. 

2.2.1 Land Use and Population 

Land Use 

In April, 1996 Mason County adopted a new Comprehensive Plan, replacing the Comprehensive 
Plan approved on November 16, 1970. The plan states the goals for the future that have been 
identified by the citizens of the County or specified by the state in the Growth Management Act 
as state-wide goals. The Growth Management Act requires counties planning under the act to 
adopt a comprehensive plan that includes a land use element and a rural element. The land use 
element should identify the proposed distribution of land uses and address other concerns such as 
the proposed distribution of land uses and address other concerns such as the protection of 
groundwater quality and quantity, drainage, flooding, and storm water run-off and potential 
mitigation measures. · The rural element should address those rufallands in the county which are 
not specially designated for urban. growth or natural resource use. 

The land use element identifies the existing land use conditions throughout Mason County, 
projects the land requirements to the year 2014, and determines how that growth should be 
accommodated, given the goals and policies developed in the plan. 

The lands of Mason County, which are within the jurisdiction of the County have been divided 
into three categories of performance districts. These are urban growth areas, resource lands, . and 
rural lands. 
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The urban growth areas which are designated in Mason County include the City of Shelton, with 
a portion of its surrounding area, and the unincorporated community in Belfair. These 
communities currently support a mix of residential, commercial, industrial, civic, arid public uses. 
Within Shelton and Belfair, residential uses provide a variety of housing choices including medium 
to high density single family and multifamily. Commercial development includes retail and other 
business uses. Industrial uses include light and heavy industry, production, manufacturing, and 
resource-based uses.: In addition, a broad range of civic and public facilities such as schools, 
churches, libraries, parks, courts, and City and County government exist_ within these 
communities. 

Rural lands are divided into 'several classifications. These classifications identify performance 
districts through which rural growth will be managed. These districts include: Rural Activity 
Centers, Rural Community Centers, Working Rural Areas, Resource Conservation Master Plan, 
Fully Contained Community and Rural Area (subject to future amendment) .. 

The Rural Activity Centers include Allyn, Union, Hoodsport, and Kamilche/Taylor Towne. Rural 
· Commui:tity Centers include Mason/Benson; Matlock, Ulliwaup, Tahuya, Grapeview, Potlatch, 
Dayton, and the Skokomish Valley areas. · . . 

Table 2.1A Mason County Land Use/Percentage of Total County Acreage 

Land Use Total Acreage Percent. 

Residential 17,298 3.78% 
RURAUVACANT 67,902 14.85% 
Commercial 2,671 ·.58% 
Industrial 43.9 .10% 
Agriculture/ 8,277 1.81% 
Aquac'!llture 

'·'' Forestry 344,517 75.35% 
Mineral 36 .01% 
Extraction 
Transportation 2,177' .48% 
Utilities 1,177 \ .42% 
Tax Exempt 12,024 2.62% 

Total 456,518 100.00% 

The planning instrument that controls land use in Mason County is the Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Regulations. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the Solid Waste Management 
Plan and points out that it has to be reviewed and updated at least once every five years. It also 
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points out that the Solid Waste Plan lists specific recommendations for implementing and 
evaluating solid waste management efforts. 

The Development Regulations provide a framework for the development of land in Mason County; 
and to assure that such development occurs in such a way that it protects private property rights 
and existing land uses while also protecting natural resources, promoting economic growth and 
assuring the compatibility of proposed land uses with existing ones. For example, wrecking yards 
and buy-back recycling centers are only allowed inside an Urban Growth Area (City of Shelton 
and Belfair). 

In 1950 Mason County's population was 15,022, only slightly more than. one third of the County's 
population in 1994. By 1970, Mason County's population had grown to 20,918. During the 
1970'sboth the County and the State experienced the fastest rates of population increase in recent 
history. The County's rose by an average rate of 4.1% annually, totaling an increase of 49%. 
At the end of the decade the population had increased by 10,266 people bringing the total 
population to 31,184. The rate of population growth slowed somewhat duri.llg the eighties. 
Between 1980 and 1990, the County's population grew by an average annual rate of 2.1% 
amounting to a ten year increase of 23 % and. a total population of 3 8' 241. 

According to the Office of Fiscal Management figures, the actual County population as of April 
1, 1994, was 44,300, which represents an increase of 15.5 percent of an increas~ average of 3.7% 
annually since 1990. During the 1990s Mason County has fanked fifth in the State in population 
growth rate. One thing that must be considered when looking at the County's current growth is 
that the current average annual growth rate (3. 7%) is not much lower than the record 4.1 % rate 
of growth experienced in the 1970's, when the County's population grew by 49%, 

If the current growth rate.maintains constant through the year 2014, the County's population can 
be estimated to approximate65,277 people. 

Most of the growth that has occurred in the county from 1990 to 1994 has been located in the 
unincorporated areas of the County, which is not surprising since the City of Shelton is the only 

· established incorporated area thus far. 

The percentage of County population growth occurring within the Shelton city limits has varied 
considerably over the past four years, ranging from a high of 4.4% between 1990 and 1991 to a· 
low of 1.5.% between1991 and 1992. Between 1992 and 1993 the percentage of total population 
growth increased substantially over the previous year to 3.9% and then decreased again slightly 
between 1993 and 1994 to 3.1 %. 
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Table 2.2A MASON COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTIONS-COUNTYWIDE GROWTH 
BY INCORPORATED!UNINCORPORA TED STATUS 1990-1994 

POPULATION 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Incorporated 7,241 . 7,310 7,330 7,396 7,440 
(Shelton) 
Un-incorporated · 31,000 32,590 33,870 35,504 36,860 

County 38,241 39,900 41,200 42,900 44,300 

PERCENT OF TOTAL GROWTH 

90/91 91/92 92/93. 93/94 

. Incotporated 4.4 1.5 3.9 3.1 
(Shelton) 
Un-incorporated 95.6 98.5 96.1 96.9 

. County 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management 

Mason County experiences seasonal fluctuations in population. Although seasonal residents 
are not included in the County's population st{ltistics, they must be considered since there' is a 
defmite increase in demand for certain types of capital facilities during the summer months 
when seasonal population is high and tourism is at its peak.· These seasonal increases in 
population will have a number of long term impacts on the County, particularly along the 
County~s waterfront areas. These increases will continue to place increased demands on 
County services. Those services, which are designed to accommodate the average and peak. 
demands of the resident populations, are often under severe stress during seasonal population 
peaks. · · 

According to PUD #1 and #3 billing reco~ds, roughly 30% of County utilities customers are 
seasonal. Using this indication of seasonal population, the County's population increases by 
30% during the summer months. This seasonal pop11lation tends to be concentrated along the 
County's waterfront. Thus, in 1994, the population increased from 44,300 people in the off. · 
season, to 57,590 during the height of the season. 

The future land use plan proposes four Urban Growth areas (UGA), three Rural Activity 
Centers (RAN), and several Rural Community Centers (RCC). The proposed UGA's include 
the City of Shelton, the community of Belfair, the urban portion of the Working Rural Area 
(WRA) and the new Fully Contained Community (FCC). The proposed Rural Activity 
Centers include the communities of Allyn, Union, Kamilche/Taylor Towne and Hoodsport. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER lA INTRODUCTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

In 1991 and 1992 Mason County took the steps necessary to comply with the Federal and State 
solid waste regulations that had changed substantially over the previous ten years. These new 
regulations required, among other things, increased monitoring and testing at solid waste disposal 
sites, provisions for reserve accounts for closure, and an emphasis on waste reduction and 
recycling. While the requirements of some. of the new regulations were adequately handled by 
the Mason County Health Department in its monitoring, permitting and enforcement role, other 
mandates of the legislature required that policy issues be addressed through the solid waste 
management plan. · 

_One such policy issue included a-long-term approach to solid waste disposal consistent with the 
priorities established ·by the State (refer to Section 1.2.1) .. Other policy issues included the 

· identification of waste reduction/recycling goals and programs, artd an evaluation of potential 
landfill siting. This document was developed to provide decision makers in· Mason County with. 
the guidelines needed to imple~ent, monitor and evaluate future solid waste activities within the 
·context of a .defmed set of goals and policies. This update is in. accordance with R.C.W. 
70.95.110 which requires that a Plan be reviewed and revised evety five years. · 

The Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan, (referred to hereatter as the Plan) adopted in 
May 1992, was intended to be an update of the preceding 1971 Solid ~aste Management Plan. 
However, substantial changes in the solid waste system in MaSon County and the solid waste 
regulations require that more investigation and planning be performed than that necessary for an 
update. Therefore, that document represented a new Plan that was develope4. to reflect new 
regulations, priorities, and goals. The 1992 Plan uses the foniler plan for ·historical infmmation, · 
as appropriate. This update is being prepaied to reflect a continuation of the recommendations 
an~ goals agreed to in 1992. 

The basic format of the Plan and this update follows those recommended in the Washington 
Department of Ecology's (Ecology) State Solid Waste Planning G~idelines (March 1990) as 
revised per R.C.W. 70.95 (1989) and the "Waste Not Washington" Act. This amendment is 
intended to meet the requirements of the March 1990 guidelines. 

This introductory chapter provides information on the forces· and participating elements behind 
the Plan--legislative mandate, goals and policies, Solid Waste Advisory Committee, and the 
planning process. In addition, the planning history is reviewed and procedural issues identified. 
The second chapter describes the background or context in which solid waste activities occur. The 
areas covered include: population and land use, geology, and waste stream analysis. 
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Chapters 3A through 9A, each address various solid waste handling systems: 

3.0 Waste Reduction and Recycling 
4.0 Energy Recovery/Incineration 
5.0 Refuse Collection 
6.0 Transfer an:d Import/Export 
7. 0 Landiilling and Storage/Treatment 
8. 0 Enforcement and Admiriistration 
9.0 Special Waste Streams 

Each system is described in terms of the cuJ;Tent level of service. provided; the needs and . 
opportunities for improvement; a discussion and evaluation of alternatives identified to resolve 
needs and address established goals; the recommendations for implementatlol); and a schedule 
and cost summary for implementing the recommendations. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY OF THE PLAN 

In 1971, "A Comprehensive Plan for Solid Waste Management" was prepared as the planning 
guideline for solid waste hatidling,activities in the County. This documen~ was developed_in 
response to the Solid Waste Management Recovery and Recycling Act, Chapter.70.95 of the 
Revised Code of Washington (R.C.W.) (1969), ·which stitt~s that: 

"Each county within the state, in cooperation with the various cities 
located within such county, · shall prepare a coordinated, 
comprehensive solid waste management plan" (R.C.W: 70.95.080). 

The 1971 plan satisfied this requirement. The Solid Waste Management Act goes further to state 
. that the plan must be maintained in a current condition through periodic review and updating, if 
necessary, at least once every five yeani (R.C.W. 70.95.110). This 1991 Plan fulfills the 
requirement for updating and incorporates the most ·current (1989) revisions toR.C.W. 79.95. 

The legal requirement as codified in Chapter 70.95 R.C.W. is the primary regulatory driving 
force behind development of a solid waste manage~ent plan or plari update. Associated 
regulations are included in Chapter 173-304 WAC (1988) and guidance is provided in the State 
Solid Waste Planning Guidelines (Ecology, March: 1990). . 

\ 

In addition to regulatory requirements, a secondary, and equally compelling, motivator for plan 
development is· the ·local (multi~County, County and municipal) need for a coordinated, 
comprehensive solid waste program based on established goals and policies. The solid waste 
management plan is intended to be the planning tool for the management of solid waste activities 
in the plan area for a twenty-year planning period, with updates and amendments every five years. 
It provides locai decision makers with a context for evaluating proposed programs, facilities or 
policies which directly or indirectly impact any element of the solid waste system. County goals 
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and policies provide the local framework for the development of Plan recommendations which, 
in turn, provide the following: 

" Guidelines for decision makers to develop programs, policy, and operating plans 

.. A basis for. permitting decisions by the Mason County Health Department and 
other local government agencies, 

" The support needed to obtain grants and funds for capital projects. 

The remainder of Section 1.2 discusses the 1egM requirements and local goals and policies which 
provide the initiative and the inspiration for the development of the Mason County Solid Waste 
Management Plan. · 

1.2.1 !&gal Requirements 

In 1984, the Washington State Legislature amended the Solid Waste Management Act (Chapter 
70.95 R.C.W.) to address issues relevant to the development of solid waste management plans . 

. Further revision was made in 1989. 

Solid Waste l\fanagentent Priorities 

In 1984, the Washington State Legislature established priorities for. solid waste management. 
These priorities were revised in 1989 under ESHB 1671 and R.C.W. 70.95, to the following in 
order of descending importan~: 

1. Waste reduction, , 
2. Waste recycling-with source separation as the preferred method, 
3. Energy recovery, incineration or landfill of separated waste; 
4. Energy recovery, incineration or landfill of mixed waste, 

Although some waste will always require disposal through Iandfilling, the focus of the revised 
priorities is on reduction of the waste stream followed by source separated recycling. Landfilling 
and incineration options are given equal status. Under the new priorities, the solid waste system 
should be viewed as a whole, with an emphasis in reducing the waste stream that must be 
disposed. · · 

The State priorities are addressed in the Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan· through the 
goals and policies established for preparation of the Plan (discussed in Section 1.2.2) and through· 
the planning process or sequence itself. The higher priorities of waste reduction and recycling are 
evaluated and recommendations made for implementation prior to examining the needs and 
developing recommendations for the lower priorities, i.e., energy recovery and landfilling. 

Solid Waste Advisory Committee 

The Solid Waste Management Reduction and Recycling Act (R.C.W. 70.95.165) specifies the 
formation, membership, and role of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC). The 
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participation of a SW AC in the development of the Plan and its composition is discussed in 
Section 1.4.2 of the Plan. 

Planning Requirements 

The State Solid Waste Planning Guidelines (Ecology, March 1990) provide direction for the 
development of solid waste management plans. Specific requirements to be contained in such 
plans are listed in R.C.W. 70.95.090. 

This document is intended to meet all current requirements as outlined in the March 1990 Solid 
Waste Planning Guidelines and the 1989 version of R.C.W. 70.95. 

1.2.2 Solid Waste Goals and Policies 

A list of issues were mcluded in the 1992 Plan that identified some of the basiC overall needs 
within the solid waste sy~m as it existed. The overview of the system helped tO determine some 
basic goals and policies that needed to be reevaluated or established. The foll~wing issues have 
been identified: 

1. Solid waste disposal needs for the planning period must be ~et; programs should 
be consistent with the State's priorities with emphasis on waste reduction and 
recycling; assocmted costs should .be minimized while maintaining an acceptable 
level' of environmental· protection consistent with the environmental goals and 
regulations of the County, State and Federal government. · 

2. The iristitutional and organizational structure. under which the solid waste system 
operates needs to be eyaluated for.its ability to manage solid waste disposal issues 
at hand, minim.ize disposal costs and adverse environmental impacts of solid waste 
handling/processing activities, and address the priorities established by the State 
LegislatUre. · 

The first issue deals with th~ need to provide adequate, cost-effective and environmentally sound 
solid waste handling services. In 1993, the previously existing landfill was closed as required by 
the Department of Ecology. It was replaced with a transfer station which provides both the 
general public and commercial users the opportunity to dispose of their respective solid waste. 
The establishnient of a replacement landfill is no longer considered a major issue. Future solid 
waste disposal and handling needs are being met by transporting it to an ·out-of-county site. 
In addition, Mason County has established a system of waste reduction and recycling which is 
being monitored by staff to determine methods of ilnprovement. 

With regard to the second issue, the . solid waste management system in Mason County has 
evaluated the existing program on a yearly basis. At the present time adequate resources are 
available to manage the increasingly complex issues in the County. It is felt that over the next few 
years there would not be a need for additional staff unless steps are taken to construct a new drop 
box station or transfer station. Cost and staffing would need to be evaluated at that time. 
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Based on these two identified issues; six overall goals were established to provide the direction 
for development of the 1992 Plan: 

.. 

... 

.. 

... 

.. 

In recognition of the priorities set forth by the Washington State Legislature in 
R.C. W. 70.95.010, it shall be the goal of the Mason County Solid Waste 
Management Plan to implement, to the fullest extent possible and in descending 
order of priority, solid waste management processes that reduce· the waste stream, 
promote reeycling, and minimize the an10unt of land required for future disposal. 

. . 
To. ~eve lop a solid waste pro~ram that promotes and maintains a high level of 
public health and safety; and which protects the namral and human environment 
of Mason County. · · 

To promote input and ensure the representation of the public in the plap.ning 
process. 

To develop economically responsible means of solid waste management that 
recognize the cost and need for environmental protection and service to the citizens 
of the. County. 

To promote the use of private industry expertise to carry out the ·components of 
the Solid Waste Management Plan. This· does not mandate th:e use of private 
industry, nor does it preclude the involvement of Mason County in implementing 
the Plan. 

To be consistent with all existing resource management plans.· 

This update proposes to continue with the.direction established in the 1992 Plan. 

1,3 SOLID WASTE PLANNING HISTORY IN MASON COUNTY 

The legislation .r:equiring the development of County comprehensive solid waste management plans 
was enacted in·R.C.W. 70.95.080 in 1969. The 1971 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 
Plan was prepared by Mason County in response to this legislation. 
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1.3.1 The 1971 Comprehensive Plan for Solid Waste Management 

In 1971, "A Comprehensive Plan for Solid Waste Management" was prepared for the. Board of 
Mason County Commissioners and the City of Shelton as the plannmg guidel,ine for solid waste 
handling activities in Mason County. The objective of the 1971 plan was to develop a program 
that was: 

11 
••• based on a thorough and realistic evaluation of all aspects of 

solid waste generation, storage, ~llection, reduction and disposal. 
The program must be capable of being implemented. The pro grain 
should be sufficiently flexible to adapt to changed conditions and 
new techniques that may occur or evolve. 11 

1.3.2 Status of 1971 Recommendations 

The major points .of the 1971 plan have been implemented in Mason County, with some minor 
variations. · 

Closure of the six Mason County dumps occurred as recommended in the 1971 plan. In addition, 
one sanitary landfill was established for solid waste disposal in the County .. However the landfill 
wa~ not sited near Rex Lake but at the old Septage dump near the Airport and the Corrections 
Center. No grant was obtained to study anaerobic digestion and this alternative was not pursued 
further. 

Three drop·box station sites were established in the county: Belfair, Hoodsport and Union. These 
facilities serve public self-haulers only and are equipped with 40 cy drop boxes. 

Mandatory collection was not made law in Washington State and was not implemented in Mason 
County. Refuse collection has remained as recommended by the plan. The City of Shelton 
collects City waste, Mason County Garbage and LeMay ~nterprises collect from the 
unincorporated county. · · 

1.4 CURRENT PLANNING PROCESS IN MASON COUNTY 

Preparation of the 1992 Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan Update was initiated under 
the direction and guidance of the Mason County Department of General Services and the Solid 
Waste Advisory Coriunittee (SWAC). In August 1990, responsibility for solid waste management 
shifted from the Department of General Services to the Mason County Department of Public 
Works, and in August, 1991, to the Dep'artment of Community Development. As a result, final 
administration tasks associated with this Plan were performed by the Department of Community 
Development as is this amendment. 

The role and membership of the SW AC is discussed in Section 1. 4. 2. The remaining sections of 
this chapter describe the role of local government, the process of plan development, the approval 
and adoption process and the protocol for future plan revision and possible amendment. 
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1.4.1 Role of Local f'...overnment 

Under State law, municipalities located within a county may fulfill their solid waste management 
planning responsibilities in one of three ways: 

1. Prepare its own solid waste management plan for integration into the 
comprehensive County plan; or 

2. Parucipate with the County in preparing a joint City-County plan for solid waste 
management; or \ 

3. Authorize the County to prepare a plan for the City's solid waste management for 
inclusion in the comprehensive County plan. 

The City of Shelton is the only municipality in Mason .County. They have agreed to have the 
· County prepare a joint City-County pla,n for solid waste management. 

Municipalities and the County must adopt the completed plan through a formal adoption process . 
.. BotJ:i formal and informal communications and meetings were conducted .during ·the preparation 
of the Mason County Solid Waste Management Plan to obtain input and guidance from the City 
prior to completing a draft for fmal review and adoption. 

Resolutions passed by the City of Shelton adopting the Plan will be hereto· when available. 
Implementation of the Plan may require intedocal agreements between Shelton and the County. 
These agreements will reference the Plan. 

1.4.2 Role of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee 

A key element of the public participation program required as part of the planning process is the 
Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SW AC). This committee functions in a review and advisory 
capacity throughout the planning process, facilitating· subsequent adoption by the munj.cipalities 
and acceptance by the public. The SWAC organized for Mason County's solid waste planning 
effort was established through ari advertised request for participants and includes individuals 
representing various interests in solid waste issues. 

The Mason County SW AC had representation from local government, private iridustry and 
citizens/public interest groups. Current SW AC membership is shown on Table l.lA. 
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Table 1.1 SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Member 

Luther and Linda Pittman 
Gerry Hodge 
Rick Fredrickson 
Richard Read 
Jim Park 
Janet O'Coruior 
Earl Campbell 
Don Melnick 
OPEN POSITION 

Staff 

Affiliation 

PRO Mason Comity 
Citizen 
Mason County Garbage 
Citizen 
Skokomish Tribe 
Citizen 
LeMay Enterprises 

· Citizen 

Projeet Manager "" County Tom Moore 
Toni Clement 
Gary Yando 

Recycling Coordinator, City/County 
Director of Community Development 

1.4.3 Relationship to Other Plans 

The Solid Waste Ma.rulgement Plan must be viewed in the context of the overall planning process 
within all jurisdictions in the County. AB such, it must function in conjunction with various other 
plans, planning policy documents, and studies which deal with related matters. Included among 
these are the Mason County Comprehensive Plan and tl:ie Hazardous Waste Plan .. 

1.4.4 Plan Development 

The process of plan development has involved the following major steps: 

· 1) Preparation of the Amended Document 
2) Review by SW AC , 
3) Prepare complete draft Plan 
4) _:~Review by SW AC 
5) Complete SEP A documentation and review 
6) Review by public, municipalities; County including Public Hearing 
7) Incorporate Public Comments into draft Plan 

· 8) Submit draft .Plan to Ecology \ 
9) Address Ecology Comments and resubmit to Ecology 
1 0) Obtain resolutions of adoption from municipalities and County 
II) Submit final Plan to Ecology 
12) Implementation 

The SWAC participated in plan amendment by l) reviewing draft chapters, 2) providing input and 
comment on all issues covered by the Plan, 3) acting as a liaison to their constituency and 4) 
assisting in public involvement programs. 
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Additional opportunities exist to reduce the waste stream through rate structure changes, 
commercial education and assistance programs, public agency procurement policies, on-site 
composting programs, and waste exchanges. These potential programs are discussed in the 
following section. · · 

Issues raised regarding waste reduction programs are listed below. 

ISSUE: What State or Federal waste reduction programs· are available for County and City 
support? What level of effort i\ the County and City willing to expend to support 
and promote State or Federal program.s? 

The following section entitled ~tematives and Evaluation will discuss alternatives that the City 
or County GOUld take to resolve the stated issues and meet goals. Resolution of these issues will 
pro~id,e solid waste management with a direction for implementation. 

3.2.3 AJterriatiyes and Evaluation 

The Solid Waste Management G.uidelines developed in March 1990 includes a list ofwaste 
reduction programs -.both local' and State or Federal - for evaluation and prioritization. Tlris list 
was presented to the SWAC for their.input and prioritization in preparation of the 1992 plan. The 
list was ·also presented as part of this update. A discussion of the alternatives, their feasibility 
within ~on· County and their assigned priority by the SW AC, the· Director of Development 
Services for the City of Shelton and the Department of Community Development in Mason . . 

County follows. 

Program Options: A brief discussion of each of the program ~ptions in~luded in the new 
guidelines follows: 

a) J?Iblic awareness. education - This option focuses on encouraging ~nsumers to utilize 
secondhand, rental and repair businesses and bulk buying. The Department of Ecology 
has developed a comprehensive statewide public information prpgram designed to 
encourage ·waste reduction and recycling. This provides the foundation for local 
information and education programs .. 

Specific waste ieduction topics included in public education, both in schools and for 
adults, include: 

" Home composting 
" General problem awareness 
• Reuse and Repair vs. Disposal 
" Home practices to minimize waste 
" Product ratings and good purchasing habits 
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To be effective, a public education and information program would require ongoing 
coordination between public agencies, schools, businesses, and the general public. These 
types of programs are most effectively implemented by a staff person that can dedicate a 
significant portion of time to the effort. For this reason a Recycling Coordinator has been 
retained by the City of Shelton and Mason County. Additional discussion of education 
programs is contained in Section 3. 8. · 

· b) School curricula- The 'iA-Way with Waste" program is currently in use in every school 
· throughout Mason County, however success of this progra.nl . requires continued 

coordination and commitment of school officials and the Recycling Coordinator. 
Presentations on worm bins, composting, recycling, and other related topics are available 
to all schools free of charge from the Shelton/Mason County recycling program. 

c) CommerCial, retail, and industrial' education, and/or technical assistance- Waste reduction 
practices in business and industry may be accomplished by changing purchasing policies 
or modifying production processes to produce less waste. For some industries, technical 
advice and education programs may be available through trade associations or from the 
Waste Reduction and Recycling Office of the Department of Ecology. 

Waste Audits are :a form of education rum~ at industry. Waste .audits identify· purchasing 
patterns, proeesses, and the fmal waste stream. ·They can offer an environmental and 
technical evaluation of the business with recommendations about how to reduce both. the 
volume and toxicity of waste. The focus of such a program would present business poople 
with possible waste reduction and recycling methods appropriate for their situation. A 
commercial waste·reduction program is being adaptect.from the Business Waste Reduction 
and Recycling.Handbook developed by the King County Solid Waste Division. If program 
funding is available, modification and implementation of the program is expected to occur 
in 1998. Currently, the Recycling Coordinator responds to business inquiries for technical 
assistance and Mason County Garbage and Recycling provides free commercial waste 
audits for customers. Waste Audits could also be coordinated through the Chamber of 
Commerce . 

.... 
d) Variable garbage can rates (Rate Structure Changes) -An additional alternative to support 

waste reduction and recycling would be through rate structure changes. Garbage collection 
rates could be structured to reward customers for their waste reduction and recycling 
efforts. \ 

Currently collection rates in the unincorporated County are determined by the Washington 
Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). Garbage collection rates in 
unincorporated areas as set by the WUTC are cost based, the rate charged reflecting the 
cost of the service. This means the rate for single can service is not much less than for 
two or three cans because the costto pickup an additional can is low. This type of rate 
structure encourages waste generation. · 
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A rnte structure change woUld increase the rate for two or more cans and redu~ the single 
can rate. The total revenue of this type of arrangement must be the same for the collection 
company to maintain its fair profit as determined by tb.e WUTC. Recent amendments to 
RCW 81.77 require all collection services to use rate structures that support the state solid 
waste management priorities, which place waste reduction as the first priority. Further 
discussion of this alternative is contained in Chapter 5. 

In the City of Shelton, a biweekly program has influenced approximately 26% of the city 
customers to p'lrticipate. :Mason Coun~ Garbag·e and Recycling offers both biweekly and 
monthly service options to all county customers in an effort to encourage recycling while 
decreasing waste generation. The County and City ·follow the· requirements of RCW 91.77 
which requires rate structures that support state solid waste management priorities which 
focus on reduction. The City and County may study the economic long term viability and 

. public demand of waste reduction practices an.d forecast how the program will evolve to 
meet future needs. 

e) Procurement policies for durability, recyclability, reusability, and recycled material 
CQntent- Waste reduction policies and practices could be implemented in public offices in 
the City and County. Methods of waste reduction could be developed and implemented 
which. would alter the way employees use materials and resources at a small cost. A 
mepiorandum could be developed for cimllation which outlines possible ideas and requests 

. additional staff input to develoP additional programs. Awards or recognition of innovative 
ideas could be given by department. 

Possible waste reduction programs could consist of employee. education, increased use of 
scrap paper, increased use of electronic mail, increased double-sided copying and printing, 
cloth towels or electric hand dryers in restrooms, ·increased use of.recycled paper and 
recyclable.paper, purchasing foods in glass containers, avoiding non-recyclable packaging 

. and repair or reuse procedures. Policies could be adopted for City and County ·offices. 

Local government procurement policies could also be used as a basis for general standards 
which could be developed and distributed to local residences, and businesses on request. 
County or City leadership in an "In-house" program could provide an example to others. 

t) On-site composting - Individuals composting yard waste in their backyard is an effective 
method of waste reduction. The amount of composting that occurs in the County is 
unknown. However, yard waste appears to be a relatively small segment of the Mason 
County waste stream. It may be assumed that many r~sidents already compost or dump 
yard waste in remote areas of the County. Although an education program may assist · 
these groups to produce a more useable material, additional reduction of the waste stream 
from such a program may be small. 

An on-site composting program supports local residents and business in developing their 
own "backyard" compost project. This type of program goes beyond typical fonns of 
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education such as pamphlets. A demonstration composting site has been established at the 
Mason County Fairgrounds for conducting hands-on composting classes. The Recycling 
Coordinator and the Washington State University Agricultural Extension .. Service are 

·available to answer composting questions. The County is not considering a large scale 
compost facility at this time, however, this alternative may be revisited in the future. 

g) Product or product packaging prohibitions (after July I, 1993) - Packaging materials which 
cannot be recycled or reused could be prohibited on a local level. Although the impact of 
such an action by a small county may not be substantial, combining such a prohibition with 
other counties could impact manufacturers and retailers; · · 

h) Container product or packaging deposits (aftet July 1, 1993) -Deposits could also be 
placed on materials such as glass· and plastic. bottles at a local level.· Such a program 
would require support and cooperation of retailers in the area .. 

i) Product use and reuse standards- In a similar fashion to option e), standards could be 
developed that focus on use and reuse. Standards may include ways to extendthe use of · 
materials and methods to reuse materials once the period of usefulness is p~t. 

j) . Encouragement bf. state ·and/or federal programs -In addition to the acquisition of a 
recycling staff person, the City and County can support State and/or Federal programs 
through resolution. The State guidelines for solid waste management plans also include 
a list of potential· State or Federal program options which could be targeted: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

. ,, .. 

Container, product, or packaging deposit legislation 
Tax incentives · 
Product or product packaging prohibitions 
Warranties on durable go~s 
Product labeling for recycled content and recyclability 
Standardized ·packaging 
Product use and reuse standards 
Variable can rate structures 

k) Waste exchang~s. - The County could assist in material reuse by offering a method of 
collecting and giving out data on reusable items available throughout the County. A waste 
exchange system could be computer or ftle card based. When a person needs some 
material they. would contact the County and ask if the desired item is available. · The 
County could access its database and inform the inquirer that the material is available and 
who to contact. 

The success of a waste exchange is dependent on how well it is managed and promoted. 
Advertisements in local newspapers and flyers would be required to keep the waste 
exchange visible. The type of material and listing time should be restricted to prevent 

Mason Co. SWM Plan JA-B 1998 



1) 

m) 

overburdening the system .. With good promotion a waste exchange may be an effective 
waste reduction measure. 

Mason County is participating in a pilot waste exchange program funded by the 
Department of Ecology with Thurston and Pierce counties and the Energy Outreach 
Center. It is an on-line program called the Reusable Building Materials Exchange 
available free of charge through the internet. It is anticipated that the outcome of this pilot 
project will aid in shaping the future of waste exchanges in Mason County. 

. . \ . 
In-house programs - These programs could be conducted at County and City offices as an 
"example'' to other businesses in the region. The programs could consist of employee 
education,· increased use of scrap paper, inci:-eased use of electronic mail, increased double
sided copying and p.iinting, cloth towels or electric hand dryers in restrooms and increased 
use of recycled paper and recyclable pape~. 

Awards and other forms of public recognition - An awards program coulcl be developed 
through the County or City for groups which are leaders in waste reduction. Awards could 
take the form of plaques or newspaper ooverage. · In addition, recent legislation added to 
RCW 70.95 creates an awards program for school recycling. Awards will. be granted each 
year to the schools that a~hieve the greatest le~el of waste reduction and recycling. 
Awards take population, distance to markets and other criteria into consideration. 

SW AC members considered and prioritized each of the programs in the context of Mason County. 
The SW AC recognized all programs as having value. While it was agreed that effort should be 
focused on·top priorities, it was also felt that lower priorities could be addressed as time and 
funding permit. · . 

The-top priority was given to public awareness education and school curricula. Interest was also 
shown in in-house programs for City and County agencies and businesses, encouragement of State 
and/or Federal programs,· on-site composting and rate ·structure changes. State and Federal 
programs such as product labeling for recycled content and recycfu.bility was given the widest 
support while programs such as deposit legislation~ product and packaging prohibitions, 
standardized packaging and product use and reuse standards were also given support. 

ISSUE: What State or Federal waste reduction programs are available for County and 
City support? What level of effort is the County and City willing to expend 
to support and promote State or Federal programs? 

State or Federal waste reduction programs were listed under item j) above. .The programs 
generally would be implemented through legislation aimed at manufacturers. Among the SW AC 
and City and County staff, the highest priority programs were product labeling for recycled 
content and recyclability followed by deposit legislation, product and packaging prohibitions, 
standardized packaging and product use and reuse standards. A program aimed at state and 
federal programs could focus on these options. 
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As stated, the County and City may take an active or passive role in supporting these programs: 
support through resolution or acquisition of a staff person actively involved in contacting agencies 
and ·lobbying legislators. 

Support through Resolution; The County and City could take indirect action to support State and 
Federal programs by assuming a position on waste reduction and supporting that position with a 
resolution. Such a resolution passed by the respective County ·or City Council would make a 
statement in support of waste reduction legislation to elected officials. This resolution together 
with other such resolutions could provide additional impetus to legislators to support and sponsor 
waste reduction legislation. · · 

Cost of this alternati_ve would be negligible and require no additional staff to iniplement. 

Lobbying l&gjslators. This alternative would involve work with State and Federal agencies, 
monitoring solid waste legislation, lobbying legislators and possibly drafting proposed .legislation. 
ResponsibilitY for these tasks on a .State and Federal level could be .assigned to one individual on 

·a part-time or full-time basis. This individual could also be responsible· for working with other 
Washington State Counties to promote so.lid waste issues. 

The lobbying alternative is more costly than the ind~t resolution and would require additional 
staff. to implement. A major commitment to waste reduction would be.requiied on the part of the 
City or County to make this alternative effective. 

Table 3 .lA provides a comparison between supported waste reduction alternatives and ev~uates 
each on the basis of: 

Applicability 

Level of Reduction 

Staff Requirements · 

Annual Cost 

Target Audience 

3.2.4 Recommendations 

Where would the alternative apply and who could implement it? 

. . What level of waste reduction can be expected with this alternative 
if iinplemented? . . 
What are staffmg requirements for County or City government? 

What would the program cost if implemented? 

Who would the program be aimed at? 
\ 

Currently, the City has adopted a procurement policy for paper. It could be extended to other 
materials in the future. The County may adopt procurement policies with reasonable economic 
choices. Discussions with County and City employees indicate a limited staff and budget to 
implement new programs. Also employees indicate the desire to focus on limited programs with 
expansion to additional sophisticated programs as public participation increases. A great deal of 
interest was shown by SW AC members in public education for schools, adults, businesses and 
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government. In particular, expansion and support of the existing school program was given top 
priority. Other waste reduction programs were viewed as valuable (i.e. rate structure changes, 
in-house programs). While the broader spectrum ofwaste reduction programs were not given 
specific priority it was agreed that they should be implemented as funding allows. 
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Table 3.1A WASTE REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Waste Reduction 
l'_. ,fl. 

Level of Staff . ; ' 
. . 

Alternatives Applicability Reduction Requirements Annual Cost Target Audience 

Education Programs Shelton & None Directly, See Section 3. 8 See Section 3.8 Public Schools, 
Mason County Increases County Citizens 

Participation Rate & Businesses . 

In-house Programs Public Agencies <1% . 1 to .2 FfE. $3,000 to Public Agencies 
$6,000 

On-site Composting Shelton & Estimated 1-5 % Included in Included in County/City 
Mason County Education Education CitiZens 

Rate Structure Changes Shelton & Unlmown .1 to .2 FTE. $3,000 to Garbage Service 
Private Haulers $6,000 RatePayers 

Thru wurc 

Technical Assistance Shelton & Unlmown .2 to .5 FfE $6,000 to County & City 
Mason County $15,000 Businesses 

Resolution of Support Shelton & None Directly Little to None Little to None State & National 
Mason County Government 

Lobbying Legislators Shelton & None Directly .2 to .5 FfE $6,000 to State & National 

Mason County $15,000 Government 

Assumes: 1 Full Time Equivalent (FfE) = $30,000 
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Recommendation 3.1. Public Education should be a high priority in both Mason County 
and the City of Shelton. County and City should continue to suppmt and enhance the 
existing school program. Adult education program should continue to focus on waste 
reduction practices and to supplement each new waste reduction and recycling program 
implemented. On-site composting programs should continue to be expanded·and ~eluded 
as a topic for public education. 

Recommendation 3.1 was given top priority, however Recommendations 3.2 through 3.5 are not 
listed accordi,ng to any particular priority. 

Recommendation 3 .. 2. The County and the City should continue to support waste 
reduction by adopting resolutions of support for waste reduction practices and forward 
these to state and national senators and representatives. This resolution could address: 
future legislation, changes to existing legislation, packaging or labeling requirements, 
materlal .deposits, ~arket development or other topics. 

Recommendation 3.3. rn· addition to the bi-weekly waste pick·up service that was 
implemented in conjunction with the City curbside recycling program, additional 
incentives and alternative rate structures supporting waste reduction could be considered. 

Recommendation 3.4. Mason County should continue to seek waste collection rate 
stwcture programs that support waste reduction· in the County (Refer to Chapter 5). 

Recommendation 3.5. The County and City need to take the steps necessary to expand 
. in-house waste reduction programs. Providing assistance to County and City businesses 
· to implement such programs should also be considered. . · 

. RecQmmendation 3.6. Consideration should be given to other wa.Ste reduction programs 
and implemented as necessary and feasible. 

in .order to provide feedback for waste reduction efforts, some fonn of program measurement 
must be implemented; The Department of Community Development will maintain annual records 
of waste quantities collected at the Mason County solid waste facility and transfer stations, and 
recyclable materials collected through the County Drop Box program for evaluation. In addition, 
evaluation of individual programs may be accomplished as part of an overall public feedback 
program. The feedback program is discussed in Section 3.8.3 and Recommendation 3.18 . 

. The SW AC and County staff recognized the difficulty of assigning specific target percentages to 
waste reduction programs at this time. As programs are developed and feedback collected, such 
targets may be considered and included in the next Plan update. 
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3.3 URBAN AND }{URAL DESIGNATION 

Under the new solid waste planning guidelines, local governments are to develop criteria for 
designating urban and rural areas within the County. Minimum service levels are required for 
urban and rural areas. and these are to be taken into account when developing recycling programs 
for the Plan. 

Methods of developing urban and rural designations can vary widely. Zoning or land-use plans · 
may provide the basis for such designations as well as population densities, solid waste franchise 
or collection 3.I:eas, inc01p.orated ateas and "common sense". .. · · 

:.,_t.}: 

Consideration was given to these possible criteria in the case of Mason County. The County is 
typically;rura.t with a population of 47,900 in 1997. The County includes. only one inc(up.orated. 
area, the City of Shelton, although the Belfair area has some relative population density. 
Additional.developments exist· around the County with small localized population densities. 

· Refuse collection in the unincorporated County is through two franchised haulers - Mason County 
Garbage and Harold LeMay Entetprises Inc .. dlb/a Rural Garbage Service. The City of Shelton 
operates its own refuse collection service. · 

The guidelines for development of Solid Waste Management Plans (WDOB 90-11), contain six 
tests for evaluation of urban and rural area boundaries. The following tests ~ applied in 
determining the designation of Mason County: · 

•. 

i) Appears to meet the criteria selecfe4 by local government, including any perionnance 
levels that have been set 

ii) Consistency with other urban and rural designations made by other up-to-date plans or set 
service levels in the area. . · 

iii) · The percentage of population that would be designated urban is essentially the same even 
after modification of the boundaries to ·fonn logical senrice areas. 

iv) Service areas fit logically other city/county services, as applicable (water, fire, garbage, 
~. . 

\ 

v) Rural "islands" in urban areas (and vice versa) are minimized. 

vi) Common sense. 

The SW AC discussed designating the City of Shelton as urban and the unincorporated County as 
rural. This designation made sense because of the higher relative population densities within the 
City and the e·xistence of the City's collection service. 
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The City of Shelton, Mason County and SW AC have detennined that for the purposes of this plan 
the urban and rural designations included in both the City's ·comprehensive plan and County's 
comprehensive plan shall be applicable. 

The designation criteria as well as the urban and rural boundaries will be discussed and possibly 
revised by both the City and County as part of the Growth Management Act process. Future Solid 
Waste Management Plan amendments will show these revisions. 

3.4 DESIGNATION OF RECYCLAB~E MATERIALS 

3.4.1 Recyclable' Materials 

The potential recyclables and their percentage of the total waste included in the following 
discuSsion, were taken from Best Management Practices, VoL I, WDOE 1992. ·These percentages 
do no.t take into account those matet?ais already being recycled. Local market discussion is as of 
Fill1997. . 

Paper:pro<iucts such. as mixed waste paper (8.2%), newsprint (4.0%), corrugated containers 
(7.3%) and high grade paper (0.4%) contribute a significant portion. of the waste stream. 
Cwrently, the City collects newsprint, mixed waste paper, and corrugated cardboard thrOugh the 
curbside program. The County drop box program collects newsprint and corrugated containers 
at all·eleven recycling sites and mixed paper at two sites. lv.farkets for paper are low and unstable .. 
Recycling paper products would not be expected to support itself and would require subsidizing. 

Glass (4.6%), metals (5.6%) and aluminum (0.6%) represent a smaller portion of the waste 
stream. These materials, like papers are easily recognizable to the public as recyclables. 
Inclusion in the designated recyclable list would continue the program established. Local markets · 
~ typically stable for both ferrous and 'non-ferrous metals. 

Two types of plastics are currently recycled through the County drop boxes and at the EFI buy
back center in Mason County - PET (0.4%)' and HDPE (0.7%). These materials are less 
recognizable to the public. They make up a small portion of the waste stream. However plastics 

·recycling is generally supported because of the life of plastic in a landfill. Markets are potentially 
strong for these materials depending on . the success of collection programs. While plastic 
packaging/fum (3.4%) is a larger portion of the 'waste stream, its market is very unstable. The 
cost of pilot recycling programs for this material has been high when collected in areas such as 
Seattle. 

According to the waste stream survey conducted by Ecology, yard waste, consisting of grass, 
leaves and branches, makes up approximately (7.7%) of the waste stream. If this is true, an 
effective program to remove this waste could have a substaritial impact on the overall. waste 
stream. Properly composted the material could provide a beneficial product to residents of Mason 
County. However, Mason County employees believe the yard waste stream currently received 
at the landfill is less than the volume predicted in the Ecology survey. This difference is attributed 
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to the n.tra.!- nature of the County and the fact that residents have room to compost, pile or dump 
yard waste on their property or in undeveloped areas. Stumps are not included as yard waste and 
would be considered a wood waste. 

Food waste (11.8%) could also be a candidate for composting. The problems associated with a 
large scale food composting program such as odor, pests and the quality, usefulness and 
marketability of the end product should be given consideration, however, small scale on-site food 
waste composting techniques such as vermicomposting offer a viable alternative and should be 
implemented. · 

White goods (0 .1 %) are currently broken down and sold for scrap at the Mason County solid 
waste facility. . Collection of these materials for recycling would continue a successful program 
as long as the market remains. · 

Demoliqon waste in Mason County is currently treated as municipal solid waste. At this time, 
development of disposal alternatives are in their i.Iifancy. Some removal of reusable demolition 
or other waste stream materials is discussed in Section 3. 9. Biosolids are utilized in various land 
·application projects. Tires are eollected by private contractor for removal from the solid waste 
facility. Used oil, oil filters, transmission fluid, antifreeze, ;md batteries are collect¢ at the s91id 
waste facility for recycling. . 

To cbntinue existing County and City programs the following materials are inCluded on the list 
of designated recyclables for Mason County: 

• newsprint, 
• corrugated containers, 
• high-grade paper, 
• metals (ferrous and non-ferrous, tin cans), 
• aluminum, 
• glass, (brown, .green, and clear) 
• PET and HDPE and 
• white goods 
• magazines 
• used motor oil and ftlters 

milk cartons and juice boxes 
tires 

• automotive batteries 
• antifreeze 
• mixed paper 

\ 

There is a general support for centralized yard waste composting among County staff and the 
SW AC. However, issues were identified regarding the environmental, economic and operational 
feasibility of s.uch a program. Specific issues included the following: 
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" The likelihood of creating leachate and impacting groundwater if a relatively 
inexpensive, unsurfaced/uncontained operation is implemented. 

.. The high cost of installing required impervious surfacing and leachate collection 
and treatment programs that would protect groundwater. 

Because of the drawbacks of large scale composting without groundwater protection and the 
anticipated costs of implementing protection measures, yard waste is listed in the category of a 
potential recyclable. 

\ . 
However, recognizing the value of compost,· Mason County will continue to evaluate options 
available to promote a ro.mpost facility in the County. . These options could include cooperative 
effortS between public sector agencies- or providing technical support to a private sector operation. 

Food waste composting was not viewed as a feasible program on the County lev:el at this time. 
nte SW AC supported food w~ oomposting as part of ~e on-site composting program discussed 
in Section 3.2A. 

The decision to.include the potential materials in the list of designated recyclables will follow the 
procedure outlined in Section 3.4.3: . With collection of the design~ted list of recyclables and 
potential recyclables·, the waste stream could be reduced up. to 49% (Table 3.2A). However no 
program can remove all recyclables and the actual reduction in the waste stream will be less than 
this. Methods to -remove recyclables from the waste stream are discussed in Section 3.5. 
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::..1-: 

Table 3.2A RECYCLABLE MATERIALS 

It¥m 

Newsprint 
Corrugated Containers 
High-grade paper 

·Metals· 
PETandHDPE 
Glass 
Aluminum 
White Goods 
Mixed Paper 

TOTAL 

Potential Recyclables 

Yard Waste 
Mixed Paper 

TOTAL 

% ofWaste 
W~stWGA 
(by weight) 

4.0 
7.3 
0.4 
5.6 
1.1 
4.6 
0.6 
0.1 
1.2 

30.9% 

7.7 
lL8 

50.4% 

Based on rates from Best Management Practices, Vol I (WDOE, 1992) 

According to the most recent Department of Ecology Recycling survey, Mason County recycled 
approXimately 8,628.84 toils of materials in 1996. The amount of solid waste collected in 1996 
was 24,878.70 tons. Based on this data, the total recycling rate for Mason County is 34.68%. 

3.4.2 Markets and Market Risk 
\ 

Compared to other parts of the nation, market conditions for recycled materials are favorable in 
Washington State. Factors such as the existence of end-users in the region and export 
opportunities to international markets have tended to support and stabilize local markets. However 
continued growth of quantities collected through recycling programs and insufficient market 
development are reflected in generally falling market prices. In general, long term market 
stability is favorable although prices should be expected to fluctuate. Prices obtained for collected 
recyclables may be increased if constant, reliable quantities of materials are collected. 
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In their January 1990, Preliminary Report to the Legislature, the Washington Committee for 
Recycling Markets discussed the current market conditions for the region. They state that markets 
for newspaper, coirugated containers, glass, ferrous and non-ferrous metals, and tin cans are all 
adequate to support consistent, gradual expansion in supply. Although they recogllized the current 
glut of newsprint, they believe that if planned regional mill capacity does come on line in the next 
three years the excess supply will be mitigated. 

Other fmdings of the committee include the following: 

.. Mixed waste paper has the potential 'to be recovered in much greater quantities than at 
present. However markets are very problematic given the low material value, the supply
glut potential and ongoing quality controt' concerns. 

.. In general the current market for plastics is through export. H9wever domestic capacity 
is beginning to expand with a focus on high-grade plastics. The committee believes the 
mixed low grade plastic market to be underdeveloped, 

. .. . Compost markets must be developed locally. The strength of these markets will depend 
on the quality and public aceeptance of the_ compost product. · · 

.. The quality of recycled material influences the market and the price received. The better 
the processing and cleanliness. of the material the more depencJable the buyer will be. With 
increased quantities of collected materials however, levels of "contamination" are likely 
to increase, ·reducing market value and demand. 

.. Another issue concerns the comprehensive programs to increase collection of recyclables 
in Washington State and across the nation. Should market demand fall behind supply, it 
may become necessary to dispose of materials at a high cost. As a result, recycling would 
lose support and credibility in the community. 
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Markets for recycled materials are typically found at buy-back centers, recycling brokers or area 
processing centers. ·currently there is one buy-back center in Masm~ County. Materials handled 
by EFI include (prices as of September 1997): 

Material Accepted . 

:;: . .: 

News print 
Corrugated 
Aluminum Cans 
Bulk Aluminum 
Brass 
Copper, All grades 
Stainless steel 
Lead 
Radiators (automobile) 

Price $/lb 

donation 
donation 

.27 

.15 

.15 
.20 to .40 

.05 

.04 

.16 

Since the original publication of this document1 the recycling industry has grown to the point 
where listing all knoWn. inate.tial brokers would be impracti~. The Washington State Recycling 
Association publishes a yearly directory which lists businesses by materials and activities. 

No processing ·centers exist in Mason County. However, Pacific Disposal,. Inc. owns and 
operates AllstarRecycling, a 75 tpd processing center in Thurston County and U.S. Waste owns 
and operates· a 65 tpd processing. center called Peninsula Recycling in Kitsap County. Markets 
for such materials as compost would have to be developed locally if an in-county program is 
established. A regional compost program may serve a .larger regional market. Potential markets 
for compost material are discussed in Section 3. 7. · 

3.4.3 Modifkation to Designated Recyclables List 

The list :of designated recyclables was based on existing practices in Mason County and the 
assumed feasibility of expansion of those practices. Future market conditions and technologies 
rriay make some materials more or less desirable from a recycling standpoint. As this occurs the 
list of recyclable materials will require updating. 

\ 

A specific program for modifying the status of yard waste was given in Section 3 .4.1. A more · 
general modification procedure follows for other recyclables. 

Certain conditions should trigger reevaluation of the designated list of recyclables. Conditions that 
would trigger inclusion of an additional item would be: 

• Local markets and .brokers expand their list of accepted items based on new uses 
for materials or technologies which increase demand. 
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... New regional processing or demand for a given material occurs. 

Conditions that would trigger deletion of an item would be: 

.. Once collected no market can be found for a given item causing the material to 
stockpile. 

The designated conditions should trigger an evaluation of the feasibility of collecting· a new 
mateiial, the expected stability of the new market, and the cost of including the new material in 
the· designated list of recyclables: On thd deletion side, the conditions should trigger an 
investigation of the reasons for the lack of market, possible local actions to revive the market and 
an evaluation of the permanence of the depressed market condition.· 

Recommendations should be developed for presentation to local governments and advisory 
committees. With concurrence,· the list would be revised. Any revision of the designated 
recyclables list would be accompanied by some form of public information. 

3.4.4 Collection Methods 

Table 3.3A shows f~ib~e methods for collection of each of the designated recyclables. Most of 
the recyclables may .be collected in any of the alternative methods while some, such as white 
goods would be feasible for collection only at a central processing location. 

Specific methods for collection are evaluated in Section 3.5 of this document. Section 3.5 will 
include recommendations for Specific methods to collect each designated recyclable material. 

3.5 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING PROGRAMS 

The solid waste planning goals developed for Mason County in the area of recycling are: 

• To support private efforts in waste recycling in Mason County. 

• To achieve an increase in waste recycling throughout Mason County. 

3.5.1 Existing Practices 

Recycling programs in Mason County are continuing to be developed. One buy back center 
operates near Shelton, a curbside collection program in the City of Shelton has been in operation 
for three years, and recycling drop boxes are located at eleven sites throughout Mason County. 
Two private haulers are collecting cardboard, mixed paper, glass, tin, and aluminum cans from 
businesses throughout the County. A few non-profit groups such as the Boy Scouts and Lions 
Club, and a couple of small private businesses are collecting newspaper at various locations in 
Mason County. 
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Buy Bach: Center 

Exceptional Foresters Inc., (EFI) a non..:profit organization, trains developmentally disabled 
persons in the processing of recyclables at the only buy back center located in Mason County. 
This center, started in 1979, is located in the Airport Industrial Park. Section 3.4 includes a list 
of materials and prices accepted at the buy-back center. Recyclable material· is brought to the 
center by County residents and organizations. It should be noted that buy back centers are not a 

. permitted use in the areas of MasoQ. County' designated 'rural'. Buy back recycling centers are 
only perrilitted within an 'urban growth area'. 

Method,_., 

Recycicltile Paper 
Newsprint 
Corrugated cont 
Comp/Office Paper 
~ed waste paper 

Glass 
Aluminum Cans 
Tin Cans 
Ferrous and 

Non Ferrous metals 
Plastics 

PET/HOPE 
Plastic Packaging 

Yard Waste 
White Goods 
Tires 
Food 
Construction Debris 
Batteries 
Waste Oil 

Adapted in part from: 

Mason Co. SWM Plan 

TABLE 3.3A Recycling Methods for Recyclables 
· Buy-Back/ Self-Ha.ul to 

Curbside .Drop-Box Central Lo9 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

x· 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Best Management Practices Analysis for Solid Waste, 
Executive Summary - Ecology 1992. 
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Curbside Recycling 

The City of' Shelton has operated a residential single family curbside recycling program within the 
City limits since September, 1994. The curbside program uses three bins for collection; 
commingled, newspaper, and mixed paper. Steel and aluminum cans and glass bottles (clear, 
brown, and green) comprise the commingled bin. The curbside program is mandatory at a cost 
of $4.00 per household per month. To accompany the curbside program, the City established an · 
optional biweekly refuse collection program to help participants offset the cost of the recycling 
program. The average participation rate i~ approximately 35.5% with a monthly collection 
average of 24 tons. ' 

Recycling at Solid Waste Facility and Transfer Stations 

In addition to the Solid Waste Facility~· Mason County operates three transfer stations. In 1993, 
the County purchased collection containers and placed them at the Mason County Solid Waste 

·. Facility, in Matlock on County owned property, and the transfer. stations in Belfair, Union, and 
Hoodsport. The containers in Union were relocated to the Union BP on McReavy and Dalby 

·Roads to provide increased access. · 

In 1995, the c4'op box program expanded adding recycling stations at Taylor Towne, Bayshore 
BP, Shelton Red Apple, and Port of Allyn. The containers were JUOVed from Bayshore BP to 

· Johns Prairie Road to remedy contamination problems. During construction of a new building 
at the Port of Allyn site, the containers were moved to Grapeview. . 

Sinee completion in 1997, new containers have been placed at the·Port of Allyn, allowing 
~ontainers to remain· in Grapeview as well. A site was added to Bucks Prairie bringing the 
number of drop box sites to eleven throughout the County. 

Materials collected currently include: 

Newspaper . 
Magazines 
Corrugated cardboard 
Brown bags 
Glass: clear 

brown 
green 

PET and HDPE plastics 
Tetra pak - milk cartons and juice boxes 
Steel/Tin cans 
Aluminum cans 

· Mixed paper (Red Apple and Grapeview only) 

Used oil, oit filters, transmission fluid, antifreeze, auto/household batteries, scrap metal, tires, 
and white goods are collected at the Mason County Solid Waste Facility and the Drop Stations in 
Belfair, Union, Hoodsport. 
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Other Practices 

Metal recycling occurs in the County at.several auto wrecking yards. These businesses accept most 
types of metals including steel, copper, nickel, brass, titanium and specialty metals. Information 
on the amount of material processed by these businesses is not available. Recycling by public 
service groups is also a factor in Mason County. In the Belfarr area, the Lions operate two 
newspaper drop boxes. · 

3.5.2 Needs and Opportunities 

Needs and opportunities for recycling are generated in this section in a similar manner to the waste 
reduction .section. The needs and opportunities are generated based' mi recycling goals contained 
in the beginning of this section. As needs are generated, issues are 'raised whose solutioQ.s involve 
selection of alternatives or policy decisions. Like Section 3.2.3 on waste reduction, issues are 
presented at the end of this section. 

To support private efforts. in waste recycling in Mason County. 

In general, recycling ·in Mason County depends. on the efforts of private recyclers. EFI is the 
major recycler in the County and is a non~profit organization. Recy~lers of this type must support 
their programs with proceeds from recyclables, a fact that severely limits the programs and 
convenience they can offer to the residents of Mason County. · · 

Bec~use of the limited value of the recyclables, expansion of.the current recycling 'system. will 
require infusion of ~pital from a source other than the sale of recyclables. · In many· areas 
recycling is supported at least in part by solid. waste tipping fees or collection fees. The City·of 
Shelton Curbside Program is funde:d by a mandatory $4.00 monthly fee. 

Currently all work related to solid waste is carried out by the Mason County. Community 
Developn;tent staff and supported by solid waste tipping fees. However, as solid waste programs 
and recyc1ing programs become more complex, ·the existing tip fees and staff may not be sufficient 
to support and coordinate progranis with the recycling industry. 

Issues related to support private recycling are listed at the end of this subsection. Discussion of 
the second goal follows. · 

\ 

GOAL: To achieve an increase in waste recycling throughout Mason County. 

In Mason County the opportunities for increased participation and new programs are very good. 
One barrier to the implementation of increased recycling practices is the cost of new· programs. 
Currently, Ecology is offering grants for public agencies which would help offset program costs. 
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Another barrier iS related to the rural nature of the County. Because the population is spread out, 
it would be difficult and costly to provide a high level of recycling convenience to residents. This 
may impact the potential quantity of recyclables collected. 

Issues related to the recycling goals are listed below . 

ISSUE: . What form should County or City support of private recycling efforts take? 

ISSUE: What are funding options? 

ISSUE: How can progress be measured? 

The following section entitled Alternatives and Evaluation ·discusses directions that the City or 
County could take to resolve issues and me<?t goals. 

3.5.3 Alternatives and Evaluation 
. ' 

To. be successful, a recycling program should be designed to match the opportunities and 
limitations of the County and City. In. particular, the convenience of the system will be an 
important contributOr to its sUcces1i as well as the extent to which the public is informed regarding 
the program. 

According to the new State guidelines, an ideal recycling collection program would "mirror" 
garbage collection. However such an ideal program may not be fmancially feasible in Mason 
County. This section will discuss alternatives available to the City and County for elements of 
recycling programs. 

ISSUE: ·What forin should County or City support of private recycling efforts take? 

Achieving the goals listed for recycling will require coordination between the City, County and 
private recyclers in the area.. Methods of communication between involved parties; including the 
public will be crucial to the success of any expanded recycling program. 

' . 

Specific alternatives for consideration include: 

.. Recycling and Waste Reduction Panel 

" Education and Incentives 

Recycling and Waste Reduction Panel. Under this alternative a panel of private industry 
representatives, City and County representatives, business people, the general public and other 
interested parties, including SW AC members could be established. This panel could be 
established as a sub-committee to the SWAC if needed, to focus particularly on recycling issues. 

Mason Co. SWM Plan JA-25 1998 



The panel could provide input to the SW AC on w11ste reduction and recyclillg issues and later to · 
the City and County during implementation of the Plan .. Industry representatives could provide 
feedback on programs and additional needs. Ot~er interested parties could also provide feedback 
and ideas for additional programs. Overall the panel would help develop preferred alternatives 
and would be allowed to provide input to decision makers as part of setting solid waste policy. 

. . 
County or City staff Involvement would be necessary to keep meetings focused and to provide 
information on proposed alternatives. The cost of this alternative would be small if existing staff 
were available to participate. The City of Shelton used this method successfully in the finn of a 
City Recycling Task.Force. This group assisted the Recycling Coordinator in developing and 
implementing the City curbside program. · · 

Education and Incentives. Education can greatly increase participation in recycling programs by 
increasiQ.g public uriderstanding·and appreciation of the problems associated with solid waste. 

Since effective waste management involves. close coordination between the County, the public, 
·CQllection services, and recyclers, it is essential to include publiG education in a recycling plan. 
The benefits of recycling, and how to recycle are primary elements in the edueation program. 
Education programs are further discussed in Section 3.8. 

To motivate people to recycle, incentives must be provided. The most obvious type of incentive 
is financial. But other incentives inClude peer pressure, environmental awareness, and community 
pride. 

ISSUE: What· are funding options? 

Recycling is not self supporting. . Studies and .actual pilot recycling· programs show that the 
collection of ~ydable materials is not a profitable enterprise because of the low value of the 
materials colleeted. Refer to Section 3.4.2 for local buy-back prices. In order to establish and 
maintain a recycling program large enough to have an impact on the waste stream a funding 
commitment must be made. Funding can occur through several means. 

The County can impose a recycling surcharge to its tipping fee at the solid waste facility. The 
money generated through this surcharge can be diverted to support recycling programs throughout 
the County. This system has the advantage of flexibility. If increased funding of recycling 
programs is necessary, the surcharge can be increased. Or if recycling becomes more profitable 
and less County funding is necessary, then the surcharge can be reduced accordingly er profits can 
be donated to non-profit organizations. 

Another option is for the County to contract for collection of recyclables. Counties can select 
collection companies, set rates and regulate their own collection of recyclables. One way of 
implementing this option would be to assign the refuse collection company the task of recyclable 
materials collection. The cost of the service could then be passed through to the public via .their 
garbage bills. 
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Lastly, funding for design and implementation of recycling programs is available from Ecology. 
Grant funding may cover program planning, design and implementation costs. 

ISSUE: How can progress be measured? 

The "classic" alternatives for recycling programs assume recyclables are source separated by the 
resident. These alternatives include: drop bOxes, buy-back centers, and curbside collection. Each 
is discussed below. 

Progress for any program is an important el~ment for measurement. Not only for the progran1 
as a whole but for given regions and individuai facilities. Ill this way_adjustment and refmement 
of the programs can be made. Measurement of quantities collected. and processed would be 
included for all alternatives. 

Drop Boxes. Drop boxes are the most common method of recycling. in the United States today. 
Commercial areas are typical sites for drop boxes that accept newsprint, glass, cans and 
_occasionally yard waste and plastics. These facilities generally provide no monetary benefit 
directly to the resident. Some proceeds may result from the-Sale of recyclables to-larger markets._ 
However, these proceeds are n~t expected to cover the cost of collection. Proceeds are used to 
cover a portion ·of the collection cost or they could be donated to non-profit groups. 

Many· factors contribute to the success of drop box recycling activity. The following factors must · 
be considered in maintaining a drop box progran1: 

• Who will provide the service, and how will it be paid for. 

' • Where should the boxes be located, such that they are convenient and secure. 

• What materials will be accepted and how will the material be segregated. 

• How will boxes be protected agafust vandalism and theft. 
. . . 

• The facility must be attractive, maintained and accessible by vehicle. 

• Residents must be educated to locations of drop boxes and proper recycling 
procedures. 

Each factor listed above must be considered as well as the costs vs. benefits of the program. 

Drop box locations must be convenient and in areas with high traffic and visibility. This not only 
encourages participation but discourages vandalism and trash disposal in the drop boxes. 
Indications are that a drop box system can be very effective in increasing recycling if an adequate 
number of boxes are provided and are located at convenient locations. Drop boxes have been 
installed at the Mason County solid waste facility, transfer stations and other locations based on 
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population density, distance to the nearest drop box station and existing .traffic. Such a drop box 
system would be geared toward County residents since City residents have mandatory collection 
and would be less likely to frequent the solid waste facility and transfer stations .. 

In addition. to transfer stations, other good locations for drop boxes include· grocery stores, 
shopping centers, fire and police stations. Locations should be readily accessible, lighted and· kept 
free from debris. The drop boxes should be conspicuously painted and kept in good condition. 

Drop box stations can be made to accept as many different materials as desired. Instructions are 
posted. on the drop box explaining how to prepare materials prior to their. deposit. At regular 
intervals, drop boxes are emptied, and the area around the box cleaned to maintain a neat and 
order! y appearance. 

· Equipment used to haul bOxes or recyclables is costly and may range from $70;000 to $120,000. 

The cost of hauling equipment has been mitigated by contracting with a private hauler for 
recyclable material collection and transport. 

Buy Back Center. Materials are separated by homoowners and businesses and delive.red to the 
buy back center. Based on the capacity of the existing buy-back center, if it is economically 
feasible for them to do so, Ea can absorb a,· significant increase in the suppiy of recyclable 
materials from Mason County. · · 

However buy-back centers are generally a relatively ineffective method for reducing the waste 
stream because of the low level of convenience and resulting low participation rate. Because the 
centers are attended, they are more costly to operate than drop off. stations. This added expense 
generally leads to one centrally located facility. 

Residents located at some distance from the facility may not be able to cover the cost of 
transportation to the center with revenues from recyclables. However, some people like to see 
some compensation for their trouble and for these people buy back centers serve a useful function. 

Curbside Collection. In the City of Shelton, curbside collection of recyclables is currently 
performed by a separate contractor. Recyclable materials are separated by the homeowner and 
placed at the curb in bins separate from other household refuse. The material is collected at 
regular advertised intervals by a collection truck specially designed for the purpose. The material 
is then delivered to a processing center. 

The revenue generated by a cmbside collection program will not cover program costs. To support 
such a program, residents are required to pay a fixed fee per household for curbside collection 
service. 
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Mandatory versus Voluntary Recycling. Recycling program success is measured, in part, by the 
participation rate, or the percentage of households that participate in the program. Mandatory 
programs have generally higher participation rates than voluntary programs. A typical 
participation rate for a mandatory program may be 75% ·and for a voluntary program, 30%. · 
However some voluntary programs experience 50% or more participation. The County could 
possibly ban recyclable materials from the waste stream. This would require the haulers to make 
rules about recyclable material. in the garbage. Alternatively the County can pass an ordinance 
requiring source separation of recyclables and work with the garbage haulers· to enforce the 
ordinance. 

\ 

Enforcement of mandatory programs can be difficult. Typically the hauler enforces the program 
by noting when cans contain recyclable materials. A warning is sent out for first violations, and 
fmes or extra fees can be penalties for continued violations. 

Voluntary recycling programs require effort to mailltain high participation rates. The key to a 
successful voluntary recycling program is public education and promotion. Generally people are 
willing to recycle if if is convenient. Increasing pebple's knowledge of recycling methods and 
m3.king sure they know how and where to take recyclables can help keep the participation rate 
high. Promotion of recycling must be a continual process. 

Lack of enforcement or promotion can lead to failure of the program whether a recycling program 
is mandatory or voluntary. In some communities with mandatory recycling, participation rates 
have fallen below 30% because oflack of enforcement. The results of the pilot curbside program 
in Shelton bear out the importance of continual program promotion. The initially high rate of 
participation decreased significantly over time without promotion. Refer to section 3.5.1 for 
discussion of Existing Conditions. 

Work with NQn-Profit Or.ganizatiQns. Non profit orgamzations such as Boy Scouts, Lions, 
Kiwanis, VFW, and Churches routinely conduct recycling drives to raise money. The County can 
take advantage of this by recruiting members of these organizations to assist in recycling projects. · 
Currently; cooperative agreements exist between the County and organizations which collect arid 
sell material to fund community and scholarship programs. The County can assist this effort in 
many ways including education and information. 

3.5.4 Recommendations 

In order to meet the. goal of increased recycling in Mason County, the existing recycling 
framework must be enhanced and promoted. To be successful, expanded recyCling programs will 
require attention and support from local government. 

Discussion with County and City employees indicate a continued interest and commitment to 
recycling programs. This interest was echoed by the members of the SWAC. Public education 
continues to be seen as a necessary element for successful program maintenance. 
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Existing programs such as curbside setvice in Shelton, drop boxes throughout the County, and 
local buy-back center are viewed as important elements of the recycling sy~tem. 

Recommendation 3.7. Currentinterlocal agreement between the City and County should · 
be maintained to control program costs and continue pro~ coordination. 

. . 

Recommendation 3.8. Public Education should continue to be a primary element of 
program maintenance· in the City and County. Education associated with recycling 
programs should be focused on improving and expanding participation as well as 
generating feedback from the public. · 

Recommendation 3.9~ Grant funding for ·recycling programs should be sought to 
supplement County ·funding and support new staff and programs. Additional funding 
ci_ptions should be explored. · 

Recommendation 3.10. Additional drop box stations should be established as needed. 
Other locations for future consideration should include: shopping areas, frre and police 
Stations, and Skokomish tribal lands. The County should ~ncourage program participation 
froni.the.private sector.· · · · 

Recommendation 3~11. The City of Shelton should evaluate its curbside program to 
establish program ~ffeetiveness and direction for future expansion. The City should 

·encourage program participation from.the private sector. 

Recommendation 3.12. The County should encourage market development for designated 
and potentially designated recyclable materials. 

Mason County staff recognize that the anticipated 34.68% recovery rate does not meet the state's 
goal of 50%. It is the County's intention to evaluate program· cost and effectiveness and modify 
existing program as feasible. The intent of any additional programs would be to increase recycling 
rates toward the state's 50% goal. 

The guidelines include five criteria for evaluation of the recycling program. Each is discussed 
here in terms of the current and reCommended program. 

a) Household collection; or a fixed recycling center for every 5,000 to 10,000 population at·· 
convenient locations including solid waste facilities. Under recommendation 3.10, the 
County has established drop box stations at the solid waste facilities and other locations 
throughout the County. Given the County population of 35,000 to 40,000, there is a 
recycling center for every 3,200 to 3,700 people. The recommendation further includes 
consideration of additional centers to increase convenience. 

b) Materials collected consistent with plan list or process to develop the list. All materials 
may be collected through recommended methods. 
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c) Consistent with ·local plan guaJs. TI1e reconunended program is consistent with the stated 
goals of supporting existing recyclers and increasing waste recycling in the County. The 
plan is also consistent with interinl growth management planning within the County. 

d) Waste diversion potential from program is maximized based on local ·waste stream 
characteristics and markets. Based on markets and existing recycled materials the list of 
designated recyclables has included all materials currently accepted at the lo~ buy-back 
center. Quantities of recyclables collected could potentially be increased with increased 
use of curbside collection programs. This type program will continue to be evaluated in 
Shelton and may be expanded into other areas in the future. 

e) Designed to achieve perfonnance Which is comparable to existing programs. The 
recommended program is designed to strengthen exi.sting programs so that performance 
. can exceed existing programs. 

3.6 NONI,ffiSIDENTIAL WASTE STREAM MONITORING/COMMERCIAL 
RECYCLJNG PROGRAMS . 

The nonresidential waste stream in Mason County is comprised of waste from small businesses, 
restaurailts and grocery stores, and waste from larger industry. The majority of waste from small 
buSinesses is collected by commercial collection companies and hauled to the.Mason County solid 
waste facility. Waste generated by other industry may be self-hauled to the Mason County solid 
waste facility or· handled through· company owned and operated _special waste ~dfills (i.e. 
·simpso~ Timber Company) . 

. This section will focus op noillesidential waste hauled to the County solid waste facility. Special 
waste streams such as industrial waste are addressed in Chapter 9 A of this document. 

3.6.1 Nonresidential Waste Stream Monitoring 

Nonresidential MSW is· hauled by two collection companies. in the County: Mason County 
Garbage and Rural Garbage Service (LeMay Inc.). Quantities of nonresidential MSW collected 
by 'each of the collection companies in 1996 is listed in Table 3.4A. Each of the services 

. maintains ·records for nonresidential waste, thereby allowing ongoing monitoring of quantities 
collected. · 

Collection of nonresidential MSW in the City of Shelton is performed by the City. · The City 
collects combined commercial and residential waste making it impossible to identify quantities of 
commercial waste from the total waste stream. However, a tallY of the number of accounts the 
City serves and the bin size provides some indication of the yardage collected. As of September 
1997, the City had 377 commercial accounts with quantities of refuse collected per week ranging 
from 90 to 1200 gallons. 

In addition to collection services, some businesses haul their waste directly to the solid waste 
facility. Mason County has accounts with over 50 of these haulers. The largest of these accounts 
is with the Simpson Timber Company which hauls mixed wood waste and refuse to the solid waste 
facility. 
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Table 3.4A 1996 NON-RESIDENTIAL WASTE QU.ANTITIES 

Collected By 

City of Shelton 
Mason Co. Garbage 
Rural Garbage· Service 
Simpson 

Amount Collected 

26,063.31 cy* 
1, 784.23 tons 
5,515.20 tons 

. 5,240 cy 

Description 

Compacted 
Loose 
Compacted 
Loose 

* City of Shelton quantities based on number of accounts multiplied by refuse container capacity. 

Monitoring of non-residential waste in the unincorporated County will be conducted annually. 
To monitor this waste stream· the County would contact collection. companies to· obtain estimated 
quantities of nonresidential waste hauled. In some cases, the County may have to enter into an 
interlocal: agreement with Ecology in order to obtain this information. In addition, the· County · 
maintains·~~rds of waste disposed by individual companies. These accounts would be included 
in the tabulation·if they exceed 2000 cy (loose). Currently Simpson is the only account which 
exceeds this level and would be included in the tabulation~ Other companies would be added as 
their waste stream becomes· significant. 

The City of Shelton nonresidential waste stream would be annually monitOred through the number 
of' accounts and size of refuse container used. While this method would be too rough t.o·indicate 
effects of waste red,uction or recycling, it could indicate growing or shrinking .levels of business 
within the City limits. · · 

3.6.2 Commercial Recycling Programs 

Currently the County and City of Shelton have no· plans to initiate a recycling program for 
nonresidential waste generators beyond those education programs described in Section 3.2 and 
3. 8. However both collection companies in Mason County are, currently providing recycling 
opportunities to commercial customers. 

EFI, Mason County Garbage, Pacific Disposal currently make up the list of recyclers.and haulers 
who nOW; 'Offer, or could potentially offer, recycling services to the non-residential · 
sector iri ·Mason County. Mason County could establish a list of such·· services and make it 
available to businesses and industry. The availability of this list could be promoted through the 
commercial education process. The list would also be promoted as a service to recyclers to· inform 
City and County businesses regarding the availability of recycling services. By providing such 
a service, recyclers would be encouraged to inform the County of their service, thereby updating 
the list. 
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3.6.3 R~mmendations 

The following recommendations were generated from discussion in the previous section. 

Recommendation. 3.13. The County and City of Shelton should continue to pe1fonn an 
annual tabulation of the source and quantities of nonresidential waste generated in Mason 
County. 

Recommendation 3.14. The County and City of Shelton should continue to support and 
encourage private efforts to collect recyclables from non-residential sources. A list of non
residential recycling services shoulq be compiled, updated and be made available to 
County and City businesses and industry. . 

3. 7 YARD WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS 

Yard waste is one of the potentially recyclable materials as identified in Section.3.4. Yard waste 
consists of grass, leaves and branches but does· not include stumps. This section of the plan will 
discuss the feasibility of potential yard waste composting programs as well as cOllection methods. 
for the material. 

3.7.1 Existing Conditions 

. Currently yard waste is not collected for compost in. Mason County. Conversations with Coun.ty 
employees indicate that yaid waste continues to be a re~tively small segment of the total waste 
stream. This is attributed to the rural nature of the County. Some residents may be composting 
material on-site or dumping yard waste in remote areas of the' County. It is estimated that up to 
20% of residents maybe doing some form of backyard composting. 

. ' 
The County also indicates tbat the yard waste received contains a high proportion of branches and 
other material which would require chipping prior to composting. · 

3. 7.2 Needs and Opportunities 

Although yard waste is an easily identifW..ble material with a local benefit once composted it was 
included as a potential recyclable because of the unresolved issues discussed in Section 3.4 .1. 
Should the County elect to proceed with a compost program the following needs would.have to 
be met. · · 

• It is a new program in the County and would require organization, education and 
promotion. 

• .Composting facilities would be required. 

.. Markets for the composted material would be required. 

3. 7.3 Alternatives 

Waste composting can be an effective tool in reducing the solid waste stream. Programs include 
both backyard composting (discussed in Section 3.2) and larger scale county-wide programs. 
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Organization, Education and Promotion. Much of the market development strategy ·could be 
implemented through educational programs. Residents could be informed of the ·compost 
program, the types of waste accepted, the availability of the finished compost and locations where 
compost could be obtained. Mailings and media opportunities could be used to cfi.stribute this 
information. 

Private individuals could be encouraged to· separate yard waste through rat~ incentives. For 
example, the compost operator could accept yard waste free of charge, or charge less than a 
transfer station or solid waste facility for disposal. Alternatively' individuals who separate their 
yard waste from their garbage could receive a credit slip .that entitles them to free or discounted 
compost. LOcal jurisdictions could also issue a "diversion credit" based on the estimated value 
of diverting a unit of waste from the solid waste facility. These diversion credits could be 
redeemed for cash or used to discount monthly refuse collection f~. 

A dispq$al ban is an additional method of increasing·the level of recycling through yard waste 
compos{ing. A disposal ban would prohibit yard waste from being delivered to the transfer · 
'stations or solid waste facility. A flow control ordinance could require that all yard waste must . 
be delivered to designated composting facilities. · · 

Facility Alternatives; ·The available techniques for yard waste composting can be classed in three 
groups - minimum, low-level and high level technology. The site requirements, length of 
processing time, labor and machinery demands, and costs ·are different for each technology level, 
but. the end product is essentially the same. The following is a description of the ttrree basic· 
technologies for composting yard waste: · · · 

• Minimal Technology:· In this technology, yard waste is formed into long piles (windrows) 
about 12 .ft high and 24ft wide. The piles are turned infrequently, perhaps once every 2~3 
months. Without frequent turning the piles become anaerobic, therefore decomposition 
is slow, taking up to 18 months to produce a ready-to-use material. 

• IAJw Level T~ology: This method produces compost more rapidly than the minimum 
technology. The yard waste is initially formed into smaller windrows, and water is added 
to achieve a moisture content of 50%. The windrows are combined into larger piles after 
the first burst.ofmicrobial activity, and periodically turned.· The compost should be ready· 
for use in eight to twelve months. More frequent turning can be employed to accelerate 
the compost process. 

• ffigh-Level Technology: This method is designed to achieve complete composting within 
6 months. It involves forced aeration of the windrows during the first stage of composting 

\ , . , , 

by temperature controlled blowers. The piles are then turned mechamcally to mamtam a 
high rate of composting. A nitrogen source rimy be added to increase decomposition. The 
final product may be screened to produce a uniform particle size, which can improve 
marketability. 
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Site requireme~ts for yard waste composting depend upon the amount of waste processed and the 
degree of technology. In general, the longer it takes for yard· waste to decompose, the more. land 
area needed to accommodate equal amount of material. A moderate program in Mason County 
could utilize existing equipment and staff for turning windrows and require addition of a chipper 
ranging from $50,000 to $150,000. 

In addition; new regulations CO\lld require liner and leachate collection and treatment systems 
further adding to the cost of a program. However, if implemented together with a solid waste 
landfill, treatment costs could be shared. Under current regulations composting could be 
moderately expensive, but if successful could signifieantly reduce the volume of waste.requiring 
landfilling. A composting operation in Ma~on County could range from $20 to $40 per ton to 
construct and operate in addition to purchase of a chipper or tub grinder. The Mason County 
Department of Public Works currently owns a chipper that could be used for small composting 
events but is inadequate for a County compost facility. 

Either the County or a private company could implement a yard waste program. Alternatively, 
a regional processing operation could be developed with neighborffig counties. 

The alternativeS for yard waste collection include establishing a drop-off system or implementing 
separate curbside collection. In a drop-off systefi?., residents would take bagged or loose yard 
waste directly to a oompristing facility, existing solid waste facilities or sites set up expressly to 
collect yard waste. 

Currently transfer stations do not accept yard materials such as branches because of their light, 
bulky nature. Collection of these materials in dr(>p boxes may be most efficient if the material 
is chipped prior to transport. However, because of the fire hazard, caution should be used when 
collecting yard wastes in drop. boxes. 

The drop-off system would be similar to the recommended collection methods for other types of 
recyclables in th~ County. This type system would ~dd approJtimately $3-5/ton to the cost of the 
co~npost opern?.on, asst~:ming vehicles are already available through other recycling programs. 
Added casts would cover drop boxes and their ooi1ection. 

A separate curbside system would collect yard waste directly from the waste generator. A 
curbside program would be more efficient than the drop-Off system, but at much greater cost. The 
Best Management Practices, Vol m estimateS the cost to collect yard waste at curbside in an urban 
area at $60/ton. Costs expected in Mason County could be greater tha.il this due to reduced 
quantities . of yard waste collected. Costs would also increase if additional equipment were 
required. 

Market Development. l\1.a.rkets do exist for composted yard waste, although they require extensive 
effort to develop. Any such program must include product testing, demonstration projects, and 
intensive marketing campaigns. This is frequently beyond the capabilities of a small governmental 
staff. 

Development of markets for the composted product will be key in the success of the compost 
project. Some potential users of the finished compost product which could be targeted in market 
development include: 
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• Department of Community Development for maintenance of landfill cover 
• Public agencies for park maintenance, road and highway projects 
• Landscaping businesses and nurseries 
• Ho.meowners 
• Businesses involved in land reclamation projects. 

The quality of the compost and the size of the local or regional market will determine the best 
marketing strategy. Businesses targeted as potential markets could receive "in-person" visits to 
promote the composted material. Some communities have found that, at least in the early stages 
of yard waste composting, it was not possible to charge fo.r the product, arid so revenues were not 
generated. However, yard waste composting rould still be cost effective if· collection and 
processing costs. are less than disposal costs. 

3. 7.4 Evaluation 

If a drop'box system were implemented, cost for yard waste collection and transport' would range 
between'$3 and $5/ton. For curbside collection, collection and transport would be in the range 
.of$60-$100/ton. Processing, assuming iow-technology with an added grinder would amountto 

... $~0-$40/ton. Total expected cost for the yard waste system would be expected to range from· $23-
$45/ton for drop boxes and $80-$140/ton for cwbside. For comparison pUiposes, current landfill 
tip fees :are $63 per ton. 

Collection of yard waste through drop boxes would be cost effective for the County relative to the 
landfill tip fee. Use of drop boxes would be similar to the recommended methods for recyclable 
collection. In addition a significant quantity of waste in the rural County is self-hauled to transfer 
stations and the solid ":'aste facility. Receptacles for yard waste at these solid waste facilities 
would best serve these customers. 

Issues remain for the collection of yard waste through drop boxes. Attention should be giyento 
avoiding a fire hazard. Also drop boxes with yard waste may not be efficient to haul prior to 
chipping due to the bulky nature of some mateiials. A mobile chipper could be used so that larger 
more ef{icient loads could be hauled to the composting location. The County m:ay wish to limit 
tipping locations for yard waste. 

Curbside collection of yard waste could be tested m pilot cmbside recyclable collection programs. 
However the cost of such an operation when projected over the expected small quantity collected 
would be very high. In addition, no market exists for composted yard waste. This market would 
have to be developed and may simply consist of a giyeaway program. 

3. 7.5 Recommendations 

Although the SW AC and County staff supported development of a yard waste compost program, 
concern was expressed over remaining issues and the small quantities of yard waste brought to the 
landfill. Also a chipper was identified as necessary for the program to utilize a larger portion of 
the yard waste. The County should proceed with steps outlined in Section 3.4.1 before a decision 
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to implement yard waste composting is made. If a yard waste program is implemented, collection 
of yard waste through drop boxes was preferred over curbside collection. 

Recommendation 3.15. A yard waste compost program should be evaluated. If a 
program is feasible, collection of yard waste should be through· drop boxes. If unfeasible, 
an educational program promoting small scale on-site com posting should be implemente<f. 
Additional opportunities and methods for collection and transfer should be evaluated. 

The five criteria for evaluation of the recycling program are also used to evaluate the yard waste 
program. Each is discussed here in terms of the recommended action. However, since yard waste 
composting is under consideration the following evaluation assumes a potential program. 

a) Household collection; or a fixed recycling center for every 5,000 to 10,000 population at 
convenient locations including solid waste facUities. The minimum collection of yard 
waste at transfer stations and the ~dfill would satisfy this criteria. 

b) All residents in the applicable mban and rumJ areas eligible to participate. The minimum 
prognu,n of drop-boxes would allow all residents to participate. 

c) Materials collected consistent with plan list or process to develop the list. Yard waste is 
iricluded as a potential recyclable. · · 

.d) Consistent with local plan goals. The recommended program would be consistent with the 
stated goal of increasing waste recycling in the County. The plan is also consistent with 
interim growth management planning within the County. 

· e) Waste diversion· potential from ·program is maximiZed based on local waste stream 
characteristics and markets. The Comity may initiate a program after further evaluation~ 
If imple~ented, a yard waste program could maximize removal of yard waste from self
haul waste streams. Additional programs could then be evaluated to increase participation. 

f) Designed ·to acbieve perfonuance which is comparable to . existing programs. 
Implementation of a yard waste program would exceed existillg·programs. 

3.8 EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

Education programs will be critical to the success of the waste reduction and recycling progran1 
in Mason County. As discussed in Section 3. 2 of this chapter, education was identified as the 
primary priority of the waste reduction program. Recommendations in that chapter involved 
education programs in schools, adult education and programs aimed at businesses. 

Currently the "A-Way with Waste" program is used in Shelton schools . 
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A significant effort will be required to devise and implement an education program in Mason 
County. Tills section will· expand on previous education discussion and discuss target audiences, 
techniques, program costs and evaluation. 

The fqllowing objectives were established specifically for education prog~s: 

• To educate and inform the public regarding waste reduction techniques. 

• To edQcate and inform the public regarding existing and planned methods "for recycling. 

• To develop a sense of environmental responsibility in thepublic. 

• 'l:'o inform the public regarding community progress and to gain feedback on agency 
progress or needs. 

3.8.1 Target Audiences 

. To increase the effectiveness of a particular educational technique it can be geared toward a 
specific aud.i.ence. . For ewple, material for self-haulers could discuss new programs available 
at the solid waste facilities. Material for collection.customers could focus on reduced rates for: 
less frequent pickup, smaller cans or fewer cans along with generill recycling facility infonnation. 

The following list contai~s some of the different groups which could be targeted in an education 
program: · 

• City collection customers* 
• Private collection company customers* 
• Self-haulers* 
• Children 
• Gardeners 
• Apartment dwellers 
• Businesses/Industry* 
• · · Christmas Tree Industry 
• Loggers 
• Equipment Owners, Operators and Mechanics 
• Construction Industry 

* Primary Target Audiences 

Methods to target a specific group vary. In some instances vehicles such as routine mailings 
already exist, while methods to target other audiences would have to be developed. 

Residents of the City of Shelton are required to subscribe to refuse and recycling collection. This 
group could continue to be reached through routine utility billings. 
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Private collection company customers could be reached in a similar manner through the refuse 
collection 'company. However such a program would require the agreement, support and 
participation of the collection· company. 

Many County residents do not subscribe to refuse ·collection and self-haul their waste to the 
transfer stations or the solid waste facility. While this group could not be reached through an 
existing mailing, they could be effectively reached through materials distributed at the solid waste 
facility. 

A program for children is currently in practice in Shelton schools and. could be expanded 
throughout the County. Parents are also indirectly reached through their children. 

Other groups could be also be reached. Materials for gardeners could be made .available at 
nurseries, hardware stores or garden clubs. Apartment dwellers could be targeted. through 
apartment managers or owners; :ijusinesses and industry could be targeted through the Chamber 
of Commerce or the Economic Development Council. 

As a group, aduits could be targeted through community groups such as Kiwanis, Lions and 
Church groups. Mass mailings rould also be used at some expense. · 

3.8.2 Infonnatjop and Educitiou Techniques 

A multitude of option~ exist for public infonuation and education campaigns. The cost and 
effectiveness of the programs vary widely. Many of the techniques have little cost for services 
or materials. However all would require a level of effort from the County or City to pursue media 
coverage, coordinate others and develop flyers, talks, exhib~ts and other materials. An aggressive 
education program would require a minimum of one part-time staff person to be successful. 

Funding for education programs coUld be included as part of th~.recycling program. Grants have 
been ·secured which will cover education and promotion in addition to recycling equipment, 
however' continued . grant funding for these activities is. uncertain. The cost of an education 
program could also be included· in the solid waste facility tip fee. 

Responsibility for solid waste programs including waste reduction and recycling programs was 
. shifted from the Department of Public Works to the Department of Community Development·in 
1997. The Director has specific responsibility for implementing solid waste related progranis 
including education programs in the future. Refer to Chapter SA for further discussion. 

The following is a list of promotional techniques currently used for Mason County's program. 

TV and Radio - Radio and television announcements are effective in reaching a large audience. 
Currently Ecology is using TV advertisements to support recycling. In addition, recycling 
programs in populated areas such as King County and Seattle are generating media interest. These 
programs also serv~ to inform Mason County residents at no cost to the County. TV coverage 
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specific to Mason County would be very expensive, an alternative could be to advertise over a 
local cable channel. 

Radio is an effective tool in Mason County. Recycling information could be presented in the form 
of public service announcements, or interviews and broadcast over the local radio station at no 
cost. Paid advertisements could also be used at greater cost. 

Pirect Mailings - Direct mailings are a flexible form of public. information. While mass mailings 
· may be expensive and linlited in effectiveness, mailings to specific target groups may increase the 
effectiveness and reduce the cost of this option. Mailings take advantage of monthly utility . . 

billings to reduce cost. Mailings in the City and County are coordinated with refuse collection 
bills or utility bills. 

'· 
Informaiion presented in mailings could oover a series of topics. Recycling facilities, preparation 
of materials for recycling, purchasing habits to support waste reduction, backyard composting, 
public ,"feedback" and recycling program progress are all topics which co~ld·be included in the 
direct mailings. 

Presentations - Presentations are used to target vQlunteer groups, schools or church groups 
interested in recycling programs. Presentations are made to those who request them~ Also slide 
shows, videos, and displays are made ·available to public and volunteer groups for presentations. 

Exhibits ,.. Exhibits currently used are mobile.. A permanent exhibit could be set up at public . 
buildings in the form of a demonstration project. A permanent exhibit could also carry a tally of 
quantities collected for recycling and be displayed on a sign or billboard at drop box stations. 
Materials necessary to develop an exhibit would have a minimal cost. Uke. other education 
methods the major cost would be in staff time to develop, set up and maintain the exhibit. 

Poor to door Canvassers - Canvassers would be an iritensive method of contacting the public and 
informing them about recycling. This method might be best used to .target the downtown Shelton 
area. Volunteers could be used to reduce the cost of canvassing. · 

School Programs - School programs consist of classroom educational materials such as the "A
Way with Waste" program currently used. The "A-Way with Waste" program can be obtained 

· free from Ecology, however this program requires effort to coordinate and maintain. 

Contests/Awards/Prizes - Contests, awards and priZes could be geared toward schools, public 
service groups or individuals. School award programs could be geared towards entire schools, 
individual classrooms or individual students. Ecology and Weyerhaeuser both implement an 
awards program for school recycling as discussed in Section 3.2.3. 

Awards programs could also acknowledge community leaders or innovators in recycling. These 
awards could be given by the mayor or commissioners to businesses, agencies or individuals who 
make a significant contribution in recycling or waste reduction. Awards could take the form of 
plaques or certificates. 
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All contests or awards could be implemented at little cost. 

Signs - Signs could consist of permanent notices at recycling facilities and provide information 
about methods for recycling and waste reduction. Signs could also keep a tally of material 
recycled. 

Newspaper- Local newspapers are used for advertisements, interviews, inserts and news stories 
that pertain to recycling and waste reduction. Newspapers are informed regularly of developments 
in the· recycling program .to generate ongoing interest in the community. · Development of 
recycling issues as "news topics" rather th~ advertisements would have little to no cost to the 
County or City. · . . . 

Public involvement fox;urns - Public meetings, advisory committee meetings, ·public workshops 
are all forums. to involve the public in a community project. These may be used in Mason 
Co.unty, however greater success may be achieved if these forums are built ru;ound the meetings 
of existing public or volunteer groups.· 

J;>ublic Opinion Surveys- Public opinion su.rVeys in the form of flyers could be used· as part of the 
waSte reduction and recycling evaluation prognun. sw:Veys could be mailed or distributed at solid 
waste facilities and request feedback on programs. Opinion surveys CQuld be routinely circulated 
to obtain periodic. input from the public. 

Feedback could also be obtained through telephone surveys. Telephone surveys would be useful 
to obtain a random sampling of residents. The number of responses to a telephone survey could 
be controlled whereas response to flyers may be limited. 

Flyers and surveys would be a method of obtaining direct feedback on the waste reduction, 
recycling and education program. Indirect evaluation of the programs could be· conducted by 
examining the quantities of recyclables collected at each drop box location and the size of the 
dispos.ed waste stream. A tabulation of collected recyclables could be made on a monthly, 
quarterly or ~ual basis. 

3.8.3 Evaluation 

To be effective a public education and information program will require ongoing coordination 
between public agencies, schools, businesses, and the general public. Education progran1s have 
been effectively implemented by a staff person that can dedicate a significant portion of time to 
the effort. 

Difficulties involved with public education programs include the diversity of individuals targeted 
to receive the information; the multiple programs that compete for public attention, and the 
possibly high cost of' an effective ·program. The effectiveness of education programs is also 
difficult to measure and hard to evaluate in terms of cost effectiveness. 
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As listed in Section 3.8.2 there are many options for education programs. Ongoing evaluation 
of the education program continues to be necessary to ensure. that the most effective programs are 
being used so that funds are not wasted. 

Indirect evaluation is conducted th.rough observation of quantities collected in each drop box 
station, and the volume of the waste stream. This method would provide valuable information but 
is difficult to use to evaluate specific education programs. 

3.8.4 Recommendations 

Recommendations addressing education have been included in previous sections of this chapter. 
Recommendation 3.1 set education as a high priority in Mason County and the City of Shelton. 
It was als9 recommended that support be given to the existing school program and that a form of 
adult ed!i.cation be implemented. Recommendation 3. 8 stated that public education should be 
in.clude<f;in each new recycling program. expansion. · · . -:..~:~:· 

After discussion of the methods of education available, the SW AC reiterated their support of 
. public education as a high priority. It was generally_felt that programs should be implemented as 
practical and as funding and resources allow. · 

Recommendation 3.16. Continue public information and edu~tion program.should be 
devised to target a broad spectium of the City and County population. Specific attention . . 
should continue to be devoted to school programs. 

Recommendation 3.17. Evaluation of the waste reduction, recycling and education 
programs should continue to be a routine part of the public information and education 
program. Evaluation should include public feedback, a tally of the ·performance of 
individual drop box stations, and a record of the waste stream. 

3.9 PROCESSING OF. 'MIXED WASTE FOR RECYCLABLES 

Once source separation of recyclables has been performed and waste is collected and disposed at 
the solid waste facility; further separation of recyclables and other items may occur through mixed 
waste processing operations. These operations may be as formal as a mechanized mixed waste 
processing system or as informal as a manual "dump and pick" operation. Items to be targeted 
may also vary. Waste may be processed to separate almost all recyclables with the remainder 
being formed into ·a refuse derived fuel. Alternatively\ a limited number of items may be targeted 
for manual removal. 

Interest was shown by the SW AC for a limited dump and pick operation: This operation would 
target discarded materials which could be resold to the public in a type of permanent "rummage 
sale". Materials such as discarded tetevisions, bicycles, tools and lumber scraps could be removed 
from the waste stream, by solid waste facility personnel, for resale or giveaway. No salvaging 
by the public would be allowed. 
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Issues involved in implementing this type program include the following: 

Staffing: The operation would potentially require two staff persons. One employee could be 
required to staff the "resalearea" and another could be required to remove materials from the 
waste stream. Depending on the hours of operation, the positions could utilize existing staff or 
part-time staff. 

Location: A central location would be required for the operation. If the "resale" area were made 
part of the existing solid waste site, it would have to be separate from current solid waste 
activities. Consideration could be given to a fenced area and a covered shelter for materials or 
s~ \ 

Proceeds: Materials removed from the w~ste stream may be given away or sold at a low cost. 
If materials are sold, ~nsideration should be ·given to the destination of the proceeds. Monies 
collected through· this program may be used to offset other recycling program. costs or may be 
donated to non-profit groups in the County. Proceeds could also be used to promote the resale 
program. 

Mark:et: Removal of materials for resale. would be a new program in Mason County and no 
infonnation_on the likely demand or marlret for these materials· exists. However, a pilot program 
oould"be initiated to test the quantities of materials that could be removed and their resale success .. 

Liability: Issues of. liability and associated costs make it difficult to establish a dump and pick 
operation at the solid waste facility. A· limited program is. in place at this location and the transfer 
stations that allow peQple to set aside useable items for reuse at no charge. 

Recommendation 3.18. The County should consider implementation of a limited dump 
and pick operation at the solid waste facility. 

3.10 IMPLEMENTATION 

An implemen~tion schedule (Table 3.5A) and planning level budget (Table 3.6A) is developed 
in this section for topics discussed in previous sections of this chapter. 
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Table 3.SA IJ.\.1PLEMENTATION SCHEDULE- WASTE REDUCTION 
AND RECYCLING 

1998-2003 

Mason Ca. SWM Plan 

The County and City continue to explore funding opportunities in 
coordination with private recyclers for both drop box and curbside 
programs. 

Draft and adopt waste reduction resolutions. 

· Coordination of teachers and resources to enhance and expand on-going 
school reduction· and recycling program need to be continued by Recycling 
Coordinator on behalf of both th~ City and County. 

Coordination with City, County and private reeyclers to expand current · 
recycling program, 

Public infonnat;ion and education programs continue to be developed and 
implemented. 

A yard waste compost program may be developed and implemented. Drop 
boxes could be established at the landfill and tnuisfer stations for collection. 

A yard waste compost program may be developed and implemented. Drop 
. boxes oould be established at the solid waste facility and drop box stations 
for collection. Expand and enhance current on-site composting program. 

Expansion of a City/County waste reduction program for use in public 
offices. 

Continue the waste reduction, recycling and education programs annually 
and "fme tune" programs to increase participation and effectiveness. 

The yard waste compost program may be evaluated. Methods of obtaining 
increased quantities of yard waste, markets or better quality compost could 

·be considered. \ 

Additional. programs necessary to meet the 50% state recycling goal are 
investigated. 
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Table 3.6A IMPLEMENTATION COST SUMMARY* 

City/County Recycling Coordinator 

Coordination with private recyclers and 
development of grant application. 

Development and adoption of waste reduction 
resolutions. 

Coordination and expansion of on-going school 
waste reduction and recycling program. 

Coordination with haulers to implement County 
waste collection rate structure changes. 

Coordinate and implement new recycling 
and waste reduction programs. 

Coordinate and implement public information and 
education programs. 

Implement County yard waste compost program. 

Develop in-house waste reduction program . 

Evaluation of waste reduction, recycling, 
education and compost programs. 

$30-40,000 

$5,000 to 
$10,000 

Little to 
No Cost 

$5,000 to 
$10,000 

$3,000 to 
$6,000 

$50-
300,000 
$10-30,000 
Annually 

$30-60,000 
Annually 

$100-250 '000 
$20-50,000 
Annually 

$3,000-
$6,000 
Annually 

$10-20,000 
Annually 

Costs indicated have been developed for planning purposes only. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER 4A ENERGY RECOVERY/INCINERATION 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Regulations require stringent design of landfills. Costs have escalated to the point where it has 
become almost impossible to construct one that meets acceptable standards. ·In 1992 the rising 
costs and the increased difficulty in locating new landfill sites made volume reduction techniques 
such as energy recovery/ incineration viable options in some cases. 

Energy Recovery/Incineration is also an element in solid waste management under state priorities. 
The 1989 revisions to RCW 70.95 listed energy recovery and incineration of waste at the same 
priority as landfilling. Higher priority is given to energy recovery and landfllling of separated 
waste than of mixed waste. · 

This chapter looks at the feasibility of burning garbage to produce energy (energy recovery) in 
Mason County. It describes the technology available for energy recovery systems, and makes 
recommendations on implementation of energy recovery in the short and long .temi. This chapter 
reCognizes the priority of energy recovery and incineration-of separated waste over mixed waste: 

• To consider energy recovery as required in the State planning guidelines. 

• Use energy recovery where feasible and cost effective to provide a balanced solid 
waste management system. 

4.2 EXISTING PRACTICES 

To date, no consideration has been given to energy recovery as a tool in solid waste management 
in Mason County. There are no existing plans, programs or· facilities for utilizing municipal solid 
waste energy recovery in the CQunty. 

4.3 NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

The purpOse of this section is to evaluate the solid waste system·based on energy recovery goals 
established in the beginning of this chapter. Through this evaluation, needs for the system will 
be generated as well as any issues that require resolution or policy decisions. 

GOAL: To consider energy recovery as required in the State planning guidelines. 

Energy recovery is one possible component of an integrated solid waste system. As such it will 
be evaluated to determine whether any economic or disposal benefits can be realized through an 
energy recovery program in Mason County. 
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GOAL: Use energy recovery where feasible and cost effective to provide a balanced 
solid waste management system. 

Mason County currently has a low disposal rate in relation to neighboring counties. While cost 
of disposal will rise in the future, it is unlikely that cost increases associated with the transporting 
of solid waste will make energy recovery cost efficient on a large scale. 

-

However, to determine the feasibility of energy_ recovery alternatives, background information will 
be provided in this section regarding: 

• Criteria for determining future Waste to Energy needs 

• The Impact of Energy Recovery on Waste Reduction and Recycling 

The Impact of Energy Recovery on Landftlling 

• A Summary of Combustion Technologies 

Energy recovery alternatives ·particularly suited to Masori County are discussed in Section 4.4 of 
this chapter. · 

4.3.1 Criteria for Determining Future Energy Recovery Needs 

Energy Recovery is capital intensive and the need for it must be balanced against competing 
programs and resources. The following considerations will determine the feasibility of energy 
recovery in Mason County. 

• Evaluation of the costs, environmental impacts, and public acceptability of landfill 
disposal· versus energy recovery. 

• The need to provide an environmentally safe, cost effective and reliable dispo_sal 
system. 

• The desirability of recovering an energy source that is otherwise not available with 
conventional municipal waste disposal methods. 

• The availability of a stable end user for the energy produced, whether steam, 
electricity, or hot water. 

• The real and perceived desirability of energy recovery over other waste 
management tools by the citizens of Mason County. 
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Under existing legislation, energy recovery is no longer given higher prioii.ty than landfllling but 
is placed at the same priority. In considering energy recovery as a viable element of the solid 
waste management system, Mason County must consider the risks and issues associated. with 
energy recovery. 

4.3.2 Impacts of Energy Recovery on Waste Reduction and Recycling 

The Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) states in part that, 

" ... in determining the size of a waste-to-energy facility, adequate provision shall 
be given to the present and reasonably anticipated future needs of the recycling and 
resource recovery interests within the area encompassed by the planning process." 

This statement means that waste reduction and recycling will reduce the growth rate of the waste 
stream, and this linpact must be accounted for in sizing an energy recovery program. 

Failure to account for waste reduction and recycling may result in oversizing a facility and having 
to operate it at less than optimum capacity. Or worse yet, .require recycling levels be reduced so 
that an adequate waste stream can be provided to the energy recovery facility~ The latter problem 
. could occur if the County entered into an agreement with an operator· of an energy recovery 
facility to deliver a minimum waste flow. 

Recycling and waste reduction eouid also change the heat content of the waste. If a 
disproportionate amount of paper and cardboard recycling occurs the heat content may drop. If 
more yard waste, glass, and metal recycling occurs the heat content may increase. Studies have 
shown however, that the overall impact on the ability of the waste to serve as a fuel should be 
minimal. But this impact should be evaluated for each individual waste stream. 

4.3.3 Impacts of Energy Recovery on Landfilling 

Energy recovery can reduce reliance on landfllling by· reducing the amount of waste that must be 
·landfilled. Therefore, implementing energy recovery in Mason County could reduce the amount 
of waste exported. However, implementing energy recovery does not mean that landfills will be 
eliminated. An energy recovery facility does not operate 365 days per year. Periodic 
maintenance and repairs must be made which may remove the incinerator from operation 
approximately 20% of the time. More frequent shut down periods may be required during "start 
up". While the facility is shutdown the waste that would have been burned must be landftlled. 

Additionally, some waste is not suitable for burning. This material, called bypass waste, consists 
of such items as noncombustible demolition material, appliances, and large tree stumps. This 
material will still require a landfill for disposal. But, with energy recovery the landftll will have 
reduced size requirements or will last longer. Therefore less area would be devoted to landfills 
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over the long run. Bypass waste is typically 15 to 20 percent of the capacity of the waste-to
energy facility depending on the waste stream composition. 

Ash from an energy recovery facility must also be disposed. At the present time, ash ·cannot be 
co-disposed with MM:SW. Therefore a separate ash fill (ash monofill) must be constructed. In the 
short term this would be a burden because more than one landfill would need to be sited and built. 
In the long term however, the tota:l quantity of waste requiring disposal by landfill (including ash) 
would be reduced. -

One additional consideration is recovery· of energy and resources through incineration. There are 
·many materials in the solid waste stream tl1at have value either as recyclable or because of energy . 
content. When this material is Iandfilled the resource is lost. Energy recovery in conjunction with 
recycliqg extracts some of the value. 

4.3.'4 ·.'Summary of Combustion Technology 

This section presents a summary of combustion technology that is presently in use and can serve 
as ·a source of general information for use in discussing energy recovery options for the future. 
The following technologies will be discussed: Mass Bum Incineration, Refuse Derived Fuel 
Production and Incineration, Pyrolysis, arid Ethanol Production. 

Mass Burn Incineration. Mass-bum incinerators consume municipal solid waste (MSW) by 
burning it at very high temperatureS, leaVing a.by-product of ash. Historically, there has been no 
preprocessing of wastes except to remove large items such as stumps and appliances. However, 
technologies are· available to remove materials for recycling as well as materials such as metals 
that may cause ash contamination or toxic air emissions. . 

Waste brought to the facility is either stored in a large pit or loaded directly onto the furnace 
where it is tumbled over moving grates or thrOugh a rotating drum, advancing the MSW toward 
the ash pit. To produee useful energy from the incineration process, a boiler is installed either 
as an appendage to, or as an integral part of the furnace. A boiler is a pressurized system in 
which water is vaporized to steam by applying heat. The steam can be used for heating or to 
generate·;electricity. 

There are two basic types of furnaces used in mass-bum plants: refractory lined incinerators and 
waterwall incinerators. 

Refractory lined incinerators: A refractory furnace is so named because of a 6- to 8- inch-thick 
heat-resistant coating (refractory) that lines the combustion chamber. The attributes of a 
refractory lined furnace are its low rate of heat. loss through the furnace walls, and its ability to 
maintain steady combustion temperatures when subjected to wide variations in fuel quality. This 
type of furnace is used when low BTU and high moisture content waste is the predominant fuel. 
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A refractory lined incinerator can use excess-air or controlled-air combustion processes. 

.. Excess air incineration: The low rate of heat transfer through refractory is considered 
a positive attribute, but it can also become problem if temperatures within. the combustion 
chamber get too high. Ash produced in temperatures above 1800 degrees F, becomes slag, 
an undesirable by-product. To keep the hot face of the refractory below this temperature, · 
air is allowed to enter the combustion chamber at a volume arid rate significantly greater . 
than that needed for combustion (excess air). An excess air facility of between 400 and 
700 tons per year can cost from $80,000 to $100,000 per ton of capacity. 

Controlled-air incineration: · Some smaller (modular) mass-bum units use a method 
called controlled air (starved air) .. The principal of controlled air incineration is to use two 
combustion chambers. In the first chamber less air is supplied for combustion to slow 
down gas velocities. The gas is then introduced slowly into the second chamber where 
excess air is supplied. This system allows for more complete combustion of particulate 
matter. 

Modular systems are prefabricated in a factory and the components are transported to the 
site for ·assembly via railroad cars or trucks. Modules C31l be. combined to develop 
facilities that have up to a 500 ton per day capacity. Single modules range in size from less 
than 20 tons/day up to more than 125 tons per day. 

The cost of modular incineration is about $50,000 to $100,000 per ton of installed 
capacity. This is highly variable however, because of differences in manufacturers, site 
conditions, and energy markets. The systems can be designed for expansion so that 
capacity can grow as the waste stream grows. 

Wai:erwall Incinerators: A waterwall incinerator is so named because the walls of the combustion 
chamber are lined with tubes containing water. Therefore, unlike the refractory furnaces, where 
the boiler is a separate unit, the boiler in the waterwall. system is an integral part of the 
combustion chamber. The steam produced by these facilities can be a higher qu:ility than that 
produced by the waste heat boilers used with refractory lined incinerators. Also, waterwall tube 
surfaces absorb more heat than a comparably sized refractory furnaces, thereby reducing 
temperatures in the combustion chamber. However, temperatures may still need to be reduced 
through the introduction of excess air. 

Overall, the waterwall design provides a higher thermal efficiency than the refractory-lined 
design. A disadvantage ofthe waterwall furnace is that the entire unit must come off-line if the 
boiler breaks down. This results in less operation time or higher costs for redundant systems to 
guard against unscheduled downtime. 
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Mass-bum systems reduce the volume of the incinerated waste by about 90% and the weight by 
about 70-75% on a dry weight basis. The net volume savings to a landfill following cover and 
compaction is approxiinately 70-75%, including disposal of ash and bypass waste. 

Refuse Derived Fuel. The principle of Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) is that throughprocessing, 
waste is converted to a· more uniform, better burning fuel for use with a dedicated incinerator or 
for use in existing coal or wood fired incinerators. 

The options available in the area of refuse derived fuel are: 

• Produce solid pellets for sale to an existing incinerator/ market. 

• Produce fluff RDF for sale to an existing incinerator/ market. 

• Produce RDF for a dedicated fluidized bed combustor. · 

• Produce RDFfor a dedicated Spreader Stoker furnace. (Spreader Stoker is a type 
of furnace commonly used for burning coal and wood). 

RDF is the end product of what is a very extensive waste processing effort. Raw waste is fed into 
the processing facility. The waste is shredded aild subjected to magnetic and eddy current 
processes- to remove metals, then the waste is typically sorted into light and heavy fractions 
through an air separation process, and fmally the inaterial is screened to produce a uniform size. 
This process produces recyclable materials and residue to be landfilled in addition to the RDF. 
RDF is typically an undensifled fluff or densifled iilto compressed pellets. · 

The success of an RDF system is dependent on having a reliable user of the material produced. 
One method· of assuring a. us~r is to build an incinerator in conjunction with the RDF facility. 
RDF can be u,sed to fuel mass bum incinerators as discussed above or fluidized bed combustion, 
a more s~itable technology for RDF, can be used. 

In a fluidized bed combustor an inert, non combustible high melting point material such as sand 
is used as a substitute for a grate to assist combustion in the furnace. Combustion air is admitted 
through the bed, agitating the bed constantly. As the combustion process proceeds, the lighter 
materials float to the top and are incinerated while the heavy materials bum, sink to the bottom, 
and exit the combustion chamber as ash residue. 

The advantages of the fluidized bed are low environmental emissions and relative insensitivity to 
fuel quality. The disadvantages include the fact that fuel preparation is required, and fluidized 
beds are not well demonstrated for less than 200 tons per day capacity. 
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An alternate method of burning RDF is the Spreader-Stoker boiler. In this system the RDF is fed 
into a boiler, and a portion is burned in suspension while the remainder burns on a traveling grate. 

Pyrolysis. Pyrolysis involves the heating of waste in a limited oxygen environment to produce 
a fuel. The idea of using pyrolysis to produce a fuel that can be marketed is not new. In the early 
1960's. the idea was tried and abandoned as not being feasible because it seemed to take more 
energy to produce the product than the product was worth. 

Pyrolysis has been considered for MSW, tires, wood products, and other wastes. It involves the· 
thermal decomposition of organic matter at temperatures sufficient to volatize or gasify the matter 
in the absence of oxygen or any oxidizing agent. The resultant products are combustible gases, 
fixed carbon, heavy pyrolysis oil and waste water. 

The following problems have been encountered in test pyrolysis projects: 

• Equipment is inefficient, almost as much fuel is used in processing the waste as is 
recovered. 

• Byproducts were very inconsistent in composition, which limited their market 
potential. · 

• No general markets existed for the byproducts as they are produced. 

Without further research, pyrolysis is not considered technologically proven at this time: 

Ethanol Production. This new energy recovery technology is presently in the pilot stages. The 
process starts with RDF fluff and upgrades to a refuse derived pulp through the addition of water 
and the imposition of a processing sequence in which non cellulosic substances are removed. 

Because of the decontamination involved in its production, refuse derived pulp is a suitable source 
of cellulose for enzymatic and thermo-chemical hydrolysis into sugar (glucose substrate) for 
ethanol production. 

This method is in the development stages but it has the advantage of producing a clean burning 
fuel and of treating wastes that are becoming increasingly difficult to dispose of. 

The disadvantages of ethanol production are increased capital costs for processing facilities and 
disposal of a residual digested sludge. It is also not compatible with composting since the two 
processes compete for the same elements of the waste stream. -
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4.4 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION· 

Because of the size of the Mason County waste stream the options involved With waste-to-energy 
are limited. If the County decides to consider waste-to-energy· there are three options that could 
feasibly be considered: 

1. Contract for construction of a modular incinerator sized to handle the Mason County waste 
stream after the effects of aggressive recycling programs are accounted for. It is estimated 

. that the size of this facility would be about 40 tons per day. Serious consideration should 
be given to having the. vendor operate the facility and provide fmancial assurances to 
minimize the risk to the County. 

2. Work with other counties to develop a regional Mass Bum Waste to Energy Facility. 

3. Develop a Refuse Derived Fuel facility and sell the material to existing power plants that 
can bum it. 

The remainder of this section discusses these three alternatives in more detail. 

Mason County Modular Waste To Energy Plant. In this alternative Mason County would contract 
for. the design, and construction of a modular mass bum energy recovery facility. The facility 
would· generate electricity for sale to the local Public Utility District (PUD). Operation of the 
facility would be either. by the County or by a Contractt>r. It is estimated that about 10 ·employees 
would be required to operate the facility. 

The siting, design, and construction of a modular facility for Mason County would take between 
2 and 5 years. The site of the facility should be close to the new landfill and ash monofill. The 
ash monofill and landfill for bypass waste could be sited together to minimize operational costs. 
The waste stream could be reduced to about 70% of its initial volume in the landfill by 
incineration. 

The estimated capital construction cost for a facility capable of burning the entire Mason County 
waste stream is about 2 million dollars. Estimated annual operation and maintenance costs would 
be about $250,000 to $350,000 per year. 

The primary advantage of this alternative is that the amount of waste that requires landftlling will 
be significantly reduced. 

Disadvantages include high capital and operating costs, risk associated with shutdowns, and 
potential environmental impacts due to operation of a waste to energy facility. 

Regional Waste to Energy Plant. State guidelines for solid waste management emphasize the 
importance of regional solutions to solid waste problems. One alternative that may have been 
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feasible was a regional energy recovery facility. Mason County was involved with the Southwest 
Inter-County Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWICSW AB). SWICSW AB would provide an avenue 
for consideration of a regional energy recovery facility. It was determined that there were 
numerous issues surrounding the location of such a facility and no county stepped forward to 
request consideration. 

This regional approach, while more difficult to implement, could have cost advantages to Mason 
County because of shared operational expenses for ash fills and facility operation. In addition the 
fmancial resources of multiple counties working on the same project would reduce the finanCial 
burden on any one of the counties working alone. 

The advantages of this alternative are that the unit cost of operating and constructing a larger 
energy ~very facility would be less than a modular facility; the costs and risk would be shared 
between multiple counties; and the reliance on landfilling as the primary disposal means in the 
County would be minimized. 

Disadvantages of this alternative include the increased cost over a strictly landfill alternative, the · 
problems of working with other counties including inter-jurisdictional conflicts, and the potential 
environmental impacts of an energy recovery facility. · 

Mason County Refuse Derived Fuel Facility. One major obstacle to burning garbage. is the 
perceived environmental impact due to air emissions and ash production. If the County could 
negotiate a contract with an existing facility that has the capability of burning Refuse Derived 
Fuel, then the specter of burning garbage within the County could be eliminated. In addition, the 
County would have an opportunity to reduce the amount of waste landfilled. 

An RDF facility would need to produce a high quality fuel for sale. Equipment needed would 
include a shredder, trammel scretfn, fine screen, magnetic separation, and air classification. This 
process would have the potential of reducing the waste stream by about 50 to 60%. However a 
landfill would still be needed to handle bypass waste. · · 

Some potential markets for the RDF include industrial power plants that could be retrofitted to 
bum a combination of RDF and coal, or RDF alone. Careful investigation of potential markets 
should be .initiated prior to any development of this alternative. 

If markets can be found for the fuel, the advantages of this alternative are that the waste stream 
would be reduced, thereby reducing the County's reliance on landftlling. In addition the refuse 
would be used to produce energy. 

The disadvantages of this alternative are the capital and operating costs, and the reliance on 
outside markets to purchase the RDF. 
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J?lergy recovery requires large capital expenditures. Because of this the decision to pursue it must 
be based on the most recent, objective, and reliable information. 

Table 4.1A summarizes and evaluates available waste reduction alternatives on the basis of: 

Level of Reduction 

Manpower Requirements 

Annual Cost 

Capital Cost 

Revenue 

4.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

What level of waste volume reduction can be expected with 
this alternative? 

What are staffmg requirements? 

What would the program cost tO operate each year? 

What is the cost to construct facilities and purchase 
equipment? 

What ate estimated dollars generated by· the sale of the 
product? 

Interest in developing an energy recovery facility in Mason County is negligible. This opinion 
is expressed by the SW AC and County and City solid waste management agencies for the 
following reasons: 

I) the existing waste export system developed in 1993 is capable of meeting the 
present and future needs of the country. 

2) the waste stream in Mason County is small, making the large volume reductions 
available through incineration less attractive than for some highly populated 
counties, and 

3) the regulatory atmosphere is uncertain for disposal of ash both on a national and 
state level. 
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Table 4.1A WASTE-TO-ENERGY ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Level of Manpower 
Alternatlli Reduction Reauirements Annual Cost Capital Cost Revenue 

Modular Mass 60% to 70% 10 to 15 FTE $300,000 to $1.5to $3 $200,000 to 
Burn Facility (40 $500,000 million $300,000 
TPD) (Electricity) 

Refuse Derived 50% to 60% 6 to 10 FTE $250,000 to $1 to $3 million $100,000 to 
Fuel Facility $300,000 $200,000 (RDF 
(Processing for Sale) 
Only) (40 TPD) 

Regional Mass 60% to 70% 40 to 50 FTE $3 to $4 million $10 to $15 $2.5 to $3 
Burn Facility million million 

(400 TPD) (Electricity) 
(Note 1) 

NOTE (l) These costs shared between participating counties~ 
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Although development of an incinerator to serve Mason County would be an unlikely scenario, 
there·may be future consideration given to a joint effort between counties interested in regional 
alternatives. 

4.6 IMPLEMENTATION 

No recommendations have been included for implementation of an energy recovery facility in 
Mason County. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE .1.\fANAGEM.ENT PLAN 
CHAPTER SA REFUSE COLLECTION 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

Approximately half of the cost of garbage disposal service is related to collection. Tllis chapter 
takes a comprehensive look at the collection system iri Mason County and recommends ways to 
improve it while ensuring that the goals listed below are met. Existing practices are reviewed, 
then needs and opportunities are established,\and finally specific recommendations and methods 
of implementing those recommendations are made. 

The solid waste planning goals for refuse collect!on in Mason County are as follows: 

• . To ensure that all residents of Mason County have access to refuse collection 
services. · 

.. To ensure that collection practices are compatible with the other elements of the 
solid waste system established by this Plan. 

The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) regulates garbage haulers 
outside of incorporated cities (RCW 81. 77). These haulers must be franchlsed by the Commission 
to collect garbage in a given county. Within incorporated cities such as Shelton however, the 
WUTC has no jurisdiction. Cities have the option to provide <;ity collection services, contract 
with a collection service or allow the WUTC to award a franchise in their area. 

5.2 EXISTING PRACTICES 

5.2.1 Municipalities and Other .Jurisdictions 

The jurisdictions within ]v.[ason County include: the City of Shelton, National Forest Service, 
Squaxin ·Indian Tribe, Skokomish ·Indian Tribe; Washington State Correctional Center, 
Washington State Patrol Academy, and several State Parks. 

City of Shelton 

.Shelton is the only incorporated city in Mason County. It operates its own garbage collection 
system which serves approximately 3100 residential and commercial customers. Table 5.1A 
includes a brea,kdown of garbage service provided by the City of Shelton. 
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Table S.lA: CITY OF SHELTON REFUSE COLLECTION SERVICE 
(as of February 1, 1997) 

Type of Service Number SeiYed Rate per Can 

90 gal can per week 
60 gal can per week 
60 gal bi-weekly 
90 gal bi-weekly 

90 gal can per week 
300 gal can per·week 

Residential SeiYice 

588 
1233 
573 

80 

**Midweek seiYice is available by.request** 

Commercial Service 

Shared 300 gal can per week 

127 
229 
26 

***Extra cans are charged at per can rate*** 
60 gal@ $8.00- 90 gal@ $9.50 - 300 gal@ $20.00 

**Midweek service is available by request** 

$19.63/mo 
$13.09/mo 
$9.49/mo 

$14.23/mo 

$19.63/mo 
$65.43/mo 
$32.72 ea/mo 

Refuse collection in Shelton is mandatory; All residents pay for the service, whether they use it 
or not. Residents are expected to place their cans at the curb or in the alley on their designated 
collection day, and retrieve the can after collection has occurred. Trucks will collect from houses 
at ends of long driveways if special arrangements are made with the City. 

The City has three 20 yard compactor trucks. One truck, the oldest one, serves as a backup in 
case one of the other trucks breaks down. The two newer trucks are less than five years old and 
the third truck is ten years old. The City plans to purchase a replacement truck this year. 

The City has an automated collection system. The t!ipcks are designed with hydraulic "arms" to 
lift the cans into the compactor. Because of this the cans for each resident are purchased by the 
City and provided at no cost. Currently the City is shifting to 60 gallon cans from the 90 gallon 
cans, now in use. The 60 gallon cans are the smallest size that the automatic arms can 
accommodate. The shift will occur slowly as old cans are replaced and new residents request cans 
from the City. All refuse collected in the City is delivered to the Mason County Solid Waste 
Facility for disposal. 
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National Forest Service 

Refuse collection from National Forest Service land is perfonned by the U.S. Forest Service. 
Mason County Garbage haUls refuse from Forest Service offices. Cascade Shower, Inc. is under 

· contract to the U.S. Forest Service, to haul waste from frre camps on an "as needed" basis. Ali 
refuse collected on National Forest Service land is delivered to the Mason County Solid Waste 
Facility for disposal. The amount of refuse generated is small, with peaks during the summer 
when tourism increases. 

Squaxin and Skokomish Indian Tribes \ 

The Squaxin and. Skokomish Indian Tribes do not have their own garbage collection system. 
Garbage service to the Tribal·lands is provided by both Mason County Garbage and Rural Garbage 
Service (LeMay Entequises). Garbage collection is voluntary for the Tribal lands, as it is in the 
remainder of the County. 

Washington State Parks and Facilities 

The State of Washington operates several facilities within Mason County. These include several 
State Parks, a State Penitentiary, and the State Patrol Academy. 

Refuse ·from the State penitentiary is eollected by the State and disposed of at the Mason County 
Solid Waste Facility. 

Refuse generated from State Parks is collected by Mason County Garbage and delivered to the 
Mason County Solid Waste Facility for disposal. 

· The Washington State Patrol Academy's waste is delivered to the Mason County Solid Waste 
Facility by Maso.n County Garbage. Approximately one dumpster per week is generated by the 
Academy. · 

5.2.2 Franchise Holders 

Garbage service in the unincorporated portions of the County is voluntary. Two disposal 
companies provide garbage service; Mason County Garbage and Rural Garbage Service. These 
companies have been granted certificates by the WUTC to provide collection service for Mason· 
County. 

Twelve other garbage certificates have been issued for haulers to operate in Mason County. These 
certificates have been issued for specialized waste hauling services that provide for disposal of 
specific types of waste such as radioactive, . industrial, demolition and ash. Table 5. 2A 
summarizes the permits authorized for hauling wastes in Mason County. 
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Table 5.2A CERTIFICATES GRANTED BY WUTC FOR MASON COUNTY 

Company Name and Address 

Mike Johnson, Mason County Garbage 
G-88 
E. 1210 Johns Prairie Road 
Shelton, W A 98584 426-8729 

Harold LeMay Enterprises, Inc. 
G~98 

13502 Pacific Ave., POB 44459 
Tacoma;·-W A 98444 537-8687 

Emeralcf City Disposal Company G-124 
POB 24625 

. Seattle, W A 632-2200 

JohnS. McFarland, Demolition Haulers 
G-148 
8081 Occidental Ave. s~ 
Seattle, WA 98108 938-1174 

United Drain Oil Services G-175 
2203 Airport WayS. 
Seattle, WA 98134 284-0903 

Resource Recovery CotpOratiort G-176 
5501 AitpOrt WayS. 
Seattle, WA 98108 767-0355 

Ralph M. Baltzo, Professional 
Services Corporation G-195 
3841 NE 87th St. 
Seattle, WA 98115 525-6499 

. G.J. Daniels, Inc. G-177 
POB 5116 
Lynnwood, WA 98046 775-9448 
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Area Serviced 

Garbage and Collection Services in Mason · 
County. 

Authorized to collect atid drop boxes. 

Sewage and/or Dewatered Sludge and 
Sewage Hauling for Municipality of Seattle 
to any location in the State. 

Demotion debris, ·rubble, and brush from 
demolition or· clearing projects to· any 
location in the State. 

Authorized to haul waste liquid petroleum 
products to any location in the State. 

Authorized to haul liquid industrial waste 
unsuitable for ordinary landfill. disposal to 
any location in the State. 
Also authorized to haul hazardous and 
chemical wastes not suitable for disposal at 
ordinary landfill sites irt the State. 

Authorized to haul radioactive sources, 
scientific process wastes, and other related 
fiazardous technical waste in specialized 
containers to Hanford, W A. 

Sewage and sewage sludge for the 
Municipality of Seattle to any location in the 
State. 
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Table 5.2A CERTIFICATES GRANTED BY WUTC FOR MASON COUNTY (continued) 

O'Neill and Sons, Inc. G:-196 · 
POB 4128 
Tumwater, WA 98502 352-1388 

Cascade Shower Inc. G-218 
POB 3915 
Seattle, W A 98124 628-4833 

Sludge and/or Dewatered Sludge for the 
Municipality of Seattle, Solganic Services 
Corp. and Pierce County Utilities Dept. to 
any location in the State. 

Authorized to haul garbage and refuse under 
a combination of services for th~ US Forest 
Service to any location in the State. 

Mason County Garbage provides residential and commercial garbage collection service for the 
majority of Mason County. The company was founded in 1951 and was under the same 
ownership for over 30 years. The company came under riew ownership in 1983. 

Mason County Garbage provides residential service to 7976 residential and 539 commercial 
accounts. 772 of these accounts are active in the summer only. The breakdown of commercial 
and residential. customers by the type of service provided is presented in Table 5.3.A (1997). 

Mason County Garbage has fourteen compactor garbage trucks, two drop box trucks and one hook 
.lift truck. The equipment utilizes mechanical means for dumpiflg commercial containers ranging 
in size from 1 1/2 to 4 yards and manual dumping for residential cans. Drop box trucks are used 
for commercial. accounts requiring 20 yard or compactor service. 

Mason County Garbage provides residential and commercial garbage service to all areas of the 
county_. They collect five days~ week using twelve trucks and twelve drivers each day. The 
company also employs two. full time mechanics and two secretaries in itS Shelton Office. 

Ihrold LeMay Enterprises also has a certificate authorizing it to collect garbage in Mason County 
and operates out of Centralia in Lewis County. It has accounts with numerous commercial 
activities in Mason County and provides collection service for 20 yard drop boxes. The cost of 

·pickup is $100 for the first pickup and then $50 per trip thereafter. The drop boxes are collected 
when the commercial customer calls the Centralia Office requesting pick up. All waste picked 
up by Rural Garbage Service in Mason County is delivered to the Mason County Solid Waste 
Facility for disposal. 

Refuse collection is voluntary in the unincorporated County. And not aU citizens elect to 
subscribe to garbage service. 
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Table 5.3A RESIDENTIAL & COMM:. SERVICE BY MASON COUNTY GARBAGE 

Type of SeiYice 

Weekly pickup 
• Set out/Set back 
• Walk-in 
• Drive-in 
• Other serviCe 

Every other week pickup 
• Set:.out/Set back 
• Walk-in 
• Drive-in 
• Other service 

Monthly pickup 
• Set out/Set back 
• Walk-in 
• Drive-in 
• Other service 

As needed per can 

Totals 

Type of Service 

Weekly 
Bi-:Weekly 
Every other Week 
Monthly 
On Call 
Totals 

Data as of April 1997. 
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Residential Service 

#'of Accounts 

1.5 yd 

105 
19 

112 
11 
....6 

. 253 

5707 
140 
343 
i2 

1806 
'32 

205 
11 

417 
4 

77 
1 

124 

8879 

Commercial Service 

# of Accounts 
% of 

w 
131 

\ 
56 
76 
10 
_J_ 

280 
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% ofTotal 

64.3' 
·1.6 
3.9 
0.1 

20.3 
0.4 
2.3 
0.1 

4.7 
0.1 
0.9 
0.0 

1.3 

100.0 

4_y.d 

5 
0 
1 
0 
Q 
6 

11.55 
13.65 
15.55 

.18.00 

6.75 
7.80 
8.75 

10.65 

3.80 
4.30 
4.75 
5.83 

3.80 

Thtal 

44.7 
13.9 
35.1 
3.9 

_2A 

100.0 
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5.3 NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

The criteria for determining needs for the collection system are the goals established at the 
beginning of this chapter. Any issues arising from the generated needs are listed at the end of tllis 
section. 

GOAL: To ensure that all residents. of Mason County have access to refuse collection 
services. 

At this time, refuse collection appears adequate for the residents of Mason County. 

Collection services in the City of Shelton are provided by the ·City on ~ mandatory basis. 
Commercial pickup is also provided by the City. No deficiencies have been identified at this time, 
service is provided to all generators at adequate levels. · . 

Collection services to the remainder of the County are provided by franchised hat;Uer. Collection 
services are available throughout the County on a voluntuy basis. Currently, no deficiencies have 
been identified in the uninooipOrated County and service appears adequate. 

Requirements for future collection serviees will depend on population growth rates~ Growth in 
the City of Shelton is projected to increase. In 1994, the population in the City of Shelton was 
7,440. In the year 2014 it is anticipated that the population, within the existing city limits, will 
increase to 13;022. Based on these figures the City of Shelton will realize an increase in growth 
of 5,582 residents. In 1994, the population in the unincorporated area of Mason County was 
36,860. This makes the total population in 1994 for Mason County a t9tal of 44,300. The 
population ofMason County-as a whole in the year2014 is estimated by the Office of Fiscal 
Management (OFM) ·at 73,477 (High Series) or 63,685 (Medium Series). Mason County has 
proposed to allocate 20,977 growth in population in total for the years 1994 to 2014, which adds 
up to a total of 65,277 people (44,300 + :?0,997). It appears safe to .assume that this level of 
growth will require additional collection routes in both the City and County. However, increased 
population will also aid collection by increasing the cost effectiveness of the routes through 
increased population density. 

GOAL: To ensure that collection practices are compatible with the other elements of 
the solid waste system established by this Plan. 

Ensuring that all residents have access to refuse collection appears to be possible during the 
planning period. However, new challenges are presented by the need to provide a level and type 
of service that is compatible with recycling and other solid waste programs. 

Local governments can work with the WUTC and the hauler to detennine how to adapt rates to 
the solid waste management priorities of waste reduction and recycling. In addition, Counties 
now have the authority to contract for the collection of source separated recyclables (RCW 
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36.58.040). This authority allows the County to manage, regulate and ftx the price of the source 
separated collection service. Under RCW 36.58.045, counties may also impose a fee upon solid 
waste collection services to fund compliance with solid waste plans. 

ISSUE: 

ISSUE: 

ISSUE: 

What level of service alternatives are available to the County? Are they 
feasible? 

What actions could the Colinty take to implement source separated recyclable 
collection? 

How can collection rates support waste reduction and recycling? 

5.4 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

This section presents collection system alternatives that could be implemented in the County. 
Collection generally refers t~ the collection of solid waste. However, with new legislation and 
increased emphasis on recycling, recyclable material collection is also discussed in this section. 

ISSUE:· ·What level of service alteniatives are available to the County? Are they 
feasible? 

As discussed, the level of solid waste collection service in the County is adequate, however, 
county-wide mandatory collection would be an alternative apptoach·to collection. Mandatory 
collection could be imposed to limit self-haul activity and/or limit illegal dumping and littering. 
Implementation of mandatory collection has the potential to significantly impact the private haulers 
in terms of equipment, travel time and related costs. 

Mason County has the authority to requke mandatory collection of solid waste in unincorporated 
areas. Mandatory collection would require that all residents of the County pay for some minimum 
level of garbage service, whether they use it or not. Under mandatory collection, the hauler 
would oontinue to bill customers for garbage service~ However, if a customer refused to pay, the 
County would be obligated to pursue payment of the delinquent account. 

To implement mandatory colleetion, the County would need to form solid waste collection 
districts, obtain approval of the Board of County Commissioners, and hold public hearings. 
Formation of solid waste collection districts require the county to request a commission review 
per 36.58A RCW to detennine whether certificated h~ulers are willing and able to extend service 
to all residences within a proposed district. 

Solid waste collection districts would be established based on population density, illegal dumping 
problem areas, and proximity to disposal facilities, Some areas with very low population ~ensities 
may not be required to have garbage collection ser\rice. 
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Mandatory collection is one method of reducing the amount of illegal dumping that may occur 
w~1en disposal rates increase. If people pay for a service, the chances are better that they will use 
iL But the advantages of mandatory collection should be weighed against the cost of 
implementing it and the possible complaints that will be received from people that self-haul or 
dispose of their waste by other means. In addition, the County currently relies on outlying 
transfer stations for self-haulers who elect not to use the voluntary collection service. A 
mandatory system would make these facilities redundant. 

ISSUE: What actions could the County take to implement source ~eparated recyclable 
collection? \ 

Counties now .have.the authority to contract for the collection of source separated recyclables. 
This authority allows the County to manage, regulate and ftx the price of the service. 

Altemativ~ty, the County can notify the WUTC if it does not elect to contract for the collection 
of source ~ tecyclables from residences. The WUTC will then have the responsibility for 
carrying out the provisions of the waste reduction and recycling element of·the Solid Waste 

·Management Plan. · 

The. advantage of retaining County authority is that the County will remain in control of the 
system. The County can choose haulers, set rates, and set method of collection. By retaining 
control they can be more flexible, and adjust the program as it develops to best meet the goals of 
the recycling program. If the WUTC is given authority County participation will be indirect and 
as allowed by law. 

If the County contracts for a recycling service, then the County will bear the. cost of 
administration. It may be necessary to assess a fee for solid waste collection services to fund the 
recycling program, according to regulations set in RCW 36.58. 

Contracting for collection of recyclables includes drop box collection as well as curbside 
collection. However, the County cai)IlOt prohibit other recyclers and non-profit groups from also 
putting out drop boxes. 

The City of Shelton may contract out recycling service or provide the service itself. If the City 
does contract for recycling service it will be responsible for administration. If the City provides 
the service then additional resources will be required, including additional staff. In either 
alternative, the cost of the recycling collection service will need to be met through garbage rate 
increases. 

For additional discussion of recycling and recyclable material collection see Chapter 3A, Waste 
Reduction and Recycling. 
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ISSUE: How can collection rates support waste reduction and recycling? 

Three basic alternatives are available· to implement a rate structure that would support waste 
reduction and recycling: · 

1) Under RCW 36.58, the County has authority to apply fees to refuse collection that will 
support waste reduction and recycling programs. This fee could be structured so that a 
second or larger can is more expensive than a first or smaller can. 

Haulers would bill and collect these fees for the County as part of their regular billings. 
Some administration costs could be available to the hauler for administrating the collection 
of fees. In addition the .hauler would notify customers of the new rate structure and its 
pmpose. 

2) RCW 81.77 requires collection services to use rate structures which support waste 
reduction and recycling as solid. waste management priorities. This requirement will' 
permit the WUTC to restructure the method by which rates are set . 

. As an alternative, the County could·draft and adopt its own rate structure or guidelines as 
part of the solid waste plan. · The new· rate structure would theri be developed in 
conformance with the solid waste plan guidelines, and implemented by the hauler. 

Rate structure guidelines that would support waste reduction and recycling in Mason 
County are included in Table 5 .4A. In this structure no savings are realized through 
pickup of more than one can or by pickup at different frequencies (i.e. monthly vs. 
weekly). Rather, a flat rate would be applied to each can collected. Customers would 
select a level of collection service based on the quantity of waste generated. 

Using this rate structure, the hauler would be required to determine the amount of tbe Base 
Rate, upon which the fee structure would be based. Similar rate structure changes at the 
landfill and transfer stations could also be implemented to support rate changes made by 
the hauler. 

Implementation of a rate structure change will require coordination between the hauler and 
the County during the initial stages of development. In one scenario, the County and 
hauler could develop and agree on details of \the new rate structure before the Bas~ Rate 
is established. WUTC involvement in an advisory capacity at this level would asstst the 
development of an approvable program. After agreement between the parties is reached, 
the hauler could proceed to develop the Base Rate. The program would then be reviewed 
and approved by the WUTC. Collection rates could then be implemented in coordination 
with changes to landfill and transfer station rates. 
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Table 5.4A RATE STRUCTURE GUIDELINES FOR SUPPORT OF WASTE 
REDUCTION AND RECYCLING 

Type of Senrice 

Weekly Pickup 
One Can 
Two Cans 

Every Other Week Pickup 
One Can 
Two Cans 

Monthly Pickup 
One Can 

Two Cans 

As needed per can 
(Rate· is per each) 

\ 

Annual. Rate 

52 x Base Rate 
2(52 x Base Rate) 

26 x Base Rate 
2(26 x Base Rate) 

12 x.Base Rate 
2(12 x Base Rate) 

(Base Rate) 

3) One final alternative is ava.ili,tb1e to the County for a rate structure change and would rely 
·on the WUTC to develop guidel.ihes for rates. Under this scenario, the County and haulers 
would take ·no action to change the rate structure, but allow the WUTC t<? develop new 
procedures which could then be implemented. 
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5.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discussion of voluntary versus mandatory collection with the Department of . Community 
Development ~d the SW AC indicated little interest in pursuing mandatory collection at this time. 
Although it was felt that mandatory collection could reduce illegal dumping~ some cases, it was 
also felt that County funds would better ui:mzed to strengthen enforcement. Some interest was 
expressed for evaluating the mandatory alternative in the next plan update, possibly using 
mandatory collection in areas where other enforcement efforts were not effective. 

Both county staff and SW AC agreed that control of recyclable collection should remain with 
County government. No interest was shown in defening this authority to the WUTC. 

Rate stnicture changes which support waste redu~tion andrecycling·were viewed as a necessary 
. part of the overall solid waste system. Of the three alternatives, a rate structure which could be 
adopted as part of the solid waste plan was preferred over an applied fee or impiementation of a . 
program after the WUTC develops new rate of guidelines and procedures. It was reCognized that 

. a new structure would be challenging to develop and implement and that County and hauler 
coordination would be required. The need for balimced landfill and collection rates as well as a 
method of insuring collection revenues was identified. Education was also viewed as a· necessary 
part of the rate structure change. 

Recommendation 5.1. Voluntary collection of refuse should be continued in Mason 
County. Evaluation of mandatory collection shouJd be included as part of the next Solid 
Waste Management Plan Update as a possible method for controlling illegal dumping. 

Recommendation 5.2. The County, rather than the WUTC, shouid manage the collection 
of recyclables. The County should evaluate whether to provide these services through 
contract or through County staff. 

Recommendation 5.3. The County should adopt the rate structure guidelines included in 
Table 5 .4A for implementation within the unincorporated County. The County should 
support and coordinate with private haulers to implement a new rate structure in 
confonnance with these guidelines. The county and haulers should agree on a general rate 
program with input from the WUTC prior to fmal review and approval by WUTC. Rate 

. structure changes implemented by the haulers should also ·be reflected in landfill and 
transfer station rate structures. A public inf~rrnation and education program should be 
executed with the change in rate structure. 
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5.6 IMPLEMENTATION 

An implementation schedule and planning level budget is developed in this section for refuse 
collection. 

1998-2003 

1998-2003 

Table 5.5A IM.PLEMENT ATION SCHEDULE - COLLECTION 

The County continues to evaluate rate structure guidelines supporting waste 
reduction and recycling as part of the SWMP. 

Private· haulers develop proposed rates within the adopted rate structure 
guidelines for approval by the WUTC. The County assists in the 
development and approval process. New rates structures are applied to 
collection, landfills and transfer stations. 

Public Education and Information is coordinated with implementation of the 
new rates. 

Recyclable collectimi programs are developed and implemented by the 
County (See Chapter 3A). 

1998-on-going · Illegal dumping complaints are examined and mandatory collection is re
evaluated as part of the Solid Waste Management Plan Update. 

• 

.. 

• 

* 

Table 5.6A IMPLEMENTATION COST SUMMARY* 

County coordination with haulers in the rate 
development and review process. 

Public education and information program 
for the new rate structure. 

Coordinate and implement recyclable 
collection programs. 

$3,000-6,000 

$5,000-10,000 

See Ch. 3A 

Costs indicated have been developed for planning p_urposes only. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER 6A TRANSFER AND IMPORT/EXPORT 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the existing drop box and transfer system within Mason County. It will 
also evaluate the need for additional transfer facilities and discuss the exporting of solid waste to 
out-of-county disposal sites in neighboring counties, Eastern Washington or Eastern Oregon. 
. . \ . 

The solid waste planning·goals for M:ason County in the area of transfer and import/export are: 

• To use drop box station, transfer station facilities and importlexpmt practices 
where and how appropriate for cost benefits and operational efficiency ... 

., Pnwide recycling opportunities at drop box, transfer station facilities and other 
approved sites in Mason County. 

· .. Ensure the public safety at drop box and transfer station locations. 

6.2 .EXISTING PRACTICES 

Mason County has four drop box stations that each contain two 40 cubic yard drop boxes. The 
drop box stations provide for public disposal only. Commercial compactor trucks· are prohibited 
from using the facilities because of-the drop box siZes _and the lack of a tipping floor. Mason 
County has one transfer station facility where solid waste is placed on a tipping floor and then 
loaded into open-top trailers for shipping to. Klickitat County. As solid waste facilities, all transfer 
stations will be required to comply with WAC 173;_304, Minimum Functional Standards for Solid 
Waste Handling. · 

· Belfair, Union and Hoodsport each ~ave a drop box station. These locations are near rural 
population centers. to increase the convenience for residents in these areas to deliver their wastes 
to a disposal site. The fourth drop box station is located at the Mason County Solid ·waste Facility 
near·shelton and is used by the public only. The transfer station facility is also located at the 
Mason county Solid Waste Facility and is used by commercial haulers and at times for the public. 
Each location is indicated on Figure 6.1A. . 

The Hoodsport Drop Box Station is located about 1 mile west of Hoodsport on the road to Lake 
Cushman. It is in an isolated location surrounded by clearcuts. Access to the site is controlled 
through a locked gate at the entrance. A county employee works at the toll booth and collects a 
fee for refuse disposal. The drop boxes are picked up by private contractor when they are full 
(about once a week). An estimated 1,300 cubic yards of refuse were collected at the transfer 
station in 1997. 

Mason Co. SWM Plan. 1998 

6A-l 



....... ·" 

----"""""-----. ...... 

· . .; 

r 
i 

3 
Scale in Miles 

Ma.,un Co. SWM /'ian 

5 

!"·· 

... 

.., 

",, •"1•'::, 

.--.:It ( ~ 

·-

_,• ,_--···· 

\ 

Figure 6.1A: Drop Box Station Location 

!998 
6A-2 



The Belfair Drop Box Station is located approximately 1 mile North of Belfair, it is the most 
heavily used drop box station in the system. Approximately 7,700 cubic yards of refuse were 
collected in 1997. 

The Union Drop Box Station is located just East of the town of Union.· Estimated yardage 
collected in 1997 will be 1,400 cubic yards. 

Waste collected at all drop box stations is transported to the Mason County Solid Waste Facility. 

The Belfair and Hoodsport Drop· Box Stations\have recycling recqJtacles for public use. Numerous 
items are c:;ollected as part of the Mason county Recycling Program· (see Chapter 3A). 

The transfer station at the landfill is used to collect waste and that which is self-hauled by the 
puplic. It is estimated tbat approximately 25,500 tons of solid waste will be disposed at the ·solid 
Waste FacilitY• This figure includes the amounts Collected at each of the drop box stations. 

Currently a small i>orcton of the commercial waste collected by Mason County Garbage is hauled 
into Kitsap County for disposal. All other waste g~nerated in Mason County is disposed of in the 
Mason County Solid Waste Facility. 

Mason County does not accept any waste.generated in other counties. 

6.3 NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES · 

The transfer and import/export system is evaluated in this section based on goals developed at the 
beginning of this chapter. Evaluation of the system based on listed goals generates needs and 
opportunities. Issues raised during this process are presented at the end of this section. 

GOAL: To use drop box station, transfer station facilities and import/export practices 
where and how appropriate for cost benefits and operational efficiency. 

The decision to use a drop box station facility rather than hauling waste via collection vehicle is 
typically based on economics. This is due to the fact that it is cheaper to haul waste in large 
increments over a distance than it is to haul waste in small increments over the same distance. 

In l\1ason County, only the solid waste facility is capable of accepting refuse from commercial or 
municipal collection vehicles. There is currently no transfer component of the solid waste syste1i1 
for waste hauled in. collection vehicles except Mason County has a transfer station located at the 
solid waste facility where solid waste is accepted for transport out of county. Waste transfer in 
the County is geared towards the public self-hauler and four small drop box stations and one 
transfer station are provided for these customers. The drop box stations and transfer station are 
currently manned by County employees. However, waste is collected from each station by a 
private hauler as necessary. 
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A general rule for evaluating the need for collection, vehicle transfer is based on the haul distance. 
When considering a one-way haul distance of between 15 and 30 miles, transfer should be 
evaluated.· However, it is unlikely that transfer will be cost effective~ this range except in areas 
with large waste streams. When haul distances exceed 30 miles, transfer will become more 
economical for moderate and small waste streams. 

The City of Shelton has no transfer program at. this time. All waste is carried by collection 
vehicle directly to the solid waste facility. Shelton has .the most concentrated waste stream in the 
County and might be a potential location for a transfer station based on waste stream. However, 
the distance from Shelton to the existing solid waste facility is approximately five miles, too short 
to economically incorporate transfer. · · 

Currently there is no economic need for.transfer of commercial or municipally·collected waste in 
Mason County. · Opportunities for increasing the economics of the system through transfer may . 
occur at 'some time in the future if a l~ss centially located solid waste facility is sited. If a· 
regional solution to solid waste disposal is implemented with the service area being multiple . . 

·counties, transfer could also provide cost efficiency. 

GOAL: ~ovide recycling opportunities at drop box stations. 

The existing Mason County drop box stations provide additional recycling opportunities. 
Recycling bins placed at the drop box stations are monitored by toll booth attendants. Access to 
the bins is restricted by gates which guards against the dumping of refuse into the bins. Currently 
we have the bins located at Belfair; Hoodsport and the Mason County Solid Waste Facility. In 
addition to those .located at drop ·box station sites Mason County has located bins at" eight 
additional sites throughout the county·(see Chapter 3A). 

GOAL: Ensure the public safety at transfer stations. 

Signs at existing facilities direct the public to the tipping area in an orderly manner. Stations are 
kept cl~ of debris. There have been no accidents involving injury to the public at the existing 
drop box and transfer station facilities. 

Issues raised. in the preceding discussion of needs are as follows: 

ISSUE: 

ISSUE: 

When should additional drop box s'tations and transfer facilities be installed 
or existing stations be upgraded? What is the criteria? Should the County 
consider collection of waste from the stations or continue contracting? 

What level of recycling effort should drop box station facilities include? How 
should the material be collected and sold? What arrangements are available 
for servicing recyclables at the drop box stations? 
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ISSUE: What import/export options would be available and feasible for County waste? 

The following section will evaluate alternatives which provide solutions to these issues. 

6.4 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATIONS 

6.4.1 Drop Box Stations And Transfer Stations 

Drop box stations and transfer stations can ~erve any.or all of the following functions: 

" Provide disposal convenience for the public and reduce illegal dumping when solid 
waste facilities are located at great distances. 

Provide economic benefits to a refuse collection company. . 
. . 

'" Provide a cost-effective means of transferring waste from collection vehicles to 
long haul transfer vehicles for disposal outside the County. 

This SeCtion Will disCUSS drop .box station and. transfer station alternatives available if and when 
additional transfer. facilities are required in the County. Also discussed will be alternative 
solutions to identified needs. 

ISSUE: When should additional transfer facilities be installed or existing drop box 
stations be upgraded? What is the criteria? Should the County consider 
collection of waste from the stations or continue contracting? 

As solid waste rates increase, illegal dumping may increase. If it becomes a serious problem the 
County may want to increase the number of locations throughout the County where solid waste 

· can be disposed. The following criteria provid~s a guideline for consideration of the need for 
additional drop box station facilities. 

• 

• 

.. 

Waste is hauled more than 30 miles to a disposal site, possibly a regional site . 

The waste stream for an area is large enough to support a drop box station facility . 

illegal dumping and large amounts of litter have created problems in areas without 
a local disposal site. Construction of a drop box facility may increase convenience 
and minimize the illegal dumping and litter. 

Two areas that are not served by.drop box facilities now·are Hartstene Island and the southwestern 
portion of the County. The County may wish to consider construction of drop box station 
facilities of similar design to the existing facilities at Belfair, Union, and Hoodsport in these areas. 
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The County could also consider purchasing its own transfer truck and roll-off drop boxes rather 
than continuing to rely on contracted haul of this waste. An economic evaluation of the cost of 
continued private sector service versus the .cost of the County providing the serviee sbould be the 
basis for making a change.- As the number of drop boxes requiring disposal at the ·solid waste 
facility increases the potential for a cost savings is realized by hiring a driver and purchasing 
equipment to deliver drop boxes to the solid waste facility. 

Another alternative that may be cost effective would be· for the County to privatize the drop box 
station and transfer station operation. Under privatization, the booth would be operated by a 
private contractor selected through competitive bid. Any reyenue generated through tipping fees 
could go to the County for administration of the system and payment of the contractor. 

Full SeiYjce Transfer Stations. At some point, the waste stream in outlying areas of the County 
may gro~ to the point where a full-service transfer station, capable· of accepting waste· from 
collectioh' vehicles becomes feasible. One method of providing commercial transfer seJ.irice is to 
expand existing public· convenience drop box stations to accommodate packer trucks.· 

. . . 

If a new full service transfer station were needed, a director dump or compactor type station could 
be cotis~cted. For the direct duinp facility, compactors would tip into open top containers. The 
containers would be located below grade. 

Another option or consider for a small capacity transfer station is a compactor station. In this type 
of station the p'acker trucks dump into the hopper of.a stationary compactor. The stationary 
compactor packs a roil-off container of up to 100 cubic yards capacity. This has the advantage 
of requiring a longer time between hauls to the solid waste facility because of the compaction of 
~~te. . 

Transfer Station for Out-of-County Disposal Option. In 1993 a competitive biddiiig process was 
conducted by Lewis County and Grays Harbor County on behalf of those counties and additional 
counties including Mason County. Through this process Regional Disposal Company (RDC) was 
selected to own, provide, and operate for the term of the contract, facilities to accept acceptable 
waste in "loaded trailers at the Mason County Solid Waste Transfer Station Facility and to transport 
to and dispose of that acceptable waste at the disposal site for the county. · This disposal site is 
currently located in Klickitat County, Washington. 

In the existing.program Mason County loads the transport trailers to the acceptable weight which 
averages approximately 29 tons per load. The transport trailers are taken from Mason County to 
Lewis County by LeMay Inc., a subcontractor for RDC, where the trailers are then transferred 
to rail and taken to Klickitat County for disposal. 

ISSUE: What level of recycling effort should transfer facilities include? How should 
the material be collected and sold? What arrangements are available for 
servicing recyclables at the transfer stations? 
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By placing easily accessible bins for aluminum, glass, metals, newsprint, and other materials at 
the drop box stations and other off-site locations, a "one-stop" disposal and recycling operation 
has been created for self-haulers. 

6.4.2 Import/Export 

ISSUE: What import/export options would be available and feasible for County waste? 

Import of Waste into Mason County .. Curreury Mason County is not accepting solid waste from 
outside its county boundaries. · · · 

Export to Remote DiSposal Site. Mason County has determined that it is in the county's best 
interest to transport solid waste out of county because of the regulations and costs associated with 
construction of a new and acceptable landfill. . ·Solid waste is transported by trailer to Lewis 
County where it is transferred to rail and taken to Klikitat County, Washington. This landfill is 
owned and operated by the Rabanco Company of Seattle. · 

On November 18, 1997 the Board of County Commissioners agreed to extend the existing 
Contract between Regional Disposal Company and Mason County through the year 2013. 

6.5 · RECOI\.fMENDATIONS 

Discussions with County staff and SW AC indicate no immediate need for an upgrade of existing 
drop box station facilities or a need for construction of new facilities. It was recognized that 
future growth in some outlying areas may eventually occur, generating a need for an expansion 
of the existing solid waste system. Population growth was identified as a key indicator for future 
evaluation of new or upgraded drop box stations or transfer station facilities: 

&tablishment of recycling drop boxes at the drop box stations was considered a high priority of 
the recycling and drop box station program. Mason County has eleven sites located in strategic 
locations throughout the area. It was felt that some· form of public information needs to remain 
an important part of the recycling program and that effort should be made to try and not charge 
for recycling. 

At this time Mason County is not pursuing landfilling within the County. It is felt that it would 
be difficult to locate and pay for a landfill that would meet existing regulations. Because of this 
difficulty both staff and SWAC members realize that the best option available for the disposal of 
solid waste is that which pertains to out-of-county options. 

Recommendation 6.1. Drop box bins have been placed at drop box stations and at other 
sites in Mason County to facilitate recycling. Mason County should continue to provide 
public information regarding the drop box program. If the need arises for locating 
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additional drop boxes the County should pursue grant funding to pay for a portion of the 
costs. 

Recommendation 6.2. Mason County has participated in numerous meetings regarding 
solid waste disposal in the past and should continue to do so. 

Recommendation 6.3. Mason County recognizes the fact that significant population 
increases play an important role in the amount of solid waste generated. Staff should 
evaluate this to determine if there is a need for additional drop box ~ites ·or transfer 
stations. This would be completed before the next revision of this document. 

. . 

6.6 Il.\1'PLEMENTATION 

An implementation schedule and planning level budget is developed in this section for the transfer 
system. 

Table 6.~A ll\1PLEMENTATION SCHEDULE- TRANSFER AND IMPORT/EXPORT 

1998-2003 

2003 

Mason Co. SWM Phm 

Drop box stations are established at the drop box sites and transfer 
facilities through coordination with private recyclers and the County; public 
information is coordinated with drop box establishment (See Chapter 3). 
Staff will continue to monitor existing program to determine·feasibility of 
establishing additional recyclitig site. 

The County continues to participate in regional meetings for solid waste 
disposal. 

Expansion o~ upgrade of the drop box station and or the transfer system is 
re-evaluated in the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; 

\ 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEl\ffiNT PLAN 
CHAPTER 7A LANDFILLING AND STORAGE/TREATMENT 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides an update as to where Mason County is and how they have elected to 
proceed with regard to landfilling, including storage and treatment, if applicable.· Because 
standards and regulations for landfill construction and operation, along with closure/post closure 
maintenance, have become almost impossible :to meet and the costs associated with each phase are 
more than most counties can afford, a number of counties, including Mason County, have elected 
lo transport its solid waste to a site outside its respective boundaries. 

In 1993 Mason County closed its landfill site located on Eels Hill Road. At the present time there 
has been.no additional consideration given to the construction of a landfill, to accept solid waste, 
in Mason County. · 

7.2 PRE- EXISTING PRACTICES 

. Solid waste, in Mason County, iS no longer disposed of in the County landfill located on Eels Hill 
Road. . Mason County does continue to accept solid waste at its t:Icinsfer station facility on Eels 
Hill Road and also accepts salvageable metals, including white goods, that are temporarily stored 
on site. These items are removed and recycled by an independent company·under contract with 
the county. Mason County no longer accepts and stores septage at the landfill site. . These 
materials are now received at a permitted site in Mason County where it is treated and applied on 
land with adherence to State and Federal regulations. Each of these .special was.te streams and 
their handling methods, needs, and alternations are discussed in Chapter 9A of this document. 

The Mason County Landfill was a 77 acre site located about. two miles west of the a.llport as 
shown on Figure 7 .lA. Refuse occupied approximately 8 acres of the southeast portion of the 
site; It had a minimum 300 foot buffer zone. A locked gate controlled access to the site during 

. . ' . 
non-working hours and continues to do so today as part of the Solid.Waste Transfer Station· 
Facility operation. The landfill was not lined nor did it have any provision for leachate collection 
or treatment. This being the case the applicable rules and regulations pertaining to landfill 
operation and construction could not be met. Thus, the need for closure. Because of the 
requirement~ and costs associated with an expansion ·of an existing landfill or construction of a 
new one it was determined that it would be in the counties best interest to transport its solid waste 
to an approved site outside of Mason County. 

Waste from outside the boundaries of Mason County is no longer accepted at the Solid Waste 
Facility nor at the Drop Box Stations located at Belfair, Hoodsport, nor Union. 

The landfill site is underlain by gravelly sand with about 40 feet to ground water. The 
groundwater flow is from the landfill site toward the southeast. 
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Mason County has installed nine groundwater monitoring wells in compliance with Washington 
State regulations. These wells are sampled quarterly under the requirements of Chapter 173-304, 
Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling, and the Solid Waste Handling Permit 
for the site issued by the Mason County Department of Environmental Health. Current 
monitoring events include the following parameters: Field Parameters ( temperature, pH, specific 
conductivity), Conventional (ammonia, nitrite, nitrate, chloride, chemical oxygen demand, total 
organic carbon, sulfate), Metals (arsenic, zinc, iron, manganese), Organics (volatile organic 
compounds, vinyl chloride). 

Mason County, as part of the landfill closure process, elected to install an active gas system. Gas 
migration is monitored with condensation collected and treated. The closed landf'ill ·area. and 
existing transfer station facility is owned and operated by the County. The County subcontracts, 
to· Regiqnal Disposal Company, the transporting of solid waste out of county. Following the 
closure ~~f the landfill, the site has been maintained and. monitored in compliance with the . 
applicatil.e rules and regulations. This "postCclosure" period may last twenty or more years. 
Mason County is a public entity involved in handling the solid waste of Mason Comity. Mason 
County has no plans to privatize this solid waste responsibility. 

7.3 EXISTING PRACTICES. 

Disposal outside Mason County. One alternative described in the 1992 Solid Waste Plan related 
to the use of regional landfills that would take refuse from the counties around the state and 
Pacific Northwest. As discussed in Chapter 6A, this alternative was implemented in 1993 when 

. Mason County completed construction of its main transfer station on Eels Hill Road. At that tiine 
the county entered into a five year contract with Regional Disposal Company (RDC) whereby they 
were responsible for the transporting of solid waste from Mason County to Klickitat Co~nty. In 
November 1997, Mason County elected to extend the contract for solid waste export and disposal 
services through the year 2013. Through December 31, 1998, Mason County will pay RDC 
$40.88 per ton. The base unit price shall be adjusted annually on January 1st of each year 
commencing on January l, 1999, based on the percentage change in the Consumer Price Index 
in accordance with the formula described in the approved 1997 Addendum. 

\ 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER SA ENFORCEI\1ENT AND AD:MINISTRATION 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

1lris section describes and evaluates enforcement and administration of the solid waste system for 
Shelton and MaSon County. It also provides alternatives for the solid waste administrative system 
to better perform solid waste management. 

\ 

. The solid waste pliuming goals for Mason County are: 

• To e~sure that the Office of Environmental Health Is permitting, monitoring and 
compliance programs for solid waste are adequately funded, staffed, managed, and 
enforced. 

To ensure the Department of Community Development is adequately staffed, 
trained, and managed for coordination of solid waste. activities. 

8.2 EXIsTINGPRACTICES 

8.2.1 Organizational Structure 

Mason County 

In August 1991, the solid waste management organization in Mason County underwent structural 
changes. Prior to August 1990, solid waste, including. the Office of Environmental Health, was 
managed through the Department of General Services. The General Services Director and his 
assistant managed operation of all solid waste facilities along with other responsibilities. A 
landfill operations manager was employed by the Department to work exclusively· at the landfill. 
Also each transfer station was staffed with a toll booth attendant and the landfill with two 
attendants. 

During August 1990 responsibility for management of solid waste facilities, in addition to water 
and sewer, was transferred to the Public Works Department. A "Utilities Administrator" position 
was created and staffed. Under the Public Works organization, the landflll operations manager . . 

as well as toll booth and landfill attendants reported to the Utilities Administrator,. who in tum 
reported directly to the Director of Public Works. 

Currently, solid·waste is managed under the Department of Community Development. Planning 
and Utilities are also managed under this Department. A "Project Manager's" position 
(previously called "Utilities Administrator") was created. This position along with the Landfill 
Attendants report to the Director of Community Development. 
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Mason County Environmental Health has been placed under the management of the Department 
of Health. Environmental Health is actively involved in solid waste matters within the County. 
They permit new solid waste facilities, monitor and inspect existing facilities, and respond to 
health related complaints from the public. · 

Illegal dumping is investigated by Environmental Health and evaluated on the basis of existing 
solid .waste disposal regulations. · 

City of Shelton 

The City of Shelton's solid waste utility is included with other functions of the City's.Department 
of Development SeiVices. The Director of Development Services is responsible for sewer, water, 
roads, and garbage setvice. .Garbage, water, and sewer billings are performed by the City Clerk; s 
office.· 

·s.2.2 Monitoring and Enforcement 

Eilforcement of solid waste and health related laws in the County and City of Shelton is the 
responsibility of the Office of Environmental Health and the City of Shelton Code Enforcement 
Office. Under the litter control ordinance, illegal dumping is the responsibility of the Sheriffis 
Department, although the Office of Environmental Health may. become involved when health 
related issues arise. The Sheriff's Department and the Office of Environmental Health. may 
request assistance from the Prosecuting Attorney 1f necessary. Illegal dumping and litter control 
within the City of Shelton is also enforced through the City of Shelton Municipal Code in addition 
to the Uniform Housing Code as it applies to nuisance abatement .. 

The Office of Environmental Health monitors and inspects the landfill, solid waste facility and 
drop box stations, and other facilities that may impact human health. Whenever the situation is 
not covered by the County's ordinances, the Office of Environmental Health enforces state 
regulations. 

Overall r:eview and enforcement of state solid waste regulations is provided by the Washington 
Department of Ecology (Ecology). Mason County is under the jurisdiction of the southwest 
regional office. 

8.2.3 Financing and Funding 
\ 

Mason County solid waste services are funded through fees collected at the solid waste· facility, 
drop box stations and a solid waste combined grant managed by the Department of Community 
Development. Mason County raised landfill rates in early 1995 to fund increased solid waste 
activities in the County. 

City of Shelton refuse programs are funded through refuse collection fees. 
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8.3 NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITillS 

The needs and opportunities for enforcement and administration are generated in tltis section based 
on goals listed in the beginning of this chapter. As needs are generated, issues are raised and 
presented at the end of tltis section. 

GOAL: To ensure that the Office of Environmental Health's permitting, monitoring 
and compliance programs for solid waste are adequately funded, staffed, 
managed, and enforced. 

\ 

·With one solid waste· Specialist, the· Office of Environmental Health is minimally staffed for 
current permitting and monitoring needs. However, as solid waste programs expand and become 
more com,plex, further staff and funding may be required. 

illegal dumping, unapproved $rage of hulk and inoperable vehicles, and solid wastes on private 
property ·are primary targets of compliance enforcement. The rural nature of the County provides 
a multitude of locations for illegal dumpirig and makes it difficult for these sites to be identified 
other than by complaints. Complaints are typically received both by the Sheriffs Department and 
the Office of Environmental Health. Once a complaint is received, the landowner is approached 
for site cleanup. 

Enforcement capabilities in the Office of Enviromnental Health are limited due to staff size, 
ordinance structure, absence of zoning, and limited legal support .. Funding supports the county 
solid wast:e specialist in identifying illegal dump sites. Identified sites are then required to become 
compliant through the ·Office of Environmental Health by permitting, proper closure, or 
abatement. · · 

To enforce illegal dumping ordinances the Office of Environmental Health responds to complaints, 
investigates, and enforces compliance through a legal process starting with Notice and Orders. 
This is not always timely since compliance is dependent upon mutual cooperation. 

There. are. seveFai. non-permitted lari.dfills operating in Mason County. These non-permitted 
landfills are typically wood waste and demolition fills. Office of Environmental Health staff have 
identified and are enforcing permitting requirements for these facilities. 

In addition to enforcement of illegal dumping, there is an increasing emphasis on utilization of 
sewage solids as a resource in land application. This has already impacted Office of Environmental 
Health activities and has the. potential for additional staff involvement. 

GOAL: To ensure the Department of Community Development is adequately staffed, 
trained, and managed in its solid waste activities. 
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Staffmg is currently adequate to handle the existing solid waste facility and drop box station 
system. However, additional staff may be required as prog'rams for solid waste grow and become 
more complex. 

In addition to the potential need for more staff, the County may also require· funding.to support 
new programs. A rate increase was passed in 1995 to fund post closure costs associated with the 
landfill and the.Solid Waste Management Plan. However, further funds for new programs may 
be required. · 

ISSUE: 

ISSUE:···. 

ISSUE: 

If the solid waste management workload begins tQ exceed existing staff 
capabilities how should the Department of Community Development respond? 
New staff? Privatization? · 

How can the County better enforce laws and ordinances? As a preliminary 
step, should the· County evaluate the programs being enforced? Would a 
pennanent emorcement person under the Office of Environmental Health be 
feasible? Warranted? Are other ordinances appropriate? 

Where should fimding to support new programs and staff be obtained? What 
are alternatives? 

8.4 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Complex environmental issues, increased emphasis on recycling and waste reduction programs, 
more complicated operational requirements at sanitary landfills, and the need to coordin~te all 
aspects of the solid waste system including infectious and household hazardous waste has drawn 
attention to administration and enforcement. 

Laws have been passed and new technologies have been developed that affect how a County deals 
with its solid waste. The burden of tracking these changes and implementing the-requirements they 
entail are demanding. Considering the changing environment, the County· and the City of Shelton 
may want to consider enhancing their ability to administer the solid waste system and enforce solid 
waste regulations. 

This section discusses alternatives available to the· County and City for administration and 
enforcement within the solid waste system. Administration options include increased staffmg/ 
organization, temporary measures, and privatizatio~. Within enforcement, the options include 
program evaluation, more and better ordinances, more authority for Office of Environmental 
Health and other County officials to enforce solid waste laws, increasing manpower, redefining 
enforcement roles, and increasing coordination between agencies. 
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Each alternative is discussed separately, but more than one of the altematives can be implemented 
together. For example the County may increase its staff, and privatize some elements of the 
system. 

8.4 .1 Administration Alternatives 

ISSUE: If the solid waste management workload begins to exceed existing staff 
capabilities how should the Department of Community Development respond? 
New staff? Privatization? \ 

Maintain Existing Staffmg. Under this altemative the existing management organization and 
manpower would perform all solid waste management responsibilities. At present, staff is 
handling the solid waste system. However, future demands, including increased recycling efforts, 
educational programs, and possible new regulations will continue to put increasing demands on 
staff. 

If this alternative is to be effective, the County may need to rely more on consultants, private and 
non-profit organizations, a1,1d the general public to implement programs. A well coordinated effort . 
for defining responsibilities and establishing community action groups could allow this alternative 
to succeed. Therefore, the demands on County employees may be extreme. · 

Enhanced Staffing. If the County wishes to continue its role as solid waste managers, ·then 
increased staff may be required. There currently exists a staff person who coordinates recycling 
efforts between the County and the City of Shelton. Responsibilities include coordinating public 
education programs, recycling contracts, performing waste audits for businesses, tracking 
recycling rates, monj.toring legislation and lobbying. An additional. staff member could also assist 
in developing ~d implementing hazardous waste alternatives. 

Increased Privatization. To reduce the strain on County government, particularly if a decision is 
made not to increase staff, privatization of some elements of the solid waste system may ·be· 
desirable. Three areas have potential for privatization: 

Landfill ownership, operation, and management 
Recycling program development and operation 
Solid Waste Facility and Drop Box Station operations 

By pursuing privatization the County may be able to keep staff levels at or below their existing 
levels and decrease their requirements for administration. Conversely, greater attention would be 
given to development of contracts. Enforcement of solid waste operations would probably need 
to be boosted to ensure that contractors, or private operators are performing their responsibilities 
in accordance with laws and County contracts. 
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Several communities have landfills operated by private enterprise. · The County can continue to 
derive funding for its solid waste programs through a surcharge on landfill tipping fees, but all 
other responsibility for landfill construction, operation, and maintenance could be provided by a 
private company. · · 

The County can privatize the recycling system through several means. One is to issue a Request 
for PropOsals (RFP) for collection of recyclable materials and negotiate a contract for collection 

· and sa.Ie of materials to include curbside collection or drop boxes. The County could work with 
the contractor to defme service areas· and minimum levels of service. · The City of Shelton 
presently has a curbside recycling prograin where a private company collects the recyclables. 

Another means of privatizing the recycling industry is to require the hauling ci:>mpany to provide 
recycling· service. to County residents~ One method of doing this is to require the collection 
company .to meet a certain reeovery rate for recyclable materials and leave it up to the hauler to · 
decide liow to go about achieving that level. This method has the advantage of_ utilizing-the 
hau1er& knowledge of his collection area tq implement programs in the mo~t effective way. The 
hatller would need; to petition the WUTC for a rate increase to cover the crist of oollecting 
recyclables as required by the ~ounty. Haulers in other counties have expressed theit a,pproval 
of this approach to privatize recycling. 

Instead of County employees operating the solid waste facility and drop box stations, the stations 
wmild be Jeased to a private contractor who would provide all services for the facility including 
collecting recyclables, contracting for drop box removal, and performing day to day operations. 

With recycling, and station operations privatized, the County wou1d be in the position of providing 
enforcement and overall cpntract administration services for these three areas. Responsibilities 
in the area of special waste streams and public education would be maintained and some staff 
whose positions are eliminated by privatization could assist in these areas. 

· City of Shelton Increased Staffing. The City ·of Shelton should be able to continue operating its · 
solid waste division through its Department of Development Services. Present staffmg is adequate 
to manage existing waste disposal programs. The present recycling program did require an 
additional staff member. As discussed previously, the recycling staff member is shared with the 
County. 

8.4.2 Monitoring and Enforcement Alternatives 
\ 

ISSUE: How can the County better enforce laws and ordinances? As a preliminary 
step, should the County evaluate the programs being enforced? Is the 
permanent enforcement person under the Office of Environmental Health 
feasible? Warranted? Are other ordinances appropriate? 

Mason Co. SWM Plan BA-6 1998 



Several alternatives for increasing the monitoring and enforcement activity of the County in the 
area of solid waste will be discussed in this section in addition to the benefits of program 
evaluation. Specifically of concern is enforcement of special waste regulations, littering and 
illegal dumping, and new solid waste facility permits. With any potential new landfill and the 
environmental monitoring and operations requirements associated with it, more activity will be 
needed from the Office of Environmental Health. 

Program Evaluation. In addition to classic methods of increasing authority, staff and funding for 
enforcement, consideration could also be given to the solid waste system itself. Large increases 
in illegal dumping could be viewed as publit dissatisfaction with the system. · 

Evaluation of the solid waste system structure and development ·of methods to make the system 
more acceptable could be one method of avoiding the need for extensive enforcement. 

A lack ofpublic information and education could also contribute to .poor understanding of County 
actions and an increase in enforcement requirements. However, some level of illegal dumping 
should be expected regardless of the level of public support and enforcement methods. 

Civil Penalties. · The Office of Environmental Health cap work with the Department of . 
COmmunity Development t:O propose a civil penalties ordinanCe to include ticket-writing authority·. 

The solid waste management plan can be used in conjunction with WAC 173-304, :MFS and other 
environmental regulations· to .develop a coordfuated approach to ordinances regarding solid waste. . 
Examples of ordinances from other counties can be used as a guideline for developing Mason 
County's ordinances. 

Improve interagency coordination. The large number of different law enforcement agencies 
having jurisdicti~n in the County makes interagency cooperation in the enforcement of solid waste 
regulations essential. The County Sheriff, City of Shelton Police, City of Shelton Code 
Enforcement Office, Mason County Office of Environmental Health, Washington State Patrol, 
State and National Park Rangers, and Tribal Police, and Natural Resources Department all have 
areas of jurisdiction. Each agency could be made aware of the correct routine for reporting what 
appears to be illegal dumping, even if enforcement of illegal dumping laws is not·a priority. 

Increase Office of Environmental Health Staffing and Training. The Office of Environmental 
Health is the agency responsible for monitoring and enforcing solid waste ·laws and regulations 
as well as permitting solid waste facilities. As laws change tllis task becomes more and more 
demanding and may require the Office of Environmental Health to increase its staffing level and 
provide additional specialized training to some staff. 

The Office of Environmental Health maintains a staff person whose primary job is solid waste 
enforcement. This person is responsible for keeping up to date on all applicable regulations and 
is responsive to all enforcement requests related to solid waste. The Office of Environmental 
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Health is currently partially funding this position by a grant for an employee of this nature (2 year 
grant). 

Mandatory Collection in Unincorporated Areas. Solid Waste tipping fees and garbage collection 
rates will inevitably continue· to increase. With rising rates will come the possibility of increased 
illegal dumping and the enforcement concerns associated with this. One option available to 'the 
County for handling this problem is to pass a mandatory collection l3:w. Undyr a mandatory 
collection ordinance all County residents would be charged for a minimum level of refuse service. 
whether they use it or not. ·This could reduce the likelihood of illegal dumping. 

Mandatory collection could.take sevenu forms. A fee oould be applied to all· County residents and 
free tipping could be implemented at the Iafldfill and transfer stations. Those residents subscribing 
to collection services could continue while self-haul customers could be charged through utility 
or other billings. 

•;J~ 

However, mandatOry collection could be strongly opposed by residents who self-haul refuse, bum· 
. refuse, or simply dislike mandatory programs. The benefits of mandatory collection must be 
weighed against the opposition of these individuals. 

8.4.3 . Funding Alternatives 

ISSUE: Where should funding to support new programs and staff be obtained? What 
are alternatives? 

Funding for solid waste programs, administration, enforcement and monitoring can be provided 
by several means. Capital improvements can be fmanced through internal fmancing, general 
obligation bonds, revenue bonds, indu~trial development bonds, grant funding, and ·private 
financing, with payback during operation. Operations can be funded through an enterprise fund 
or general funds. 

In the past, revenue has been generated through tipping fees at the solid waste facility for the 
County and through collection rates for the City of Shelton. Other alternatives exist for generating 
revenuefor _solid waste administration and enforcement. These include charging through the 
collection system, funding through general funds, and private funding for private operations. Fees 
collected from tickets and penalties could also be included in solid waste funding. The use of 
prjvate collection agencies could be explored to collect\ outstanding civil penalties due the County. 

Internal Financing. Internal financing involves collecting funds from whatever revenue source 
is preferred and paying for programs directly from this revenue or from a capital improvements 

· fund established expressly for the purpose. In this alternative, the County would place a surcharge. 
on the tipping fee at the landfill or a surcharge on the collection bill and any funds generated that 
are surplus to the current needs of the system are placed in a capital improvements fund. As the 
fund grows, the opportunity for additional capital improvements to the system grows. This 
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method is not well suited for fmancing large capital expenditures . because of the long period of 
time required for the fund to reach the required size. However, the capital improvements fund can 
be used to finance small scale projects, studies, and pilot programs. 

General Obligation Bonds. General obligation bonds. are the typical method of financing large 
scale capital improvements to a solid waste system. Under this method, the County is obligated 
to the bond holders for repayment. Repayment of the bonds would be made through whatever 
means of generating operating revenue for the solid waste system is used. The amount of General 
Obligation Debt a County may have is regu\ated by the State. 

Reyeuue Bonds. Revenue borids are similar to general obligation bonds except that repayment is 
guaranteed through funds. collected as part of a revenue producing activity (for example a landfill 
tipping fee). Revenue bonds may incur additional obligations such as flow ordinances and higher 
tipping fees than a general obligation bond because repayment of the bonds is not tied to the 
County as a whole, but rather to the revenue stream generated by .solid waste activities. 

Industrial Development Bonds. For joint ventures between private enterprise and the County, 
Industrial Development Bonds (IDB's) m:ay be used for funding capital improvements. IDB's are 
particularly common in financing waste to energy projects; however, other joint ventures may be 
amenable. to this form of joint cooperation. There is a statewide cap for such bonds, so any 
projecf would have to compete with other projects throughout the state. 

Grant Funding. The County and City of Shelton have received grant monies for projects. More 
grant monies are available from the Department of Ecology under the Coordinated Prevention 
Grant program. The current cycle of this program provides funds for 1998 and 1999; 

Private Financing. Private solid waste projects can be financed through private sources. This 
method of funding capital improvements and programs is more expensive than the previously 
mentioned programs. · But for private projects, private fmancing is preferred. The cost of 
privately fmanced projects is recovered through charges to customers using the facility. 

For exampl~, if the County pursued privatization of its transfer station operations and the private 
contractor wanted to upgrade the facilities to handle collection vehicles, these improvements could 
be financed through private sources and the funds rycovered through charging the collection 
company for the service rendered. · 

Enterprise Fund. This is the current method of funding daily solid waste activities by the County. 
The enterprise fund is established under provisions of the Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board's 1987 Codification of Governmental Accounting and Financial Reporting Standards, 
Section 1300.104. In this method a special fund is established and revenues collected are 
deposited in the fund. As funds accumulate they may be used to provide for internal financing 
of less capital intensive projects. The enterprise fund monies can also be obligated to repaying 
revenue bonds for large capital projects. 
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Portions of the enterprise fund may also be dedicated to funding specific enforcement programs 
in the Office of Environniental Health and the Sheriff's Department. 

General Fund. General fund fmancing of solid waste activities is an additional option although 
it has significant drawbacks. In this alternative a solid waste budget would be developed and 
apProved thrOugh nonilal County methods. . The solid w·aste activities would compete with other 
projects for available funds. All revenues oollected from the landfill or from enforcement actions 
would be directed to the County's general fund. 

However to provide the required funds to establish solid waste programs under this alternative 
may require a general. tax increase. In gener31 a tax increase is difficult to .. implement even for 
the most needy programs, and no guarantee can be made as to its ability to be implemented. 
Withou~~a tax increase, other County programs would suffer to pay for solid waste activities. 

This alternative allo~tes the oost of the solid waste system to all citizens of the County. whether· 
they have garbage service or not. General fund fmancing ·of solid waste programs would make 

. it. difficult to eStablish a rate incentive for recycliitg and would make it more difficult to add future 
programs .beCause of the proeess that must be followed to establish a budget and fund it. 

· General fund fmancing of some activities related to solid waste could be considered. These 
activities would be in areas where resj:>onsibilities are shared with other departments such as 
enforcement by the Sheriff's Department or Office of Environmental Health~ General Fund 
financing may be the best alternative for these programs because it is consistent with the existing 
funding mechanism for those agencies. In addition it would be difficult to define exactly h_ow 
much of the cost of such a program is directly related to solid waste: However, as discussed, 
general fund financing is limited and programs may not have sufficient priority in relation to other 
programs to receive adequate funding. 

Sources of Solid Waste Revenue. Revenue to fund either an ~nterprise fund or the general fund 
for solid waste programs can come from several sources including general taxes, transfer station 
tipping fees, collection rates, or a combination thereof . 

. '> 

The existing County funding structure relies on transfer station tipping fees to fund solid waste 
activities. This is a common method of funding solid waste programs. 

To accommodate the long tenn financial obligations r~lated to managing the County's solid waste 
system rate reviews and adjustments may be required. Rate reviews should reflect the cost of new 
programs, development of new facilities, closure costs and ongoing maintenance and monitoring 
during the post closure period. In general, all costs associated with construction, operation, 
closure of old landfills, post closure costs, and management of the solid waste system in the 
County could be paid for with funds collected at the transfer stations. However, it is likely to 
require continual rate increases. · 
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With rate increases, the risk of increased illegal dumping is possible. Mandatory collection could 
help minimize this risk. The tnmsfer station tipping fee should be equitable and reflect the actual 
cost of the solid waste handling system. 

A surcharge could also be placed on any waste that is disposed from outside of Mason County. 
This surcharge could reflect the non-quantifiable costs associated with having to site and have a 
landfill within the County. However, it is likely that import of solid waste will be prohibited 
under an ordinance·in the future. 

Another option for funding solid waste ptogran1s is to collect funds through the collection 
companies. Any collection company operating within the County could be required to charge a 
County administration fee. This revenue would be turned over directly to the County. 

If a private landfill was penni.tted, a similar. method could be used to place a· surcharge on the 
landfill tipping fee that would fund County programs. .This is the method that has been used in 
several counties including Pierce, Kitsap, and Wbatcom. 

Aside from cha.rging for all County administration fees through collection, there is the option of 
clwging for specific services through a surcharge on the tipping fee, charging for other services 
through the collection company and still other through the general fund; This arrangement bas 
the advantage of being flexible to the demands· being placed on solid waste managers, but still 
utilizing incentives and providing for several means of meeting program requirements. 

8.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Solid waste management responsibilities in Mason County are shared between the Department of 
Environmental Health and Department of Community Dyvelopment. Each department is familiar 
with their individual staffmg, training and management .needs. 

Revenues collected at the solid waste facility. and drop box stations are the major funding source 
for solid waste activities. In order to properly comply with regulations there has historically been 
a need to increase fees as well as a need for additional funding sources for major construction. 

Continuation of a staff member within the Office of Environmental Health to monitor and enforce 
. against illegal dumping .is strongly supported by the SWAC. The Office of Environmental Health 
has acquired funding and employs an enforcement staff member to identify illegal dump sites 
(presently a 2 year grant). 

No needs or changes to the existing Solid Waste system were identified for the City of Shelton. 

Recommendation 8.1. The County should maintain its existing Community Development 
structure. 
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Recommendation 8.2. The County should continue to examine and adjust tipping fees 
in light of future solid waste programs. 

Recommendation 8.3. The County should evaluate and develop additional funding 
sources for future major capital expenditures. 

Recommendation 8.4. The County should investigate the establishment of a civil penalty 
ordinance allowing the ticketing of violators. · 

Recommendation 8~5. · The County should continue employing a permanent enforcement 
staff member for illegal dump site identification. 

8.6 IMPLEMENTATION 

· An implementation schedule ·and planning level budget is developed in this section for enforcement 
and administration. 

Table 8.1A IMPLEl\1ENTATION.SCHEDULE- ENFORCEMENT AND 

1998-2002 

. . ADMINISTRATION 

The Councy evaluates additional funding mechanisms for major capital 
expenditures. 

The County investigates potential ticket writing compliance enforcement 
. within the Office of Environmental Health. Funding needs are considered .. ' 

The County continues to staff programs ~s required. 

The County periodically examines tipping fees for adjustment. 

\ 
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Table 8.2A IMPLEMENTATION COST SUM.MARY* 

Evaluation of additional funding mechanisms 
for major capital expenditures. 

Funding of enforcement personnel in the 
the Office of Environmental Health. 

The County continues to staff programs as 
required and periodically examines tipping fees 
for adjustment. · 

Little to 
No added 
Cost 

$20-30,000 
Ammally 

$30,000 
per added 
Employee 

*Costs indicated have been developed for planning pUI]_JOses only. As activities are 
begun, costs should be re-evaluated for more accurate estimates. 
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MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 1\1ANAGEMENT PLAN 
CHAPTER 9A SPECIAL WASTE STREAMS 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 

This· section evaluates existing and proposed methods of handling various non-haiardous solid 
waste streams other than mix~ municipal waste. These waste streams include biosolids, septic 
tank pumpings, demolition wastes, wood wastes, industrial wastes, tires, infectious waste, white 
goods, and asbestos. Management of these special wastes is an important aspect of the solid waste 
system .and this section recommends alternative methods of dealing with them. · 

The solid waste planning goals for Mason Co~nty in the area of special waste streams are: 

.. To provide guidelines and strategies for disposal of all special wastes. 

.. To ensure that special wastes are disposed in a manner that complies with all state 
and federal regulations. 

9.2 EXISTING PRACTICES 

9.2.1 Biosolids 

Mason County operates two sewage treatment plants. Bio-solids from these plants are collected 
by private hauler and transported to Bio-Recycling, a Centralia based company. 

Biosolids frQm the City of Shelton sewage treatment plant is land applied to an 80 acre parcel of 
treed land owned by the Simpson Timber Coinpany. This land is permitted through the 1990s for 
bio~olids application. Approximately 184 tons of sludge is generated each year by the City 
treatment plant and land applied in ·Mason County. The site is monitored by the City of Shelton 
and the Mason County Department of Health Services. 

The Washington State Corrections Center also has its own small wastewater treatment plant on
site. Biosolids from this plant is land applied on grassland and non:-merchantable timber within 
corrections center property. The Corrections Center is currently investigating the construction of 
a com posting facility. 

Sludge from outside the County is imported and applied to 700 acres of Christmas tree land. This 
operation is run by Bio-Recycling. A chemical analysis of all imported sludge is provided before 
it is land applied in Mason County. 
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All biosolid application within Mason County is subject to review by the Health Department and 
the requirements established by Ecology and EPA. Currently a moratorium has been placed on 
all new biosolid land application permits in Mason County. · 

9.2.2 Septic Tank Pumpings . 
Approximately 1,300,000 tons· of septic tank pumpings are generated in Mason County each year. 
The past practice of disposing of the septage waste in trenches was ceased as of January 1990. 
Currently septage waStes generated in :Mason County are disposed of at the Bio-Recycling facility 
in Mason County. Some septage generated outside of Mason County is also accepted. 

Old septage trenches on the landfill site have been excavated and the material stockpiled with 
temporarY cover for future use as topsoil over the existing landfill. 

9.2.3 Demolition Wastes 

Demolition waste consists of inert waste resulting from the demolition or razing of buildings, 
· roads, and other man-made structures. Demolition wastes includes concrete, brick, bituminous 
concrete, wood,· masonry, roofmg paper, steel, and minor amounts of metals such as copper. 
Material other than wood demolition waste that is likely to produce leachate, such as plaster, is 

· not.considered demolition waste. Stumps, yard waste and the by-products from wood products 
manufacturing are also not considered demolition wastes. · · 

The production of demolition waste peaks in the spring and summer. Demolition wastes are 
currently exported al<?ng wjth other MSW generated within the County. 

There are a number of non..,permitted or illegal dumps in Mason County.· As these sites become 
known to MCDHS they are brought into compliance. These sites contain demolition wastes, wood 
wastes and other materials whlch may or may not include MSW. 

9.2.4 Wood Waste 

Wood waste is defined as solid waste that is a by product of wood products manufacturing. It 
includes saw dust, shavings, stumps, wood chunks, hog fuel, pulp, and log sort yard waste. It 

· is unknown how much of this type of waste is generated in Mason County each year from various 
sources. However the Simpson Timber Company is the largest producer of wood. waste. 

\ 

To eliminate a large portion of their wood waste, the Simpson Timber Company operates a hog 
fuel fired boiler at their Shelton headquarters. The plant can produce 140,000 lbs of steam while 
burning 12 to 15 tons of wood waste per hour. It came on line in March 1986 at a cost of six 
million dollars and is capable of producing steam 24 hours a day during the winter. 

In the past, some wood waste was delivered to the Mason County Landfill for disposal. It was 
occasionally used as daily cover at the landfill and the remainder was disposed in a separate 
location away from the active face of the landfill. 
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Simpson Timber Company has its own 40 acre wood waste disposal site located West of Shelton 
near Dayton. Simpson disposes of ash from its boiler, wood waste and slaker ash from its 
Tacoma mill on this site. Groundwater is monitored at the site. Simpson has contracted with a 
priva:te company to recover prepare, and utilize clean woodwaste for use as soil amendment, 
bulking agent, and other appropriate and beneficial uses. 

9.2.5 Industrial Waste 

Industrial solid waste, means waste byproducts from manufacturing operations such as scraps, 
trimmings, packing, and other discarded materials that are not considered dangerous wastes. 

Other than Simpson, there are few. manufacturing fmns in the County; therefore, little industrial · 
·waste is.generated. If any industrial waste is brought to the Solid Waste Facility the Health 
Department is notified to verify that the waste is not hazardous and is acceptable f?r disposal~ 

Approximately 1425 tires are accepted at the Mason County Solid Waste Facility per year. Tires 
present a special problem for landfill operations in that they tend to "float". Because of their 
shape and tendency to hold air, tires. will work their way to the surfac;e of a landfill over time. 
Tires also cause problems for compaction equipment and can disrupt the fmallandfill cover. For 
these reasons tires are usually not accepted at land:f:'"ills • 

. Currently the Solid Waste Facility operators stack the tires in piles. These are removed by a 
private contractor and recycled. 

9.2.7 Infectious Wastes 

Infectious wastes are those wastes generated by hospitals, medical clinics, dental offices and 
veterinary clinics. These wastes are contaminated with human or animal blood or other body 
fluids. Other infectious wastes that present a physical hazard to solid waste personnel include 
sharps such as needles and scalpels. 

All infectious wastes generated in Mason County, including those from the Corrections Center and 
Mason General Hospital are removed and disposed of by private contractors. 

9.2.8 White Goods/Appliances 

Currently white goods and appliances are temporarily stored at the Solid Waste Facility. A 
private contractor strips the switches and removes the salvageable metal from the site. Non-
salvageable materials are exported. · 

The County requires the salvageable metal contractor to provide approved CFC disposal services. 
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9.2.9 Asbestos 

Currently asbestos is disposed of at the solid waste facility under the following conditions: 

The asbestos contractor obtains and completes the appropriate Department of Community 
Development form which .describes the source ~d quantity of asb_estos to be disposed. 

Asbestos is double bagged and wetted. 

The landfill operator is notified prior to bringing asbestos on-site. 

A special trailer will need to be obtained to transport asbestos in accordance with DOT and 
United States Environmental Protection Agency regulations promulgated at 40 CFR part 
61.141, or any other applicable law . 

. Handlers of asbestos wastes are required to wear protective ,clothing and filter masks. 

9:3 NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Special waste stream disposal practices are evaluated in this section on. the basis of the previously 
developed goals. Needs and opportunities are developed from the evaluation. Policy issues are 
raised as ·each waste stream is discussed and are presented at the end .of each subsection. 

The goals which each special waste stream are evaluated by are reiterated below: 

GOAL:. To provide guidelines and strategies for disposal of all special wastes. 

GOAL: To ensure that special wastes are disposed in a manner that complies with all 
state and federal regulations. 

9.3 .1 Biosolids 

Currently the Mason County Health Department provides guidanee and review of all biosolid land 
application in Mason County based on requirements established by Ecology and the Environmental 
Protection Agency. According to these requirements, land disposal of sludge. meets all State and 
federal regulations for biosolids disposal. Utilization of biosolids is supported under RCW 
70. 95.255 which allows Ecology to prohibit dispohl of biosolids. Ecology has established a 
policy that biosolids shall be utilized as a resource rather than disposed in landfill. 

Currently there is a moratorium on new biosolids land application permits and expansion of 
. existing facilities in Mason County. Three generators of biosolids exist in Mason County, the 
County, Shelton and the Corrections Center. Mason County biosolids is handled by a private 
contractor. Shelton has a permitted land application site that is authorized through the 1990s. 
However, if not resolved, the moratorium may affect Shelton once the permit expires on the 
existing land application site. The Corrections Center applies its biosolids on its own property. 
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Bio-Recycling also has a land application site for local and imported biosolids in Mason County. 
While this site can continue operating under the existing pennit, future permits or expansion of 
the program would be affected by the moratorium. 

The remainder of the County is served by septic systems. Should more sewer systems be installed 
in populated areas of the County, biosolids quantities could increase and aggravate this problem. 

ISSUE: How will biosolids be handled in l\1ason County? Will the County continue 
to accept biosolids from rlut of County? What are alternatives to land 

' ' . 

application? 

9.3.2 Septic Tank Pumpings 

No immediate planning needs exist for septic tank pumpings ·since the County has established a 
strategy for handling the waste stream. ·However, the County is investigating. alternative methods 
of disposal of the waste stream.· Some opportunities may exist for alternate uses of the material. 

ISSUE: Is lime stabilization and land appli,cation the most viable disposal option for 
septic tank pumpings? Are there other alternatives? · 

9.3 .3 Demolition Wastes 

Disposal of demolition was~ are specifically addressed in WAC 173-304-461, MFS. Under that 
regulation, the requirements for demolition sites are significantly reduced from those required for 
solid waste landfills. For example, no lfuers, l~chate collection or treatment syste~s are required · 
for demolition fills. The less stringent requirements would result in cost savings in all aspects of 
construction; operation and maintenance of the demolition fill. Under the old solid waste disposal 
standards, solid waste landfills also had no liner, leachate collection or treatment requirements and 
no significant cost savings were realized by separating demolition and MSW. · 

Demolition and· solid waste streams . 6an be co-disposed. Currently Mason County exports 
demolition wastes received at the Solid Waste Facility for disposal at the regional MSW landfill. 

There is a continued need for identification of illegal and non-pennitted dumps in the County. 
These dumps contain demolition, wood and other materials. Chapters 7 and 8 discuss this need 
and make recommendations. 

ISSUE: What strategy should be adopted for disposal of demolition materials? Should 
the County develop a demolition disposal and recovery site? Where? 

9.3.4 Wood Waste 
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The majority of wood wastes are burned and/or disposed of in private landfills. Currently wood . 
wastes are not accepted at the transfer stations in large quantities, however small quantities may 
still be disposed. These methods comply with all regulations concerning disposal of this waste 
stream. 

The need for permitting anclior closure of illegal dumps which may contain wood waste is 
discussed in Chapter SA. 

Composting of wood wastes could become a future option by either a public or private entities in 
Mason County. · 

There are several private wood waste recycling operations in Mason County. 

9.3.5 Industrial Waste 

Little industrial waste is generated in Mason County other than wood wastes and wood production 
byproducts. The current process of inspection of questionable wastes by the Health Department 
meets requirements for solid waste disposal and is an adequate program ~t this time. · · 

· As manufacturing increases in the. County and other industrial waste streams are added, other 
programs may be required to assist industry iti identifying hazardou·s wastes and developing 
methods of treatment and disposal. · · · 

Industry and businesses in the County also provide a focus for waste reduction and recycling 
programs. Chapter 3A addresses the issue of commercial education programs and waste audits. 

9.3.6 Tires 

Tire disposal presents a problem not only in Mason County but across the state and nation. The 
storage of tires poses significant frre hazards, environmental contamination hazards from runoff, 
and public health problems associated with the breeding of mosquitoes and rodents. In addition 
tires also pose a significant disposal problem. To date solutions to the problem are generally 
experimental and costly. Tire chipping operations have closed in Thurston County and Centralia 
leaving the nearest such facility in Portland, Oregon. Cost to transport tires this distance plus the 
cost of the chipping operation is high. In addition capacity at the plant is limited. 

One. tire company in the County was pro~iding a \olution to the immediate tire problem by 
retreading or burying tires. Currently tires brought to the Solid Waste Facility are collected by 
a private contractor. This solution is currently meeting tire disposal requirements. 

ISSUE: What existing disposal programs are available for tires? What potential . 
future programs would assist in disposal? 
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9.3. 7 Infectious Wastes 

Major generators are disposing of these wastes through private infectious and medical waste 
contractors. At this time there have been no problems with infectious or hospital wastes nor 
identification of infectious wastes disposed improperly in the waste stream. Although.no problem 
has been identified, the potential could exist for in1proper disposal of these wastes. Should 
problems develop or be identified County guidance ·or strategy may be required for this waste 
stream. Also, federal regulations conceining this waste are currently being developed and may 
require action in the future. 

\ 

ISSUE: What form should the overall strategy take? Ordinance? 

Mason County d~es not accept infectious wastes at the Solid Waste Facility. Several private 
dispo~ companies serve infectious waste generators in Mason County. 

9.3.8 White Goods/Appliances 

~ntly white goods and appliances are stockpiled on the Solid Waste Facility site and a private 
contractor breaks them down for salvage. This program is operatmg satisfactorily and no 
additional needs have been identified at this time. The County requires .the salvage metal 
contractor to be certified. in the removal of CFC' s or utilize certified personnel for the removal 
of CFC's in accordance with all state and federal regulations. 

9.3.9 ,Asbestos 

No immediate planning needs exist for asbestos since the County has a method and strategy for . 
handling the waste stream. In addition, no need exists for future solid waste handling methods 
such as export of solid waste since all existing regional disposal facilities. will accept asbestos. 

9.4 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

This section presents alternatives for managing special waste streanls generated within Mason 
County. Alternatives are discussed and evaluated for each special waste: 

9.4.1 Biosolids 

ISSUE: How will .biosolids be handled in Mason County?. Will the County continue 
to accept biosolids from out of County? What are alternatives to land 
~pplication? 

The frrst two questions involve policy decisions. · Biosolid management alternatives include land 
application, composting, and landfill disposal. Land application and composting require the 
biosolids to be stabilized prior to utilization. 
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Land Application. Land application of biosolids has become the stafictard method of biosolids 
management in the United States. This includes application on agricultural lands, forest lands, . . 

and as a land reclamation tool to upgrade poor soil conditions .. 

Successful land application of biosolids requires a carefully managed program that allows biosolids 
to be applied at rates that meet state guidelines. For agricultural applications the .nitrogen and 
phosphorous needs of the particular plant species. detetrnines the rate of application. Even ·stricter 
requirements apply for nietal concentrations if the biosolids will be applied to areas that grow food 
for ·human consumption. .Forest lands have higher rates of application for biosolids because 
forests are more tolerant to the metals that can be found in biosolids and the concerns associated 
with a food crop are not. present. 

Land application of biosolids for land reelamation allows the greatest appUcation rates. Biosolid 
quality is less of a constraint for land reclamation applications, however future plant tolerance to 
metal concentrations must be considered. 

Continued land application of biosolids within limits established by the State and Federal 
Government offers significant benefits to agricultural and forest product indu~es in. the County. 
The great abundance of forest lands and tree fanns ·provides readily available locations for 
biosolids application: · · 

Since the amount of biosolids generated within Mason County is relatively small, limited areas 
of application are. needed to dispose of in-county biosolids. Out-of-county biosolids, however, 
can be used to benefit Mason County lands, while helping to solve the problem of biosolid 
disposal in larger Puget Sound communities such as Pierce and King Counties. Importation of 
biosolids ·is a politically sensitive issue, but can provide benefits to the County. 

Co-CompOsting of biosolids. Biosolids have been converted to a good quality compost material 
through mixing with municipal solid waste, yard debris, or wood waste. Biosolids are mixed with 
other wastes, turned frequently·to prevent anaerobic conditions; and allowed to age into compost. 
The compost produced can be of very high quality and can be utilized for landscaping or as a soil 
amendment at nurseries. 

A composting project must be well planned and monitored to be successful. Concentrations of 
metals, nitrogen, phosphorous and other constituents should be tested for and provided to potential 
end-users. Market development efforts should be aimed at nurseries, landscapers, and home 
gardeners. \ 

While market development efforts must initially be very intensive and may include pilot projects 
and advertising, eventually the material may become popular. In some composting projects the 
material has become very popular with demand exceeding supply during the spring and summer 
months. 

Landfill Disposal. The Department of Ecology has listed landfill disposal of biosolids as the 
lowest priority utilization method and has reserved the right to prohibit landfill disposal if 
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necessary (RCW 70.95.255). The Department will generally allow biosolid utilization at landfill 
sites for cover applications only. The landfill operated by RDC will not accept bio-solids that can 
be utilized. 

Typically raw biosolids are too wet to work with for landfill cover. In this case, mixing the 
biosolids with soil, wood waste or processed yard debris can improve the consistency and make 
it a useful source of daily or fmal cover. Stabilized biosolids and septage may also be combined 
and mixed with wood waste or processed yard debris to solve the problem of septage disposal . 

. 9.4.2 Septic Tank Pumpings 

ISSUE: Is lime stabilization and land application of treated septic tank pumpings the 
most viable alternative? Are there other alternatives? · 

Alternative methods for managing septic tank pumpings within :Mason County include stabilization 
and composting or land application, co-treatment with wastewater and chlorine oxidation. Landfill 
disposal of septage is not considered because the Department of Ecology through RCW 70.95.255 
h~s established that landfill disposal of septage is the lowest priority method of utilization. 
Landfill disposal is to be considered as a "last resort'~ alternative and only through utilization as 
a cover material. The landfill cover alternative was discussed under. section 9 .4.1. 

Septic tank pumpings are becoming an increasing problem within the state and across the country. 
As treatment plants· approach capacity they are increasingly refusing to take septage wastes. No 
definitive guidelines have been established by the State regarding management of septage, so 
solutions are "patchwork" at best. · · 

Stabiliiaticin and Composting or I;md Application . Stabilization of septic tank pumpin:gs in:volves 
mixing the septage with some chemical or treating it by other means to render it non-pathogenic 
(disease causing) and to reduce its oc;lor. One typical method of stabilization is the addition of 
lime. This method is approyed by the Department of Ecology and renders the septage relatively 
safe and odorless. · 

Stabilized septage can be composted like biosolids. The septage can be mixed with wood waste, 
processed yard debris, or processed mixed waste. The mix is stockpiled in windrows and turned 
occasionally to maintain aerobic conditions. Iffrequently turned and aerated the compost is ready 
after about 21 days. Typically the material is left in windrows for an additional 2 to 10 weeks to 
ensure that all portions of the pile are composted. The composted septage can be lan\1 applied to 
agricultural or forest lands as a fertilizer or may be used for land reclamation purposes in areas 
with poor soils. 

Co-Treatment with Wastewater. A common method of managing septage waste in many counties, 
is to deliver it to a wastewater treatment plant. The septage is pumped into the treatment plant 
and subjected to the same processes as the wastewater. 
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This alternative assumes that adequate capacity is available at the Sewage treatment plant to handle 
the septage. Currently there are no wastewater facilities in Mason County willing to take septic 
pumpings. 

Mason County could consider establishing an agreement with neighboring counties to haul septage 
wastes to their treatment facilities. This alternative may be feasible as a short term solution. 

Chlorine Oxidation. This treatment method involves adding chlorine in sufficient quantities to kill 
pathogenic bacteria in the septage. The septage would still need to be land applied as a fmal 
utilization method. · 

Because· of the high bacterial populations in septage and the large percentage of solids, large 
quantities of chlorine would need to be added to the septage to. render it free of bacteria. This 
method is not preferred, btit could be used as a preliminary step to land application to satisfy . 
health concerns.. · 

9 .4.3 Demolition Waste 

iSSUE: What strategy should be. adopted for disposal of demolition materials? 
Continued disposai in solid waste landfills?. Develop a separate demolition 
.disposal/recovery site? Where?. 

Co-DispoSal with MSW. In this alternative, demolition was~ and construction debris continues 
to be disposed of in the Regional MSW landfill; This waste would be treated just as other solid 
wastes are treated in terms of disposal. This is the existing method of disposing of demolition 
wastes in Mason County. · · 

In g~neral, continued disposal of demolition waste in new MFS compliant landfills would be 
unnecessarily expensive and an inefficient use of landfill capacity .. Although demolition waste 
could be co-disposed with solid waste, the capacity of the landfill is better reserved for other solid 
wastes that cannot be disposed of elsewhere. 

Demolition Landfill. A demolition landfill is beneficial because it has less strict construction and 
operational requirements. The landfill does not require a liner, and cover is only required at 
closure or during summer months for wastes that pose a frre hazard. Because there is no leachate 
treatment, daily cover, environmental monitoring, or final cover requirements the cost of disposal 
is significantly less than an MSW landfill. \ 

Smaller, private, demolition fills located throughout the County in locations that are convenient 
for local constmction activity have certain advantages. If a contractor has to travel a long distance 
to get to a demolition landfill there is a temptation to illegally dump constmction debris. Local 
demolition landfills provided by private in~ividuals could help alleviate this problem. 
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Even if the County promotes development of conununity based demolition sites, they may still 
want to establish a County demolition site or continue to accept demolition wastes for export to 
make sure a disposal option is always available. 

9.4.4 Wood Wastes 

Wood wastes in Mason County provide a potential resource for composting other waste streams 
such as slud~e or septic tank pumpings. Composting of both of these waste streams is discussed 
in Sections 9.4.1 and 9.4.2. 

9.4.5 Industrial Wastes . 

No needs or issues were identified for this waste stream in the previous section. Refer to Chapter 
3A for commercial waste recommendations. 

9.4.6 ~ 

ISSUE: What exiSting· disposal programs are available for tires? What potential 
futur~ programs would assist in disposal? 

At present tire disposal in Mason County is not a problem. However, if the existing program 
ends, the County would need to have some alternative ·method of handling waste tires. 
Alternatives considered in this section include shredding/landfllling, recycling, and exporting tires 
out -of-county. 

Shredding and Energy Recovery. Landfill disposal of used tires is not an option. Tires can be 
shredded, and the chips used· to augment hog fuel, this practice has been found to benefit the 
operation and efficiency of these facilities. 

Some types of tires can be a problem for a shredding machine, such as some steel belted tires. 
Segregation of problem tires would be required based on the shredder manufacturer's 
recommendations. These non-shreddable tires could be recycled or disposed of separately. 

Recycling Tires. There are a number of recycling options for used tires. Whole tires can be used 
for artificial reefs, erosion control, floating breakwaters, highway guards, dock bumpers, concrete 
base forms for poles or fences, and in playgrounds. One method currently being used involv~s 
cutting tires into strips and weaving these strips into mats .. These mats can be used for erosion 
control, landscaped areas, and trail stabilization. All of these options are being pursued before 
tires are landfilled. 

Out-of-County Exporting of Tires. The tire' disposal problem is common to many counties in the 
State. Problems of this magnitude have generated some creative alternatives. 
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9.4.7 Infectious Wastes 

ISSUE: What form should the overall strategy take? Ordinance? 

Alternatives for managing. the infectious wastes generated in Mason County include incineration, 
controlled landfill disposal, and sterilization with uncontrolled landfill disposal. Although no 
problems are currently identified, the County may consider an ordinance at some future date. 

A County ordinance on infectious waste could include a definition of infectious wastes, handling 
methods, disposal requirements, acceptable sterilization and incineration methods, and 
requirements· for each generator to have an infectious waste managemen~ pennit and plan. One 
model of an infectious waste regulc~.tion is the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department's 
regulations. · · 

Incineration. Incineration of infectious wastes is currently used in hospitals throughout the United 
States. Currently there are no known infectious waste incinerators located in Mason County. An 
initial accounting of infectious waste generators, including a waste stream survey would enable 

· the County to determine if this is a feasible alternative. 

Controlled Landftll Disposal. This alternative involves landfilling of infectious wastes. All 
generators would be required by ordinance to segregate infectious waste from the rest of their 
waste stream for delivery to the Solid Waste Facility. The material could be stored in colored 
bags similar to the method used by the correctional center.. At the Solid Waste Facility, the 
material would be loaded in special containers and immediately shipped. 

Steri{ization and Uncontrol1ed. Landfill Disposal. All infectious wastes could be required to be 
sterilized using approp'tiate measures as spelled out in a County ordinance. Methods that would 
be appropriate include steam, chemical, thermal, and irnldiation sterilization. Once the wastes 
were sterilized they would be allowed to be disposed in the landfill through the normal solid waste 
collection service. · · 

9.4.8 White Goods!Appliances 

No needs or issues were identified for this special waste stream in the previous section. 

9 .4.9 Asbestos 
\ 

No needs or issues were identified for this special waste stream in the previous section. 

Table 9.1A summarizes existing County policies and evaluates available alternatives based on 
advantages and disadvantages. 

9.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.5.1 niosolids 
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The SW AC recognized the unpopularity of biosolid land application with the Mason County 
public, while also recognizing the potential benefits of land application in the County. Concern 
was voiced over the misunderstandings and lack of public education associated with tltis issue. 
The SW AC supported land application of biosolids and expressed a desire to see a policy 
developed which would allow land application of biosolids within Mason County. 

Recommendation 9.1. Mason County should proceed with a public awareness and 
education program for biosolids utilization in land application. The County should 
continue to investigate alternative methods for biosolids handling, including possible 
regional solutions. \ 

Recommendation 9.2. The County govenunent should support land application of 
biosolids. The County should develop clear policies and guidelines for biosolid land 
application. These should include EPA requirements as well as guidelines for site 
selection. 

9.5.2 Septic Tank Pumpings 

Se,Ptic pumpings generated in Mason County are currently disposed of at the Bio-Recycling lime 
stabilization/land application·facility located in the Webb Hill·area. 
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Table 9.1 A summarizes existing County policies and evaluates available alternatives based on advantages and disadvantages. 

AL WASTE STREAM ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Existing 
Soecial Waste Cm.mtv Policv? Alternatives Benefits Disadvantages 

Biosolids yes Land Application • Benefits Lands • Adverse Public 
Opinion 

Co-Composting • Under 
Development • Adequate quantities of 

septage available 
• Cost of program 

Landfill Disposal 
May be prohibited by No new progrru;n • • 

. required WDOE 
• Wasted resource 

Septic Tank Pumpings Yes · Stabilization/Compost • Produces useable .. Cost of program 
Dispose by Pvt resource 
Contractor Increases sludge Co-Treatment in No new program • 
--- • 

WWTP required quantities 
• Inadequate capacity in 

county, high cost of 

Chlorine Oxidation • Stabilization export 

Method 
. Large quantities of • 
·chlorine required 

• R~uires end use or 
disposal 

Demolition Waste Yes Co-Di5posal • One Landfill • Uses capacity 
research recycling w/MMSW needed permitted for MMSW 
options. 

Demolition LF · • Two LFs needed 
• Conserves 

.MMSW 
Capacity· 
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Existing 
Snecial Waste County__£_olkY1 Alternatives · Benefits Disadvantages 

Wood Waste Yes Potential use in " Production of • Uncertain 
Limit Quantities composting other useable resource marketability of 
Accepted waste streams product 

" Cost of Program 

Industrial Waste Yes None .Identified 
LF Disposal 
w/Health Dept. 
Approval 

Tires Yes. Shredding and • In-County • Costly shredding 
Collected by Landfilling program equipment 
Contractor .. Prevents tires _.._.- " Wasted resource 

floating in LF 
" Costly programs Recycling 
• No current local 

" Takes advantage 
of resources .programs 

Out-of-County 
Possible wasted Export Current program " • 

requires no new resource 
.. Dependent on out -of program 

county· contractors 

Infectious Waste Yes Incineration .. · Current program " Incinerator air impacts 
out of county • Effective means 
by private of volume 
contractor. reduction and 

sterilization 

\1ason County SWM Plan 9A-15 1998 



Table 9.1A SPECIAL WASTE STREAM ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION (Cont.) 

Special Waste 

Infectious Waste 
(Cont.) 

White 
Goods/ Appliances 

Asbestos 

Existing 
Countv Policv? 

Yes 
Breakdown and 
Recycle, develop 
method to handle 
CFCs. 

Yes, export/landfill 
disposal 

Mason County S\VM: Plan 

Alternatives 

Controlled LF 
Disposal 

Landfill 

"Breakdown" and 
Recycle 

None Identified 

9A-16 

Benefits Disadvantages 

• No incinerator or • No sterilization, 
sterilization attention to disposal 
method required required 

• Reduces tasks • Some wastes may 
for LF operator bypass sterilization and 

present a hazard in the 
LF 

• Existing practice • Wastes resource 

• Uses resource, • Labor intensive 
reduces waste • Requires adequate . 
stream market 

1998 



Recommendation 9.3. The County should continue utilize the private sector while 
evaluating alternative methods of septage handling. 

9.5.3 Demolition Waste 

The SW AC and County staff both support source separation of recyclable demolition wastes where 
feasible. However, the current solid waste export prograin is not conducive to separating wastes 
to be Iandfilled. . 

Recommendation 9.4. The County should continue to investigate the feas~bility of 
utilizing certain recyclable demolition wastes and divert those materials to the appropriate 
facilities. 

9.5.4 Wood Wastes 

Support was given to conservation of landfill capacity and reduction of solid waste quantities 
through acceptance of limited amounts of industrially generated wood waste. Support was given/ 
to ~se of a chipper to reduce stumps and branches for use in a possible compost operation. 

Reeommenda,tion 9.5. County policy should limit wood waste quantities that are disposed 
. with solid waste. 

9.5.5 Industrial Wastes 

The method for screening the industrial waste strean1 throligh notification of the Health 
Department in cases of "suspicious wastes" was deemed adequate. However, the SW AC was also 

· interested in business and commercial waste from a recycling standpoint. Both the SW AC and 
County were interested in a prograin of waste audits in which the City/County Recycling 
Coordinator would · educate businesses regarding waste reduction and recycling programs 
appropriate for their situation. A recommendation to this effect is contained in Chapter 3A. 

9.5.6 11rfs 

Concern was voiced over the Jack of programs available for disposal of waste tires. Development 
of additiorial programs and facilities was viewed as necessary to management of this waste stream. 
Both the SWAC and County staff suppo1ted continuation of the existing disposal method in which 
a private contractor collects waste tires. 

Recommendation 9.6. Mason County should support development of tire recycling 
methods in Washington State and monitor new programs for possible implementation 
within the County. 
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9.5.7 Infectious Wastes 

Incineration of hospital wastes was judged to be an acceptable method for treatment of infectious 
wastes prior to disposal. However, concern was shown for the impacts of the hospital incinerator 
on the environment and. the need for ongoing monitoring by the Health Department was identified. 

Recommendation 9.8. The County should continue to require stringent compliance with 
all state and federal regulations to reduce exposure to. solid waste utility· workers and 
prevent any possible environmental damage. 

9.5.8 White Goods/Appliances 

The current method for handling bulky appliances and white goods received SW AC support. 

Recoriunendation 9~8. County policy should support the current program for breakdown 
. and recycling of white goods and appliances. 

RecoiD.IIlendation 9.9. Continue the existing handling program for the p:roper storage, 
handling and disposal of the ·t:J-uorocarbons ( CFCs). 

9.5.9 Asbestos 

The current method of landfilling asbestos received support. 

Recommendation 9.10. The County should continue the transportation and disposal 
practices for asbestos. 

9.6 IMPLEMENTATION 

An implementation schedule and planning level budget is developed in this section for special 
waste handling and disposal in Mason County. 

Table 9.2A :Jl\.1PLEMENTATION SCHEDULE- SPECIAL WASTE STREAMS 

Biosolids 

1998-2003 

1998-2003 

Mason County SWM Plan 

\ 

Mason County together with the City of Shelton continues to develop public 
awareness and education programs for land application of biosolids. 

Mason County proposes and adopts a biosolicl land application policy which 
includes application and site selection guidelines. 
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Septic Tank Purnpings 

1998-2003 

Demolition Waste 

1998-2003 

Wood Wastes 

1998-2003 

The County investigates alternative methods for septage waste handling. 

·The County continues to accept certain demolition wastes for export while 
investigating recycling and recovery options. 

The County continues to accept limited amounts of wood waste for 
handling. 

Industrial Waste - Refer to Chapter 3A 

1998-2003 

Infectious Wastes . 

1998-2003 

The County continues to dispose of waste tires through private contractor. 
The County investigates new programs for tire recycling or disposal and 
evaluates them for possible implementation. 

The County enforces new requirements. 

White Goods/Appliances 

1998-2003 

Asbestos 

1998-2003 

Mason County SWM Plan 

The County continues to support separation and breakdown of white 
goods/appliances at the landfill. 

The County continues regional landfill disposal of asbestos. 
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Biosolids 

• 

Table 9.3A IMPLEMENTATION COST SUMMARY* 

Public awareness and education program for 
land application of biosolids. 

$2-10,000 

• Adoption of a biosolids land application policy Little to no added cost 

Septic Tank Pumpings 

Investigation of alternate septage handling 
programs. 

Demolition Waste 

Continue to investigate recovery and recycling options 

$5-10,000 

·while exporting these wastes along with MSW to the regional facility. No additional cost 

Wood Wastes - No added costs 

Industrial Waste - Refer to Chapter 3A 

Tires - Little to no added costs 

Infectious Wastes - Little to no added costs 

White Goods/Appliances - Little to no added costs 

Asbestos - Little to no added costs 

*Costs indicated have been developed· for planning purposes only. As activities are begun, 
costs should be re-evaluated for more accurate estimates. 
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APPENDIX A 

DETEU..MINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE 



MASON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Planning-Landfill-Utilities 

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE 
(WAC 197-l.l.-340} 

Description of Proposal: 
MASON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMEN'r\PLAN - UPDATE 

Proponent: MASON COUNTY 

Location of Proposal: MASON COUNTY 

PARCEL#:MASON COUNTY 
All of Mason.County _ . 
INCORPORAT~D AND.UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF MASON COUNTY 

Lead Agency: MASON COUNTY. 

SEP98-0026 

The Lead Agency for this proposal has determined that it dqes not have a 
probable significant ·adverse impact on the environtttent. An Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.2l.C.030(2) (c). This 
decision was made after review of a completed Enviroomental Checklist and 
other information on file with the Lead Agency. This information is 
available to the public upon request. 

Please contact ~~ St'-~ 
questions. 

at ext. __ 2_·-~-~--- with any 

·This DNS is issued under 197-11-340(2), the Lead Agency will not act on 
this proposal for 15 days from the date below. Comments must be 
submitted.by 04/08/98. 

Date 

Responsible Offic1al: G,ary Yando 
Director of Community Development 
426 W. Cedar, 
PO BOX 578 
Shelton, WA 98584 
(360) 427-9670 

NON_SIG, rev: 08/23/96 
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MASON CO. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Page 1 

·A. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of,proposed project, if applicable: Mason County Solid Waste 
Management Plan Amendment 

2. Name of applicant: Mason County, Washington 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 
Gary J. Yanda -Director of Community Development 
P.O. Box578 
Shelton, WA 98584 · 

4. Date checklist prepared: 

5. Agency requesting checklist: Mason. County 

6. Proposed timing or· schedule (including phasing,· if applicable): 
This amendment is basically providing information regarding where we are in our 
solid waste process. It also provides current figures regarding waste reduction 
recycling. We a/so provide information which relates to recommendations 
·covering the next five years. 

7. Do you have ?hY plans for future expansion, 91' further activity related to 
or connected with this proposal? If yes explain. 
Mason County has elected·to contract out for the next 15 years the transporting 
of solid waste to an out-of-county site as they have for the past 5 years. There 
may be an expansion orthe Belfair Drop Box Station in the future. We may a/so 
l9ok at construction of a new Drop Box Station in SE Mason County. 

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been 
prepared, or will be prepared, directly related to this proposal. 
None known. 

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental 
approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property covered by 
your proposal? If yes, explain. None known. 

1 0. list any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your 
proposal, if known. We have worked closely with the City of Shelton in 
this process. They will be required to approve the plan amendment as will 
the Maso County Board of Commissioners. 



MASON CO. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Page 2 

11. Give a brief, complete description of your proposal, including the 
proposed uses and the size of the project and site. There are several 
questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects of 
your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. 
(Lead agencies may modify this form to include additional specific 
information on project description.) The Plan is intende,d to be the 
planning tool for future decisions regarding solid waste. 

12. What is the location of the proposal. Give sufficient information .for a 
· pe.rson to understand the precise location of your proposed project, 

including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if 
known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range 
or. boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity 
map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should 
submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to 
duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications 
related to.this checklist. 
. The solid waste plan is applicable to all areas within the boundaries of Mason 
County. 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS: 

1. EARTH: 

a. General description of the site (circle one): Fiat, rolling, hilly, steep 
slopes, mountainous, other __ 
NIA 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
NIA 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, 
gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, 
specify them and note any prime farmland. NIA 
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d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate 
vicinity? If so, describe.N/A 

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or 
grading proposed. Indicate source of fiii.N/A 

f. Could erosion occur ·as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so. 
generally describe.N/A 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces 
after project constructions (for example, asphalt or buildings)?N/A 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the 
earth, if any:N/A 

2. AIR: 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e. 
dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during construction and 
when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give 
approximate quantities, if known.N/A 
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b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your 
proposal?· If so, generally describe.N/A 

\ . ' 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, 
if any:N/A 

3. WATER:N/A 

a. Surface: 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the · 
site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, 
wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If appropriate, state 
what stream or river it flows into.N/A 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 
· feet) the described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available 
plans.N/A 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be place in 
or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the 
site that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material.N/A 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? 
Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
N/A 



MASON CO. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Page 5 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 1 00-year floodplain? if .so, note location 
on the site plan.N/A 

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface 
waters? If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of 
discharge.N/A · · \ 

b~ Ground: 

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground 
water? Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities, if 
known:N/A 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from 
septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example, Domestic sewage: 
industrial; containing the following chemicals ... ; agricultural, etc.). 
Describe the general size of the system, the number· of such systems, the 
number of houses to be served (ifapplicable)~ or the number of animals 
or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.N/A 

c. Water Runoff (including storm water): 

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of 
collection and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will 
this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If so, de.scribe.N/A 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally 
describe.N/A 
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d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff 
water impacts, if any:N/A 

4. PLANTS: 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:N/A 

·_ d.eciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 
._evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 

!:lhrubs·. 
_grass 
_pasture 
_ crop or grain 
_wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bull rush, skunk cabbage, other 
_water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
_ other types of vegetation 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?N/A 

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the 
site.N/A 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to 
preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any:N/A 
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5. ANIMALS 

a. Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the 
site or are known to be on or near the site:N/A · 

birds: ha~k, heron, eagle, songbirqs, other .......... . 
mammals. deer, bear, elk, beaver, other ............. . 
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other ..... . 

b:· List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the 
site. 

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explairi.N/A 

d. · Proposed measures to preserved or enhance wildlife, if any:N/A 

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES: 

a.. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be 
used to meet the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it 
will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc.NIA 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent 
properties? If so, generally describe.N/A 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of 
this proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy 
impacts, if any:NIA 
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic 
chemicals, risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could 
occur as a result of this proposal? If so, describe.N/A 

\ 

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 
NIA 

2) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, 
if any: 

NIA 

b. Noise. 

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for 
example: traffic, equipment, operation, other)?N/A 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with 
the project on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, 
construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise would come 
from the site 
NIA 

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:NIA 

8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE: 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? NIA 
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b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe . 

. NIA 

c. Describe any structures on the site:. 

NIA 

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? 
NIA 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

NIA 

f. .What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? 

NIA 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of 
the site? 
NIA 

h. Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" 
area? If so, specify. N/A 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed 
project? 

NIA 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 
NIA . 

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
NIA 
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I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing 
and projected land uses and plans, if any: 
NIA 

9. HOUSING: 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate 
whether high, middle, or low-income housing. NIA 

·b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate 
whether high, middle, or low-income housing. N/A 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: NIA 

10. AESTHETICS: 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including 
antennas; what is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 
N/A 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 
NIA 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

NIA 
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11. LIGHT AND GLARE 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day 
would it mainly occur? 
NIA 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or 
interfere with views? 
NIA 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal: 
NIA 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 
NIA . 

12. RECREATION: 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the 
immediate vicinity? 
NIA 

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If 
so, describe. 
NIA 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, inCluding 
recreation opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: 
NIA 



.. 

MASON CO. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Page 12 

13. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION: 

a. . Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, 
or local preservation registers kriown to be on or next to the site? If so, 
generally describe. NIA 

. I 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, 
·scientific, or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site. 
NIA 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 
NIA . 

14. TRANSPORTATION: 

A. Identify public streets and highways serving the site and describe 
proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 

·N/A 

b. Is site currently served by public transit?. If not, what is the approximate 
distance to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any. 
NIA 

c. How many parking. spaces would the completed project have? How many 
would the project eliminate? 
NIA 

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to 
existing roads or streets, not including driveways? If so, generally 
describe (indicate whether public or private). 
NIA 
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e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation? If so, generally describe. 
NIA 

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed 
project? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur. 

NIA 

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts •. if ·any: 

NIA 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES: 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public service (for 
example: fire protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)? 
If so, generally describe: 

NIA 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public 
services, if any: 
NIA 

16. UTILITIES: 
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a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas,. 
water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other: 
N/A 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing 
the service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the 
immediate vicinity which might be needed: 
NIA 

c. Signature: 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. 
understand that the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Signature: 


