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Chapter 1: Issues Facing Ao
Washington State E)

Budget

Continuing Impacts to Ecology’s Waste 2 Resources Program from
the Waste Reduction, Recycling and Litter Control Account
Reductions

The Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Litter Control Account (WRRLCA) is a major funding
source for the Waste 2 Resources (W2R) Program for litter prevention and pickup programs, as
well as waste reduction and recycling program eligible for funding under RCW 70.93.180(1)(c).

In July 2010, WRRLCA funding was reduced by $4 million. Several activities were suspended
at that time.

In July 2011, funding from WRRLCA was reduced by $7 million. Proviso language placed
limitations on how the W2R Program could spend the remaining funds. The W2R Program
suspended or reduced activities to meet requirements of the proviso. The $7 million fund
reductions in WRRLCA also resulted in suspension of several additional activities and
redirection of existing staff work. Some of this work was also suspended in Fiscal Year 2010-11
because of that biennium’s $4 million reduction. See Solid Waste in Washington State 20th
Annual Status Report, Publication #11-07-039, for additional details.

In July 2012, an additional $1.7 million reduction and restrictions on work using WRRLCA
funds were imposed on the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology). Ecology was
required to only fund litter collection programs from the account. One-time savings were
achieved by eliminating several eligible waste reduction and recycling programs. Funding was
restored for organics and composting work using the State Toxics Control Account on a one-time
basis. This funding allowed for the continued work to evaluate odor issues at composting
facilities. See Solid Waste in Washington State 21* Annual Status Report, Publication #12-07-
074, for additional details.

In July 2013, $10 million in WRRLCA revenue was diverted to the State Parks Renewal and
Stewardship Account for maintenance of state parks in the 2013-15 and 2015-17 biennia.
Because of this continued WRRLCA reduction, some specific Ecology activities are still
suspended.

Litter Pickup Programs

Ecology is prioritizing litter pickup efforts through the Ecology Youth Corps (EYC) and
partnerships with the Washington State Department of Corrections (DOC), Department of

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 1
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Natural Resources (DNR), and local governments. This is done through the Community Litter
Cleanup Program (CLCP). Reductions taken to other Ecology funding will mean fewer crews on
county roads and public lands, and fewer miles covered for litter pickup. Expected results will
be dirtier and potentially more dangerous roads.

Other specific litter related activities are either still suspended or have received reduced funding:

e Ecology's litter prevention campaign and the litter survey are suspended. Surveys had shown
a 25 percent reduction in litter because of the prevention campaign.

e The Washington State Patrol’s emphasis on secured load requirements is suspended.

e The litter hotline where citizens could report observed littering is no longer in service,
resulting in less education and outreach to the public.

e Funding reductions to the CLCP continue, resulting in increased litter on county roads.

e Funding for litter pickup through interagency agreements with Washington State Parks and
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife is suspended. The result is increased litter
on public areas, state lands, recreational areas, and increased illegal dumping.

Waste Prevention and Recycling

Ecology also works on many different issues that deal with waste prevention and recycling.
Because of WRRLCA fund reductions, some specific activities are still suspended:

e The School Awards Program is suspended, resulting in fewer incentives for exceptional waste
reduction and recycling efforts in schools.

o Staff for the 1-800-RECYCLE hotline was greatly reduced.
e There is no funding for a statewide waste characterization study.

We are prioritizing our technical assistance to support work on priority waste streams as
discussed below.

Organics Management

Organic materials, including yard waste, food waste, land clearing debris, and construction and
demolition debris, have historically been a significant portion of the waste stream. To meet the
State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan (Beyond Waste) goal of closed-loop recycling and reuse
of organic materials, those materials are being diverted from disposal to other management
options. Some of the management options have associated concerns.

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 2
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In major population centers of western Washington, there has been an increased demand for
landfill diversion options for organic wastes like residential yard debris and food wastes. Local
governments and waste management companies have responded with increased collection and
diversion programs. Unfortunately, the infrastructure to support increased collection is
inadequate. The result is an overburdened compost industry with odor problems and excess
product supply.

To address these issues, Ecology is providing technical assistance to jurisdictional health
departments and compost facility owners to alleviate some of the problems. We revised rules in
2013, WAC 173.350.220 - Composting Facilities, to address feedstock, materials management,
odor issues, and conditions for exempt compost facilities to improve organics management.
Ecology is also working with local governments in their planning process to encourage them to
evaluate the presence of adequate facility infrastructure to handle organic materials before they
implement the collection programs.

Anaerobic digestion is also a proven technology that converts organic matter to biogas in the
absence of oxygen, with nutrient rich fiber and liquid as byproducts. As part of the rule revision
process last year, a new section, WAC 173.350.250, was developed to address anaerobic
digesters.

Reducing and Recycling Materials from Construction

In addition to providing support to local government on curbside recycling programs, Ecology is
also focusing our technical assistance efforts on reducing and recycling materials related to the
construction industry. This involves using less material in the construction process, reducing the
use of toxic building materials, and recovering more through deconstruction, reuse, and recycling
of the construction and demolition (C&D) debris.

C&D debris makes up about 25 percent of the waste stream. Reducing, reusing, and recycling
this material not only keeps it out of landfills, it reduces greenhouse gas emissions and creates
needed jobs and economic stimulation. Ecology will focus efforts to ensure that C&D debris
collected for recycling is sent to the appropriate facility and is recycled, not disposed.

Reducing and Recycling Plastics
Ecology will work with stakeholders to promote plastic products recycling. As of 2011, plastics

made up 12.3 percent of the waste stream, up from 9.9 percent in 1992. Plastic bags make up 5.4
percent of the total plastics disposed.

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 3
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Updating the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan
(the Beyond Waste Plan)

Chapter 70.95 RCW, Solid Waste Management — Reduction and Recycling, directs Ecology to
develop a solid waste management plan as a guide to carry out a state coordinated solid waste
management program (RCW 70.95.260). Ecology developed the first state plan in 1972, and
revised it in 1980 and 1991. In 2004 Ecology issued the current State Solid and Hazardous
Waste Plan (Beyond Waste).

Washington is required to review and update the state plan regularly. The first update was
completed in October 2009. In fall 2013, we began working on the next state plan update. As a
first step in this process, before we drafted any content, we contacted stakeholders including
local governments, waste and recycling companies, environmental organizations, other state
agencies, and others, to get their ideas on how to make the plan most useful and seek advice
about the update process.

The many comments we received will be used to generate first draft recommendations, which
will be available for public review and comment in 2014. These comments will then be
considered as we create a second draft, with one more cycle of review and input before the plan
update is complete.

Goals for the update include increased focus on the current waste management system and the
diversity that exists across the state, while maintaining the Beyond Waste Plan vision to reduce
and eliminate most waste and toxics, using any remaining wastes as resources.

See Chapter 2 for more details. To be kept informed on the plan update process, join the listserv
(http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa? AO=WA-STATE-WASTE-PLAN) and visit the plan update
website (www.ecy.wa.gov/wasteplan).

Regulatory Changes in Washington

Solid Waste Handling Standards Rule Update

In November 2013, the W2R Program formally announced it would update Chapter 173-350
WAC - Solid Waste Handling Standards. Sections of the rule pertaining to organics
management (220, 225, and 250) were adopted in spring 2013 following a process that began in
2009. In 2010, an update of the whole chapter was put on hold under former Governor Christine
Gregoire’s Executive Order restricting agency rule making. Only the organics sections moved
forward. The new update will focus on the remaining sections of the rule. Ecology is not
proposing further amendments to the organics sections at this time.

Ecology will revisit issue papers and summaries developed following previous stakeholder work,
and renew efforts to work with stakeholders. Issues identified as priorities include updating
definitions, clarifying criteria for inert waste classification and when earthen material/soil is a

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 4
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solid waste, and streamlining recordkeeping and reporting requirements. In this general update,
Ecology will address other issues that may result in substantive changes, as well as clarifications
and corrections to language in the chapter not expected to change the overall effect of the rule.

Local health authorities (LHA) adopt ordinances that meet or exceed state program requirements,
and have the lead for implementing the requirements of state solid waste rules through local
permitting processes. Solid waste management is largely a partnership between public agencies
and the private sector. Operators are a mixture of public (mainly public works departments) and
private (haulers, recyclers, disposers) interests.

Ecology will solicit and evaluate recommendations of ad hoc committees comprised of internal
staff and stakeholder representatives including local health authorities, and solicit feedback from
stakeholders through both informal and formal public processes. Ecology will involve
stakeholders by keeping them informed using various communications tools with a heavy
emphasis on a ListServ (http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa?SUBED1=ECY-SW-HANDLING-
STANDARDS&A=1) established for this purpose.

Ecology will also use e-mail, newspaper notices, notices to trade journals, a website with rule
update information, notices on the agency public events calendar, notices sent through the
WACTrack ListServ, and informal and formal stakeholder meetings and hearings. We will
periodically brief the Waste 2 Resources Advisory Committee and statewide environmental
health directors.

At this early stage it is difficult to project dates with great confidence. Following is a proposed
timeline:

Rule-making announcement (CR-101 filing) November 6, 2013
Proposed rule available for public comment (CR-102 filing) | June 2016

Final rule adoption (CR-103 filing) November 2016
Rule effective date December 2016

Encouraging Producer Responsibility in Washington

E-Cycle Washington — a Success Story

E-Cycle Washington, the state’s electronic product recycling program, has been in operation for
five years. It continues to set a new record collection rate every year. In 2013 another high
watermark was set when 46 million pounds of TVs, computers, monitors, e-readers, and portable
DVD players were collected for recycling. In the five-year life of the program, more than 200
million pounds of these devices were prevented from going to landfills where the toxic materials
they contain like lead, cadmium, and polybrominated flame retardants could eventually be
released to the environment. More than 13 million pounds of lead alone have been recycled
through the program instead of going into landfills.

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 5


http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa?SUBED1=ECY-SW-HANDLING-STANDARDS&A=1
http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa?SUBED1=ECY-SW-HANDLING-STANDARDS&A=1
http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa?SUBED1=ECY-SW-HANDLING-STANDARDS&A=1

Chapter 1: Issues Facing Washington State

E-Cycle Washington is the state’s first manufacturer funded product stewardship program and its
success is nationally recognized. There are 25 states that have types of e-cycle laws and
Washington is consistently one of the highest performers. In 2013, Washington consumers
recycled 6.7 pounds of electronics per person in the state. This high per capita rate is made
possible in part by the convenient statewide collection network of more than 330 free dropoff
sites for used electronics. More than half of these sites are reuse oriented charitable
organizations that put thousands of the fully functional electronics they receive through E-Cycle
Washington back into use through the secondary market. See Chapter 2 - Partnering for the
Environment for more details about the E-Cycle Washington Program.

Mercury-Containing Lights Product Stewardship Program

The 2010 Legislature adopted Chapter 70.275 RCW, Mercury-Containing Lights - Proper
Disposal. The law requires producers of mercury-containing lights sold in or into Washington
State for residential use to fully finance and participate in a take-back program, effective January
1, 2013. Producers of mercury-containing lights were to fund Ecology’s administration and
enforcement costs.

Ecology formally proposed rules for the new stewardship program in June 2012 and held public
hearings in August. Ecology’s Director adopted the new rules on November 16, 2012. The rules
became effective on December 17, 2012.

Light-cycle Washington is the mercury-containing lights product stewardship program “brand.”
The Light-cycle Washington Program was not operational on January 1, 2013, because a lawsuit
about funding the program was filed against the rule and delayed implementation of the program.
The industry is proposing legislation for the 2014 Legislative Session to eliminate the state
contracted program and allow for producer funding options to include using an “eco fee.” If the
Legislature approves the changes, the lawsuit will no longer be necessary and the program can be
implemented.

The program’s status will be regularly updated on Ecology’s website. Additional information is
available at:

e Light-cycle Washington website: www.walights.org

e Ecology website: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/

e Ecology publication: https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/1207064.pdf

Issues with Used QOil Collection Programs

The City of Tacoma is reviewing proposed changes to their city-wide used oil collection program
that serves households after receiving an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) fine and
decontamination costs.
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The City shipped 750 gallons of used oil contaminated with Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
from the city’s Do-It-Yourself used oil tank at the transfer station to Emerald Services, an oil
recycling and waste management company. Because the oil passed the Chlor-D-Tect test, the
City did not suspect that the used oil was contaminated with PCBs.

Emerald Services found the problem during routine oil testing that revealed PCB contamination
over 50 ppm, triggering provisions of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). The PCB
contaminated oil in Emerald’s tank was traced to Tacoma.

Emerald Services provided a waste report to EPA required by federal regulations describing the
PCB waste. Under TSCA, EPA considered the violation to occur at the time Emerald pumped
the oil out of the city’s tank, even though the City and Emerald were not aware of the
contamination until several days later when the laboratory test results were available. Because
the contamination was traced to Tacoma, EPA issued a three-part violation to the City of
Tacoma:

e Failure to notify EPA of PCB waste activities.
e Failure to prepare a PCB waste manifest.
e Distribution of PCB into commerce.

It is important to note that the violations were administrative. No PCBs were released into the
environment. The City of Tacoma settled with EPA, paying a fine of $40,000. Because the
contamination was not discovered until after it had been pumped into Emerald’s bulk tank, the
City became liable for approximately 8,250 gallons of contaminated oil that could not be
recycled. The City had to pay for disposal of the contaminated oil as hazardous waste, as well as
the costs for decontamination of the tanks (Tacoma’s and Emerald’s).

In response to this incident, the City of Tacoma is now re-evaluating their used-oil collection
program. The first step is to implement a rigorous sampling and testing program that will
involve shutting down a collection tank and not sending oil to a third-party vendor until
laboratory tests confirm no contamination. A second tank will be made available while awaiting
test results. The second step is to close offsite tanks that the City operates in conjunction with
local businesses. These offsite tanks will have to be closed due to the cost and practicality of
installing second tanks, and the increased operational cost of sampling and testing oil from these
offsite locations. The City estimates that 60-percent of the used oil collected comes from these
offsite locations. Where that oil will now go is unclear.

The changes that the City of Tacoma is considering are in direct response to the regulatory
liability used oil collection programs face under TSCA. As more jurisdictions consider this
liability and EPA’s enforcement stance, broad changes to the state’s used oil collection and
recycling infrastructure could occur. Ecology is committed to working with EPA, local
governments, and used oil processors to ensure regulatory compliance while preserving the used
oil collection infrastructure that has successfully kept millions of gallons of used oil from
entering the environment.
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Chapter 2: Partnering for the Environment

Building strong partnerships underlies the success of Ecology’s Waste 2 Resources
(W2R) Program. The W2R Program encourages effective partnerships with
businesses, local governments, community organizations, other state agencies, the
agricultural community, and industry groups across the state. By working together, groups can offer
their unique perspectives and resources to move toward an economically, environmentally vibrant future
in Washington.

Time to Update the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan
(Beyond Waste Plan) — Partner Participation Needed!

Chapter 70.95 RCW, Solid Waste Management — Reduction and Recycling, directs Ecology to develop a
solid waste management plan as a guide to carry out a state coordinated solid waste management
program (RCW 70.95.260). Ecology developed the first state plan in 1972, and revised it in 1980 and
1991. In 2004, Ecology issued the current combined State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan, the Beyond
Waste Plan. The vision and goals were developed with the input of numerous stakeholders and partners.
The first five-year update was completed in October 2009, which made minor changes. We are now
working on the next five-year update, which is due in 2014.

The Beyond Waste Vision
Our goals with this plan update are to represent the statewide We can transition to society
system in all of its diversity, make the plan more user friendly, where wastes are viewed as
and stay on track to achieve the vision of reducing waste and inefficient and most wastes and
toxics, while safely managing what waste remains. toxic substances have been
Ecology began the update process in the fall of 2013. Before we eliminated. This will contribute to
put pen to paper, we asked for stakeholder input on some broad environmental, economic, and
questions: social vitality.

e What do you need in the state solid and hazardous waste plan to make it most useful for you?

e Thinking of an ideal solid and hazardous waste management system, statewide or in your area, what
are some key elements and actions to include in the plan update, especially for the next five years?

e Do you have any overall advice for the Department of Ecology for this plan update?

At the time of this writing, we have met with more than 30 groups and received additional comments
through the use of an online survey tool from about 50 respondents, totaling more than 100 pages of
comments. Ecology will use these comments to help draft new recommendations for the plan update,
which will then receive additional stakeholder review and input. Figure 2.1 depicts the general timeline
of the complete plan update process, which will include three opportunities for stakeholder input and
comments.
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FALL 2013

Initial
Stakeholder
Input

Figure 2.1
Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan Update Timeline

WINTER 2014 SPRING 2014 SUMMER 2014 FALL 2014

Stakeholder Second Stakeholder
First Draft Input on 1st Draft Input on 2nd
Written Draft Written Draft

WINTER 2014

Plan
Update
Complete!

To stay informed about the plan update, join the listserv at http://listserv.wa.gov/cgi-bin/wa? AO=WA-
STATE-WASTE-PLAN and visit the website. www.ecy.wa.gov/wasteplan.

Implementation of the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan (Beyond

Waste Plan)

Meanwhile, work on the current Beyond Waste state plan continues. The W2R Program implements
many aspects of the solid waste portion of the state plan, and coordinates with the Hazardous Waste and

Toxics Reduction Program on other portions of the plan. While
legislative funding restrictions preventing Ecology’s work on
some plan elements were removed as of June 30, 2013, the W2R
Program is still working under budgetary and staffing cuts that
considerably reduce its work capacity. Some of the work Ecology
and our partners were able to accomplish is listed below for each

initiative.

Why Beyond Waste?
Avoiding wastes and the use of
toxic chemicals is the smartest,

cheapest and healthiest
approach to waste management.

¢ Reducing Small Volume Hazardous Materials and Wastes

o Work on implementing the mercury lights product stewardship program continued, but due to a
lawsuit by the light manufacturers, a program is not yet operational.

o A new Green Janitorial Supplies contract was adopted in Washington and Oregon for use by
government agencies. A series of white papers on green purchasing opportunities were written
with funding by the National Association of State Procurement Officials. Both of these efforts
were worked on in partnership with the Department of Enterprise Services.

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report
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0 The paint industry worked with Washington stakeholders to bring paint product stewardship
legislation to Washington in the 2013 Legislative Session and plans to resubmit it in 2014.

0 The E-Cycle Washington product stewardship program celebrated five years of operations, with
more than 200,000,000 pounds of computers and televisions collected and recycled or reused.

e Increasing Recycling of Organic Materials

0 In 2013, Ecology completed rules designed to improve organics recycling. They are now being
implemented.

o Ecology and the Washington Organics Recycling Council held another fully attended, successful
compost operator training course.

0 Washington State University’s research continued on alternative uses for organic materials, but
at a reduced rate due to budget cuts.

0 Research is also underway on odors at compost facilities.
e Making Green Building Practices Mainstream
o This initiative has continued its focus on construction and demolition debris, and toxic building

products. However, there are now two completed Living Buildings in Washington State, with
many more underway.

0 In cooperation with roofing manufacturers, Ecology conducted a study on runoff from various
roofing materials. A second stage is set for 2014.

o Ecology staff is more closely tracking and monitoring registration of transporters of construction
and demolition debris, as well as other recyclable commodities.

e Current Issues with Solid Waste
0 The Northwest Region Recycling Workgroup is well underway in their study of co-mingled
recycling issues. They are building on similar work done by the Southwest Region Recycling

Workgroup that resulted in best management practices for curbside recycling.

o0 Grants and planning assistance for local government continued to be provided for waste
reduction and recycling, in support of the ideas and direction of the Beyond Waste Plan.
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e Measuring Progress

0 The Beyond Waste Progress Report provides important performance measures for our program,
local government, industry, and others. Indicators are now being updated as new data becomes
available, instead of just once a year. The Progress Report is available at
www.ecy.wa.gov/beyondwaste/bwprog_front.html.

o0 A recycling destination and use study has been planned and data will be collected in early 2014.

Partnering for the Environment through Sustainable
Building Practices

In 2011, the Legislature reduced funding and placed limitations our general green building work with
proviso language. The W2R Program currently has two staff that are focusing efforts on the sustainable
management of building materials in two key areas:

1. Optimum resource management within the construction industry;

2. Elimination of toxic substances from building materials & waste.

Promoting Effective Building Materials Management

There are a number of avenues open for making positive changes in commercial and residential design
and construction practices, so that construction and demolition (C&D) materials are specified and
handled with greater care. Building awareness of these practices is the first step.

Bringing DECON 13 to Washington

to bring DECON 13, a national biennial conference dedicated to
deconstruction and building material reuse, to Seattle. King County
Green Tools, the City of Seattle, Second Use, Reuse Consulting, and the
Northwest EcoBuilding Guild joined Ecology to contract with the
Building Materials Reuse Association, based in Chicago to organize and Recover, Reuse, Renew:
hold the conference at the Seattle Center. Building a Green Future

W?2R staff built a team of government and industry partners to win the bid Decon ‘13

Industry leaders from across the country descended upon Seattle to present on topics that included:
v Product Stewardship - A Focus on Carpet

v One Nail at a Time: Building Deconstruction Law as a Tool to Demolish Abandoned Housing
Problems

v Divert more Construction & Demolition Waste from Your Renovation Projects
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v Rethinking LEED MR Recycling: Time to Recycle this Credit, NOT Reuse it

v The use of Low-Value Materials from C&D Recovery

v A Life-Cycle Approach to Reducing Residential C&D Waste

Revising a Website

Staff is working on revising the former Green Building website to provide information on and links to
deconstruction resources, best management practices for construction materials, and salvage and reuse
opportunities.

Building a Materials Flow Map

Staff is also continuing efforts to create an interactive map of C&D facilities and their corresponding
material flows for public use. When ready, this challenging endeavor will be posted to the new website.
Development is expected to take a few more years.

Public Involvement Presentations and Educational Outreach

Staff gave presentations to groups region-wide and at conferences; facilitated public involvement
meetings; and developed workshops to train organizations and individuals new to C&D and effective

materials management.

Following are public outreach and collaboration efforts undertaken with various organizations and
jurisdictions in the last year:

e Cascadia Community College Curriculum Development. With other knowledgeable professionals,
staff assisted in developing the curriculum for the first Bachelors of Applied Science in Sustainable
Practices for Cascadia Community College in Bothell.

e Edmonds Community College. Staff presented a lecture on Building Codes and Change.

e EcoBuilding 2013: Building Bridges, Pushing Boundaries. Staff gave presentations on Toxic
Chemicals in Roof Runoff and practical processes of stakeholder engagement and participatory
Leadership.

Inspections of C&D Recycling Facilities

Staff assisted in field inspections of C&D recycling facilities to determine status and handling of
materials diverted from landfills, and to verify processing practices.
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Eliminating Toxins from Building Materials

The recent Puget Sound Toxics Loading Assessment (PSTLA) report identified arsenic, cadmium,
copper, and zinc levels in the Puget Sound Basin. These metals can cause harm and death to fish and
other aquatic life. Some can also adversely affect human health. The PSTLA report identified roofing
materials as a significant potential source of release of these metals, and possibly polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHSs) and phthalate plasticizers into the Puget Sound.

Staff partnered with Ecology’s Environmental Assessment Program (EAP) to conduct a Roofing
Materials Assessment, funded through a grant from the National Estuary Program. This study intends to
provide initial data needed to evaluate whether roofing materials are a potential source of toxic
chemicals in the Puget Sound Basin. This study assesses the concentrations of select metals and organic
compounds that run off of roofing materials during rain events. Actual roof systems include gutters and
downspouts, HVAC systems, flashings, etc. This pilot study is only assessing runoff from specific types
of roofing materials commonly used in the region.

A key element of the study has included partnering with members of the roofing industry including
manufacturers, contractors, roofing associations, and members of the environmental community to
provide comments and feedback on the study design, data, and interim and final results. The Roofing
Task Force has included representatives from a wide variety of stakeholders including representatives
from the following groups:

e Asphalt Roofing Manufacturers Association

e Cedar Shingle & Shake Bureau

e Copper Development Association

e Environmental community

e International Zinc Association

e King County

e Metal Construction Association

e Single Ply Roofing Institute members

Ecology received additional grant funding from the National Estuary Program and the Asphalt Roofing
Manufacturers Association to conduct sampling of an additional ten storms over the 2013-14 winter.

Results will be available in late summer 2014. More information can be found at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/eap/toxics/roofing.html.
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Public Support and Public Service

Public Service

Staff provided support to citizens and participated as members of nonprofit organizations.

Technical Assistance to Individual Citizens

As an ongoing service, staff responded to numerous requests for information, ranging from where to
take waste materials to what types of roofing are best for rainwater harvesting during the reporting
period.

Group Participation

Many organizations are instrumental in fostering Ecology’s goals for sustainable building materials
management across the state. A key part of our work is partnering with these organizations to further

their activities with technical assistance, planning, and in-kind work, often as Board or Steering
Committee members:

Building Material Reuse Association (served as a member of the Board of Directors).
e Built Green® Washington.

e Construction & Demolition Recycling Association.

e Solid Waste Association of North America.

e Washington State Recycling Association.

Ecology partnered with others to reduce jurisdictional barriers to better construction and development
techniques. We also expanded green networks, intergovernmental relationships and public-private
partnerships to accomplish joint environmental goals. A portion of this work also involves working with
permitted and exempt facilities that take construction and demolition wastes for processing and
recycling.

Partnering for the Environment by Reducing Small-Volume
Hazardous Materials and Wastes (Moderate Risk Waste)

Because of their pervasiveness and potential harm, reducing small-volume hazardous materials and
wastes is a primary initiative in the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan. The goal of the initiative is
to eliminate risks associated with products containing hazardous substances commonly used in
households and in relatively small quantities by businesses. The state classifies this type of hazardous
waste as moderate risk waste (MRW). For more information, see Chapter 5.
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Historically, MRW programs have focused on developing infrastructure to collect and dispose of
household hazardous waste and conditionally exempt small quantity generator waste (CESQG), with the
goal of protecting human health and the environment. While several counties recently initiated new
facility development, a majority of programs focus on operational issues, such as adapting to an
evolving waste stream and securing necessary funding.

Ecology conducts many activities to ensure the proper management of MRW. Regional staff review and
support implementation of local solid and hazardous waste plans. They provide technical assistance on
regulatory compliance to local solid waste and health departments and facilities. They also administer
grant programs that support MRW activities at the local level.

Collecting, processing, and providing disposition for MRW is expensive. Ecology, in partnership with
local governments, has been exploring product stewardship and extended producer responsibility as a
way to ease the financial burden of managing these wastes.

“Product stewardship” directs all those involved in the design, production, sale, and use of a product to
take responsibility for minimizing the product's impact to human health and the natural environment
throughout the entire life of the product. Extended producer responsibility is a mandatory type of
product stewardship (often legislated) that at a minimum includes the requirement that producers take
responsibility for establishing and financing a system to recover their products at their end of life.

Not only does product stewardship and extended producer responsibility shift the burden of end-of-life
management from local governments to product manufacturers, it increases recycling of products, which
reduces waste and conserves resources. Ultimately these programs can lead to product redesign,
eliminating the use of toxic substances, or making a product more recyclable.

Ecology is currently responsible for implementing two extended producer responsibility laws: E-Cycle
Washington for electronics and a program for mercury containing lights. In the 2013 Legislative
Session, both the small rechargeable battery and paint industry brought forth legislation to create
product stewardship programs for their products. Both bills failed. A paint bill is expected to be
reintroduced in 2014.

We have become increasingly aware of the risk to human health and the environment when people use
products containing toxic substances, not just when they dispose of them. Ecology is engaged in
activities to eliminate use of toxic substances in products, making products “greener,” thereby
preventing the generation of small volume hazardous wastes in the first place. More information on
these activities can be found in the Reducing Toxic Threats section of this chapter.

Reducing risks from MRW goes beyond safe handling and disposal. It is optimizing reuse and
recycling. Ultimately, it is eliminating use of toxics in products and increasing use of safer products and
services.
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Partnering for the Environment by Reducing Toxic Threats

Reducing threats caused by historical and ongoing releases of toxic chemicals is the rationale behind
many of Ecology’s successful regulatory programs. But we are finding that cleaning up or managing
these releases is not enough. These approaches are expensive and usually leave some contamination
behind. More importantly, these regulatory programs largely focus on point sources, leaving non-point
sources largely unaddressed.

New research is increasingly finding that timing of exposure matters as much as the dose, and that
during certain very vulnerable times during development, very low levels of some types of toxic
chemicals can cause serious harm.

Reducing toxic threats by preventing uses or releases in the first place is the smartest, cheapest, and
healthiest approach. Increasing Ecology’s investment in prevention strategies is the focus of Ecology’s
Reducing Toxic Threats (RTT) priority initiative, and a fundamental principle of the State Solid and
Hazardous Waste Plan (Beyond Waste).

This RTT initiative, building on work already done at Ecology, is aimed at fostering development of
prevention approaches to avert exposures to toxic chemicals, and avoid future costs that come when
toxic chemicals find their way into people and the environment. The Legislature has passed a number of
laws to limit certain chemicals in consumer products such as lead in wheel weights, Bisphenol A in baby
bottles, and mercury in many products.

Another law impacting this work is the Children’s Safe Products Act (CSPA) passed in 2008. Intended
to address the challenge of insufficient data on how and where chemicals of concern are used, CSPA
requires manufacturers to disclose their use of certain chemicals in children’s products.

With resources at a premium, it will be increasingly important to keep expenses low and build on
positive results achieved by Washington, as well as other jurisdictions. Ecology continues to work with
several other states to develop ways to share data, influence federal policy reform, and establish a more
standardized approach to identifying safer alternatives for toxic chemicals still in use.

Prevention strategies are not without their challenges, including:

e Insufficient data. Information on the presence of toxic chemicals in products is often not available.
Information on toxicity is also often not available. Without this data it is difficult to evaluate risk.

e Understanding how to consider lifecycle impacts. Back-end consequences such as public health
impacts or environmental cleanup costs are usually not factored into front-end design decisions. As
a result, these costs are often disproportionately born by the taxpayer.

e Lack of incentives and assistance to reduce toxics use. Using fewer toxic chemicals in products is
the surest way to avoid exposures and costly cleanups, but there are not enough incentives and
assistance to do so.
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e Inadequate protections at the federal level. Washington needs to continue to act because of the
absence of an effective national system to provide consistent protections from toxic chemicals.

Ecology developed a work plan to address these challenges and focus our limited resources. The work
plan includes the following elements:

e Implement the Children’s Safe Products Act (CSPA), including product testing and enforcement of
the law and rules.

e Apply the newly completed Alternatives Assessment Guide to identify alternatives to copper based
boat paint. This work will allow us to compare the three decision frameworks in the Guide and
provide information needed for the agency to comply with RCW 70.300 - Recreational Water
Vessels - Antifouling Paints.

e Continue to focus on persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic chemicals (PBTs), and implement the
PBT rule. Explore how the PBT program might be accelerated or expanded.

e Identify priority chemicals of concern.

e Implement key recommendations of the Puget Sound Action Agenda to reduce impacts of toxics in
Puget Sound.

Significant Accomplishments in the Last 12 Months to Reduce Toxic
Threats

Children’s Safe Products Act

Staff continues to reach out to manufacturers of children’s products to assist in compliance. Agency
compliance activities consist of purchasing and testing products. Ecology has issued a number of
notices of correction to manufacturers when discrepancies between the reported information and the
agency’s results have occurred. The Reporting Rule (WAC 173-334) was amended to add one chemical
and remove one chemical in response to petitions. The agency is now in the process of developing a
database for product testing results. This database, which will have a public interface, will include data
from compliance activities under the CSPA, as well as the Toxics in Packaging Law (RCW 70.95G),
Brake Friction Materials (RCW 70.285), and PBDEs (RCW 70.76).

Toxics Loading Study
Ecology’s Toxics Loading Study and the Toxics Assessment Report are complete. They were released

to the public on November 4, 2011. The Assessment Report found that the polluted surface runoff from
urban areas is the most significant source of toxic chemicals to Puget Sound.
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The study addressed 17 indicator toxic chemicals in 9 different pathways for 4 different land uses. The
study identified key sources of toxics including roofing materials, creosote treated wood, wood smoke,
vehicle exhaust, petroleum drips and leaks, and urban pesticide usage. Actions to reduce these sources
are underway.

Projects include:

e Work with a contractor and external advisory committee to establish a Green Chemistry Center in
Washington. The Green Chemistry Center is envisioned as a public-private partnership, catalyst,
and central point-of-contact that brings together businesses, higher education, government, and non-
profit organizations to facilitate green chemistry applied research, development, demonstration,
education, and technology transfer. The goal is to identify, fund, and conduct research projects that
will help reduce toxics loadings of high priority chemicals in storm water and Puget Sound.

e Multiple scientific investigations to explore the impact of chemicals of emerging concern on fish in
Puget Sound (Chinook and sole).

e Grants awarded to the Washington Department of Natural Resources and Pierce County Public
Works to remove creosote pilings, a significant source of PAHSs in the Sound.

e Grants to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) to enhance efforts to reduce wood smoke,
which is a serious human health hazard and another significant source of PAHs to Puget Sound.

e Expanding the local source control program to additional jurisdictions. The local source control
program provides technical assistance to small businesses to reduce the use of toxic chemicals and
prevent polluted runoff from entering Puget Sound. New funding supports the distribution of spill
kits and installation of secondary containment at small businesses.

e Collaborating with manufacturers of roofing materials to better understand how roofing materials
contribute toxic chemicals to Puget Sound. The Puget Sound Toxics Loading Assessment identified
roofing as a significant source of copper, zinc, phthalates, and other contaminants.

e Developing a landscaper certification program to promote sustainable land care, including reducing
the use of pesticides, fertilizers, and air-polluting equipment. Ecology awarded a contract to
Cascadia Consulting Group to develop this certification program in conjunction with state agencies,
local governments, academia, nonprofits, and representatives from the landscape industry. The
program is expected to be in place by late 2014.

e The Puget Sound Toxics Loading Assessment found that urban pesticide use was a leading source of
copper. The Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) is conducting a survey of
homeowners and pesticide applicators to better estimate typical residential urban pesticide use.
Results will drive future education and outreach efforts.
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e Seattle Public Utilities and Ecology are coordinating hands-on workshops addressing vehicle leaks
in and around Seattle. At the workshops, participants learn how to detect oil and other fluid leaks,
identify the sources of the leaks, repair minor leaks, clean up spills, and properly dispose of auto
fluids.

Chemical Action Plans for PBTs

The Chemical Action Plan (CAP) for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) is complete. The
recommendations largely focused on enhancing and augmenting existing programs to reduce the most
significant sources as wood smoke, vehicles (emissions, tire wear, and drips and leaks), and creosote
pilings. Work is currently underway to address these sources. Work also continues to implement the
lead, PBDE, and mercury CAPs.

A CAP to address PCBs is currently underway and is expected to be completed by the end of 2014.

Next steps include examining if the PBT rule should be updated, as well as completing a CAP to address
perfluorooctane sulfonates (PFOS).

Safer Alternatives & Green Chemistry

Preventing problems caused by toxic chemicals and reducing their use depends on transitioning to less
harmful alternatives. Ecology led an eight state effort to develop more standardized approaches to
identifying safer alternatives to toxic chemicals to ensure when toxic chemicals are phased out, they are
replaced with better substitutes.

The Alternatives Assessment Guide is now complete and will be published by the Interstate Chemicals
Clearinghouse (IC2) in early 2014. Ecology will apply the Guide to the problem of copper-based boat
paints. Sale of such paints is banned in Washington, beginning in 2018 (RCW 70.300). This law also
requires Ecology to “study how antifouling paints affect marine organisms and water quality.” EPA has
already evaluated a number of non-copper based alternatives for both cost and performance. Ecology
will supplement this data with information on hazard and exposure, and identify safer alternatives to
copper-based boat paint. This data set is sufficient to also allow the agency to compare the three
frameworks defined in the Guide.

Ecology, in partnership with Boeing, Washington State University, and others developed a green
chemistry roadmap to create solutions to address the problems posed by chemicals used in products
today. Using NEP funds, a Request for Proposals was issued to fund the startup costs for creation of a
self-sustaining Green Chemistry Center. Tech Law was hired in spring 2013 and work is underway to
develop a sustainable center in Washington.

TSCA Reform
Washington continues to provide leadership to states interested in reform of federal toxics policy.

Ecology worked with a contractor through funding provided by the Bullitt Foundation to create a
consistent, coordinated state voice in federal policy reform efforts. Ecology continues to coordinate the
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states’ response to TSCA reform bills. We also continue to work with the Environmental Council of the
States in support of TSCA reform and petitions to EPA to support better, more protective regulation of
chemicals such as PCBs.

Partnering for_the Environment_ (/’_‘a ECYCLE

through Washmgton’s Electronic washington
Product Recycling Law H\_,f ecyclewashington.org

In January 2007, Ecology began implementing Chapter 70.95N RCW, Electronic Product Recycling, by
registering manufacturers of desktop computers, portable computers, computer monitors, and televisions
into the Electronic Product Recycling Program (now known as the E-Cycle Washington Program). As
of January 1, 2007, to legally sell these products in or into the state of Washington, manufacturers were
required to:

v" Register annually with Ecology and pay a program administration fee.
v" Label their products with their brand.

v' Participate in a plan to provide services for collection, transportation, processing and recycling these
electronic products at the end of their useful life.

Manufacturers are automatically members of the Washington Materials Management and Financing
Authority (WMMFA). As of January 1, 2009, they were required to participate in the Standard Plan for
recycling electronic products. As of 2010, if a manufacturer or a group of manufacturers meet certain
requirements, they can opt out of the Standard Plan and form an independent recycling plan with
Ecology’s approval.

The Standard Plan (the default recycling plan) is managed by the WMMFA Board of Directors,
comprised of 11 large and small computer and television manufacturers. The Board of Directors will
prepare, submit, and implement the Standard Plan for recycling electronic products covered by the law.

Through the first five years of program operations (2009-13), all manufacturers participated in the
Standard Plan administered by WMMFA.. Independent manufacturer plans were proposed in 2009 and
2010, but Ecology could not approve them due to insufficient collection networks.

Since January 1, 2009, households, charities, school districts, small businesses, and small governments
have been able to drop off electronic products covered by this law for recycling at no charge.

! Chapter 173-900 WAC, Electronic Product Recycling Program specifies requirements of this program for
manufacturers, collectors, transporters and processors of electronic products covered by the law (see
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/0707042.pdf).
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E-Cycle Washington Program Accomplishments

Highlights

e In 20009, the first year of operation, the program exceeded all predictions by recycling 38.5 million
pounds of TVs, monitors, and computers. Now in its fourth year, E-Cycle Washington collections

have continued to grow.

Table 2.1
E-Cycle Washington Collections 2009-13

Pounds Collected
(Millions)
2009 38.5
2010 39.5
2011 42.2
2012 43.5
2013 45.2

e In mid-2011, the E-Cycle Washington Program achieved the 100 million pound milestone for
electronics recycled. In 2011, Ecology also expanded the scope of products covered by the program
to include tablet computers and electronic book readers, also known as e-readers.

e Washington is a national leader in recycling electronics with a 6.4 Ibs/capita average in 2012.

e 330 collection sites and services have been established across the state. Drop-off sites and services
are available in every county and city with a population of 10,000 or more.

e Eight processors (recyclers) of electronic products have undergone the required compliance audit to
prove they will meet the performance standards and have registered to provide recycling services for
the E-Cycle Washington Program.

e The E-Cycle Washington Program is not just about recycling. Charitable organizations acting as
collection sites have reported that over the first four years of participation in the program,
approximately 118,000 working units received through the E-Cycle Washington Program were sold
for reuse.

E-Cycle Washington Website
The website developed for the Electronic Product Recycling Program continues to provide up-to-date,

detailed information for all affected parties on registration requirements, fees, public involvement
opportunities, and more (see http://www.ecyclewashington.org).
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Public Information and Education Campaign

A public information and education campaign was launched in 2008. A program name, logo, and easily
identifiable web address were developed through a stakeholder workgroup. A toolkit full of information
was also developed and distributed to local governments to help them promote the E-Cycle Washington
Program. A similar toolkit and public outreach materials were made available for electronics retailers.
Public education materials prepared by Ecology and WMMFA continue to be distributed at events and
fairs, and through mailings. In addition, promotions for E-Cycle Washington have appeared in various
publications and online advertisements, as inserts in utility bills, on buses and ferries, and on Interstate 5
billboards.

Ecology continues to work with retailers of electronics, encouraging them to provide consumers with
information about the E-Cycle Washington Program when new electronics are purchased. WMMFA
sponsors radio and TV ads across the state to inform the public about the free program for electronics
recycling.

Stakeholder Concerns
Ecology is not aware of any stakeholder concerns at this time, although interest continues to grow

around the idea of further expansion of the scope of products covered to include computer peripherals
and other electronics.

Partnering for the Environment Ligh I
through Mercury-Containing Lights @ OiNLacyes
Product Stewardship

The mercury-containing lights law (Chapter 70.275 RCW) requires a producer-financed product
stewardship program for the collection, transportation, and recycling of mercury-containing lights.
Mercury-containing lights are important to safely collect and recycle for the following reasons:

e Mercury is a toxic metal that accumulates in our bodies and the environment.

e When mercury-containing lights are broken, mercury is released into the environment.

e Use of mercury-containing lights is increasing, because they are energy efficient.

e A safe way to collect and recycle these lights is needed.
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The program passed some milestones and hit a few speed bumps in 2012 and 2013:

e Ecology approved the Light-cycle Washington Mercury-Containing Lights Product Stewardship
Standard Plan in November 2012 (go to http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/ to
review the plan). The plan identified nearly 200 collection sites around the state with interest in
participating in the program.

e The Mercury-Containing Lights Product Stewardship Rule became effective in December 2012
(Chapter 173-910 WAC). The National Electronic Manufacturers Association (NEMA), the
mercury-containing light producers’ industry association, filed a lawsuit over the financing
requirements in the rule.

e The program start on January 1, 2013, was postponed due to the unresolved financing issues.

e In May 2013, the Thurston County Superior Court ruled in favor of NEMA, invalidating the
financing requirements in rule. Ecology appealed this ruling and the program remains on hold.

Mercury-Containing Lights Product Stewardship Program

Ecology approved the Standard Plan for the Washington Mercury-Containing Lights Product
Stewardship Program (see www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/ ).

The Standard Plan establishes a “comprehensive, safe, and convenient collection system” in Washington
that may include existing residential curbside and mail-back collection systems. The program will
accept end-of-life mercury-containing lights from single-family and multi-family household generators,
and persons (including businesses) that deliver no more than 15 mercury-containing lights to registered
collectors during a 90-day period. This program will reduce the improper disposal of spent mercury
lighting, which releases mercury that threatens human health and the environment.

The Standard Plan estimates collection and recycling of nearly one million mercury-containing lights
during the first year of operation. Results of program operation will be reported to Ecology each year by
June 1. Those annual reports will be posted online at www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/ .

Program Operator

The Light-cycle Washington Program will be managed and operated by EcoLights Northwest LLC
(EcoLights). EcoLights specializes in management and recycling of mercury-containing lights and
tubes. EcoL.ights is the only licensed “final destination” lamp recycler in Washington and the largest in
the Pacific Northwest. Mike O’Donnell is the program manager for EcoLights (mikeo@ecolights.com,
www.walights.org).
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Collection Service

The Light-cycle Washington Program will use a network of permanent, year-round locations for the
collection of program products. There will be no charge imposed to drop off up to 15 lights in any 90-
day period. Any organization interested in joining the program to provide collection service should
contact Mike O’Donnell.

Collection sites will include retailers, recycling organizations, and businesses (both non-profit and for
profit); local government Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) or Moderate Risk Waste (MRW)
collectors; local government recycling centers; solid waste hauler curbside programs; transfer stations;
and other associations or businesses interested in participating in the program, including any other
locations which currently collect mercury containing lights. The list of collection sites will be provided
on the Light-cycle Washington website (www.walights.org).

Program Startup

The Light-cycle Washington Program was not operational on January 1, 2013. As the situation changes
related to this program, the status will be updated at www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/.

Where to recycle lights today

Washington State law (RCW 70.275.080) prohibits the disposal of mercury-containing lights by any
Washington State resident, businesses, or entity, effective January 1, 2013. Mercury-containing lights
must be recycled. Following is information to locate a collection site near you:

e Department of Ecology - 1-800-RECYCLE database, fluorescent lights are listed under the
Household Hazardous Waste category.

e Puget Sound Energy (PSE) - PSE maintains a network of participating locations that collect
Compact Fluorescent Lights (CFLs) at no charge.

e Take it Back Network - This group of retailers, repair shops, non-profit organizations, waste haulers,
and recyclers offers options for recycling certain products that should not be disposed of in the trash.
The network includes locations recycling CFLs, linear and HID lights in Snohomish, King and
Pierce Counties.

e Earth911.com - Nationwide database for a variety of recyclable materials.

e Light-cycle Washington website www.walights.org

e Ecology website http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/mercurylights/

e Ecology publication https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/publications/1207064.pdf
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Partnering for the Environment through Environmentally
Preferable Purchasing (EPP)

Environmentally preferable products and services are those that have a less or reduced harmful effect on
human health and the environment, when compared to competing products or services that serve the
same purpose. Each year, state and local governments in Washington have the opportunity to leverage
more than $4 billion in purchasing power to buy products and services that:

v Reduce greenhouse gases.

v' Conserve energy and water.

v Reduce the amount of toxics in products and promote safer chemical alternatives.

v Decrease waste and unsustainable packaging materials.

v" Maximize the use of recycled content materials.

v Support markets for green products and green jobs.

v Reduce maintenance and disposal costs, increase product life, and result in fewer health and safety
claims.

The state’s Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan (Beyond Waste) encourages state government to increase
purchases of environmentally preferable goods and services. Ecology’s environmentally preferable
purchasing (EPP) team includes staff from the W2R and Hazardous Waste and Toxics Reduction
(HWTR) programs, and Ecology’s Purchasing Office. The team helps state agencies meet Beyond
Waste EPP goals.

Ecology provides technical assistance to local governments and businesses that want to establish or

expand their EPP programs. By promoting safer products and services, EPP supports Ecology’s key
initiatives on reducing toxic threats, saving Puget Sound, and facing climate change.

Laws and Directives

The 2012 Legislature passed Senate Bill 5931 to consolidate state procurement laws under the
Department of Enterprise Services. The legislation is designed to make the procurement process more
transparent, competitive, and efficient Senate Bill 5931 states that when agencies are determining the
lowest responsive and responsible bidder, they may consider best value criteria, including whether the
bid considers human health and environmental impacts. This bill gives stronger standing to agencies in
soliciting bids that include green products.
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State government is also directed through Executive Orders 02-03 and 5-01 to lead by example in
environmentally preferable purchasing. Agencies are directed to:

v Increase purchases of environmentally preferable products to help expand markets.
v Reduce energy use.

v Reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

v Reduce water use.

v’ Institute green building practices.

Paper Conservation Program

In 2009, the Washington State Legislature passed into state law Chapter 70.95.725, Paper conservation
program and Chapter 43.19A.022, Recycled content paper for printers and copiers — Purchasing
Priority. The legislation requires state agencies to:

v Purchase 100 percent recycled content, white cut sheet bond paper for use in printers and copiers.

v Develop and implement a paper conservation program to reduce use of printing and copy paper by
30 percent of current use.

v Develop and implement a paper recycling program, with the goal of recycling 100 percent of all
copy and printing paper in all buildings with 25 employees or more.

The legislation has been in effect since July 2010.

Outreach to State Agencies and Local Governments

State agencies and local governments buy goods and services through state contracts, agency contracts,
and cooperative purchasing programs. Ecology provides training and technical assistance to purchasing,
facilities, and sustainability staff at government agencies to help them identify and purchase EPP
products. In 2013, the EPP Team responded to more than 40 technical assistance requests from state
agencies, local governments, businesses, and other entities.

In 2013, Ecology participated in the Government Purchasing for Climate Protection Workgroup of the
EPA West Coast Climate and Materials Management Forum. As discussed in EPA’s Opportunities to
Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Materials and Land Management Practices, the full lifecycle
emissions associated with waste, materials, and products contributed 42 percent to the U.S. greenhouse
gas inventory in 2006. These impacts are much larger than conventionally recognized by most
greenhouse gas inventories. The workgroup’s focus is to plan and develop tools for local governments
to increase awareness of and use green procurement strategies to be more effective in reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.
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Ecology’s Buy Green, Save Green website highlights how local and state governments are saving
money by purchasing green products (see http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/epp/. The website
offers the following updated information:

v" How to save money while purchasing greener electronic products, cleaning products, landscape
management products, and services; lighting; office products; paint; and vehicles and automotive
products.

v" The “Who is Buying Green?” section offers highlights of local, state, and federal agencies that are
creating EPP policies, writing Annual EPP Reports, and offering guidance on how to buy green. If
your agency wants to be included on this webpage, please contact Tina Simcich at
tina.simcich@ecy.wa.gov.

v How to identify rigorous environmental performance levels using standards and certification
programs.

v EPP related laws and directives in Washington State.
v Resource guides on starting an EPP program, life-cycle assessment, and green meetings.

If you are interested in keeping up to date with developments in green purchasing, join Ecology’s Green
Purchasing listserv at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/epp/.

Promoting Green Janitorial Supplies State Contract

In 2013, a new all green janitorial supplies contract was developed by Oregon's Department of
Administrative Services in partnership with Washington's Department of Enterprise Services (DES).
Oregon and Washington agencies spend more than $20 million on janitorial supplies annually.

The contract was developed with support from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,
Washington Department of Ecology and Responsible Purchasing Network - supply public agencies with
green janitorial supplies that reduce the use of toxic chemicals without increasing costs.

State contract #00812 offers a wide range of janitorial supplies, including cleaning chemicals for a wide
variety of applications; janitorial paper supplies; deicers; floor care products; powered janitorial
equipment; waste can liners; and sanitizers and disinfectants. Ecology assisted DES in promoting the
contract to state governments, as well as local governments and public schools which may also take
advantage of the bulk pricing available from the contract.

Promoting Strong Product Standards and Certification Programs

Standards and certification programs are important tools to encourage design of products and services
with positive environmental attributes. Standards establish specific human health, environmental, and
social criteria by which products can be measured and compared.
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Certifications or “eco-labels” are awarded to products that meet the environmental standard. This makes
it much easier for purchasers to “green” their contracts, as the standard can be incorporated in bid
documents in just a few sentences.

Ecology promotes reliable standards and certification organizations that:

e Address product lifecycle stages from raw materials extraction, to manufacturing, to end-of-life.
e Are independent of ties to product manufacturers.

e Require onsite testing and verification by an independent laboratory or certifying organization.

e Use a broad-based stakeholder consensus process (typically involving manufacturers, users,
government, non-profit organizations, and academia) or other rigorous process to develop standards.

e Provide transparency on their organizational structure, funding, and standards development process.

e Periodically review standards to stay current with new technology and emerging information about
human health, environmental, and social impacts.

By leveraging a significant portion of the state’s buying power, independent third-party standards
encourage design of products and services with positive environmental and human health attributes.

EPP at Ecology

Ecology has been a leader in implementing EPP in its own operations for much of its 40-year history. In
2009, Ecology updated Policy 13-04 on EPP to align with agency priorities on climate change, reducing
toxic threats, and resource conservation. The EPP policy applies to development of agency grants and
contracts. Ecology’s actions will also help address the Governor’s mandate that Ecology lead the way in
moving state government to carbon neutrality.

In 2013, EPP project examples were included in the 2013 Coordinated Prevention Grant (CPG) Offset
cycle guidelines. Ecology also developed sample EPP language that agency planners can recommend to
local governments to include in their hazardous waste and solid waste plans.

Partnering for the Environment through Recycling and
Beneficial Use of Organic Materials

With an overarching goal to turn organic wastes into resources, the State Plan’s Organics Initiative
promotes a close-loop organics management system where markets for organic-based products are
robust, and businesses thrive by creating new products from wasted organic materials. Through
partnerships with other agencies and organizations, the vision for a close-loop organics management
system is becoming clearer.
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Waste to Fuels Technology

In 2006, the Washington State Legislature directed Ecology to form a partnership with Washington State
University (WSU) titled “Waste to Fuels Technology.”

“The Department will form a partnership with Washington State University to conduct
research on markets, products, and bioenergy potential. Specific activities will include
beginning a pilot project to convert solid waste to biogas through anaerobic digestion and
to complete a biomass inventory. The project will include economic and technical
assessments to help the public sector and private business complete bioenergy projects.”

Waste to Fuels Technology projects have focused on balanced approaches for recovering fuels from
organic solid wastes. Ecology continues to support developing science and engineering for a municipal
organics food and green waste HSAD. We also now provide support in the form of an extension and
outreach effort to commercial the anaerobic digester industry. We are also continuing to work on
another project this biennium to produce transportation fuels, green gasoline and bioethanol, while
producing extremely stable carbon “biochar” for improving soil productivity through pyrolysis.

Nutrient Recovery

Food scraps and green waste are generating significant odor emissions at composting facilities.
Anaerobic digestion is one possible solution, with a proven track record at digesting food scraps and a
combination of wastes while reducing the odor emissions. Although nitrogen and phosphorus are not
converted during the digestion process, these nutrients can be recovered from the effluent. This would
reduce the threat of soil and water contamination and create another revenue source.

Aeration of the digestate from anaerobic digestion of green waste, food scraps, and combined green
waste and food scrap resulted in significant stripping of nitrogen and phosphorus for every sample
tested. The highest removal efficiencies occurred on the combination green waste/food scrap effluent.
Results indicated that scale-up of this technology on non-manure waste streams is warranted.

If scale-up is successful, nutrient recovery has the potential to resolve concerns related to NH3 inhibition
(a known concern during anaerobic digestion of green waste and food scraps) as well as reduce water
usage. The water usage benefit arises from the fact that once the inhibitory NH3 is removed, anaerobic
digestion effluent could then be used as dilution water needed at the front end of the anaerobic digestion
process.
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Co-Digestion of Acids from Pyrolysis Condensate

Thermochemical pyrolysis and torrefaction produce a range of compounds in gases and condensable
liquids. Condensate liquid is acidic and relatively rich in oxygen, therefore requiring further processing.
Simple carbon C1-C4 compounds including formic, proprionic and acetic acids, and
hydroxyacetaldehyde and monophenols that are water soluble were separated from condensate and
tested in anaerobic digestion. The main conclusions were that:

e The acids components can be a source for CH,4 production via anaerobic digestion when co-digested.

e Hydroxyacetaldehyde and monophenols were found to inhibit anaerobic digestion, limiting higher
concentrations of pyrolytic and torrefaction aqueous phase from being successfully digested.

A second experiment demonstrated that co-digestion of acids in a plug flow digester can be a means to
increase methane production. Addition of acids through multiple ports along a floor scale digester was
found to digest the acids. However, the digester can become overwhelmed with acid beyond a narrow
range. Acid addition depends on the alkalinity from the dairy manure system to buffer the acid impacts.

Micro Algae Production of Liquid Fuel Intermediates

WSU scientists evaluated microalgae as a means for methane production at anaerobic digestion
facilities. The carbon to nitrogen ratio in the microalgae was low, thus not a good source for additions
to anaerobic digestion for increasing methane outcomes.

Models

Two mathematical modeling efforts were conducted in the last biennium: one to create a biochemical
model of anaerobic digestion with mixing, and the other a thermochemical model of biomass breakdown
reactions occurring during pyrolysis heating. These models use basic feedstock characteristics and
process methods to predict anaerobic digestion or pyrolysis outcomes. The process system models were
developed to allow for quicker assessment of the fuel production, heat capacity, nutrient, and by-
products from a feedstock source, and to assess relative bio- and/or thermo-chemical process and
economic outcomes. The models were calibrated with laboratory data and do a good job of predicting
chemical process outcomes.

Engineered Biochars for Nitrogen and Phosphorous Recovery

Well stabilized biochar has a high surface area as measured in square meters of surface/gram of char.
Biochars may have surface area in the range of activated carbon 500 m%/g - >2000 m%/g. These chars
have reactive exchange sites on surfaces where cations are adsorbed. Biochar is naturally oxidized over
time in soils, creating higher cation exchange capacity (CEC). This task evaluated biochars from
anaerobic digestion fiber, hardwood poplar, and softwood pine for increased exchange capacity after
exposing the char surfaces to several oxidizing treatments. Greater ammonium ion sorption was found
on the biochar with increased CEC. The various biochars were also pre-treated with calcium and iron
solution. Phosphorous sorption was markedly higher in biochar pre-treated with calcium.
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WSU Contract Amendment for Odor Literature Review

In April 2013, the Interagency Agreement for the Waste to Fuels Technology was amended to include a
global literature review of compost odor impacts. Compost processors from many facilities around the
world have odor challenges, largely due to higher loading of food and green feedstocks. Food and green
feedstocks begin decomposition quickly, and turn acidic even prior to tipping at compost yards. Several
processing methods including greater aeration (oxygen) addition, smaller pile sizes, greater turning, and
increased air treatment system capacity were identified as possible solutions. Biological pre-treatment
could include food waste separation and anaerobic digestion, which can treat the acidic decomposition
products. Addition of biochar and high carbon ash have been found to reduce odors in compost
processes.

Partnering with State Governments to Build Strong Markets for Recycled
Organic Materials

Increasing Access to Compost Markets

Composting effectively turns wasted organic materials into a valuable product. However, if markets are
weak, the finished product may become a burden rather than a boon to compost facilities. We continue
to work with state government to suggest changes to compost specifications and purchases made by
government agencies. Several fact sheets are available on Ecology’s Compost and Healthy Soil web
page under the “Tools” section. The fact sheets (including one on Buying and Using Compost) increase
awareness of the benefits of using compost.

Building Support for Healthy Soils

Maintaining and building healthy soils creates opportunities for sequestering carbon, protecting
Washington waters, and increasing food security. Several fact sheets are available on Ecology’s
Compost and Healthy Soil web page under the “Tools” section. The fact sheets (including one on
Building Healthy Soil) increase awareness of the benefits of healthy soil.

Partnering with the Washington Organic Recycling Council (WORC) to
Promote Beyond Waste Goals

Improving Compliance and Product Quality at Compost Facilities

WORC is a nonprofit association dedicated to support and promote all aspects of organic recycling.
WORC members include compost facility owners and operators, local and state government
representatives, and others with an interest in organic material management.

Since 1995, WORC has hosted Compost Facility Operator Training (CFOT). The training provides an
invaluable opportunity for students and instructors to learn and share ideas on proper operation and
regulation of compost facilities in Washington. The students from around the region (and beyond)
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gather for a week of lecture and hands-on training at the WSU Puyallup Research Station. More than
540 students have completed CFOT. Core instructors consist of Ecology and WSU staff, compost
engineers/consultants, and compost facility operators.

The 2013 training was held October 14-18 with 40 students, 6 core instructors, and 19 guest
presenters/panelists. Since it is the only training of its kind in the state and surrounding area, it attracted
students from Washington, Oregon, and Hawaii. The training included lectures, panels, fieldwork, and
field trips. Presentations covered odor control, facility design, soil biology, and more. In addition to
classroom lessons, students received hands-on experience building their own compost piles and
evaluating pre-built piles. They learned safe, effective ways to make compost from a multitude of
feedstocks.

Students learned current compost science: How to blend incoming feedstocks to create the correct
moisture levels; carbon to nitrogen ratios and porosity; and how to manage compost piles to maintain
aerobic conditions and produce a high-quality finished product. They also learned how to sample,
market, and use compost. We toured Silver Springs Organics, LRI’s Compost Factory, and one
biosolids composting facility (JBLM). In addition to our Compost Operator and Compost End User
panels, the Regulator Panel consisted of ORCAA, Ecology (Water Quality), and King and Snohomish
County Health representatives. Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) was represented
on the End User Panel to discuss materials approved for use on organic farms.

As a result of the training, operators and regulators learned about compost operation challenges, and
increasing compliance and product quality at compost facilities. Participants took a final exam and
received a certificate of achievement.

2013 WORC Compost Facility Operator Training (Tour of the JBLM Compost Facility)

Commercial Sector Role in Reaching a Closed-Loop Organics Recycling
System

Commercial composting is one of the key elements in the closed-loop organics recycling system.
Compost facilities that process organics like yard debris and food scraps must use well-trained staff to
produce a consistent, high-quality product. At the same time, commercial composters must operate their
facilities to ensure they protect human health and the environment.

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 33



Chapter 2: Partnering for the Environment

Washington State's law on solid waste handling, recovery, and recycling is Chapter 70.95 RCW, Solid
Waste Management — Reduction and Recycling. It was created to prevent land, air, and water pollution,
and conserve the natural, economic, and energy resources of the state. Chapter 173-350 WAC, Solid
Waste Handling Standards, was written to implement the law, and contains specific requirements for
organics and other solid waste management.

In 2013, Washington State's composting regulation (WAC 173-350-220) was revised. For more
information, see http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/organics/law.html.

In 2012, Washington had 44 compost facilities operating with a solid waste handling permit or
conditional exemption for permitting (down from 49 in 2011). However, when biosolids regulated
composting facilities are included, the total increased to 66 (up from 65).

Washington State compost facilities composted 1,211,805 tons of material in 2012 (up from 1,106,228
tons in 2011). Table 2.2 highlights the variety of materials composted. Overall, Washington had more
compost facilities and composted more feedstocks compared to 2011. The increase in feedstocks could
in part be attributed to the 81,000 ton increase in yard debris composted. Speculations of why more yard
debris was composted could include less material burned and/or landfilled; more storm debris, plant
growth, and removal of plants; and a healthier economy.

Yard debris continues to be the primary compost feedstock category (>509,000 tons). Yard debris was
also the compost feedstock category with the largest increase (>81,000 tons). The largest decrease was
post-consumer food (>64,000 tons). This increase/decrease may be a result of post-consumer food being
placed in yard waste only containers. Also, two fewer facilities accepted post-consumer food. Pre-
consumer food and food processing materials increased (>27,000 tons). However, when combined with
post-consumer food, “food waste — all other” decreased (>37,000 tons).

Although loads of post-consumer food decreased, mixed loads of yard and food increased (>29,000
tons). Increases were also seen in agricultural, biosolids, crop residue, industrial organics, and land
clearing materials composted. Decreases were also seen in manure, mortalities, sawdust, and other
wood materials.

Food was composted at 21 facilities throughout the state (up from 19 in 2011). Of these facilities, 13
accepted pre-consumer food (up from 11), 7 accepted food processing waste (down from 8), 7 accepted
post-consumer food (down from 9), and 8 accepted mixed residential yard/food scraps (unchanged).

Washington State composting facilities produced 949,632 cubic yards of finished compost. This was
224,800 cubic yards less then what was produced in 2011. With the increase in feedstocks and decrease
in finished compost reported, facilities might be taking longer to compost their materials.
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Table 2.2
Organics Recovery Comparison (tons)
2011 2012
Composted
Crop residue 68,971 92,714
Yard debris with food 141,208 171,005
(mixed residential)
Food waste, all other 170,146 132,606
(pre/post/processing)
71,124 100,680
Land clearing debris
427,232 509,062
Yard waste
Wood waste, all other 55,880 51,700
Other materials composted 171,665 154,037
(other agricultural waste, biosolids,
cardboard, industrial organics,
manure, mortalities/animal parts)
Total materials composted 1,106,228 1,211,805
Diverted
Land Clearing Debris 88,962 71,282
Wood for Energy Recovery 751,364 563,733
Yard Waste for Energy Recovery 118,909 129,847
Other diverted materials 551,697 596,047
Total Diverted Materials 1,510,932 1,360,909
Total Recovery
(Compost + Diverted) 2,617,160 2,572,714

Ecology continues to work with WSU Cooperative Extension researchers, consultants, and local
governments to educate potential composters about new opportunities and their responsibility to use best
practices when composting even small volumes of material. We also continue to partner with the
Washington State Department of Transportation to promote compost use for erosion control and storm
water management along roadways.
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Partnering for the Environment through Anaerobic
Digestion

State law provides an exemption from solid waste handling permitting for co-digesting dairy manure and
organic waste under specific conditions (Chapter 70.95.330 RCW). This exemption is incorporated in
the Solid Waste Handling Standards (Chapter 173-350-250 WAC). These digesters must obtain and
comply with other applicable state and local permits. A digester that does not meet these conditions is
required to obtain and comply with a solid waste handling permit from the jurisdictional health
department.

Basics of Manure Management

A full-grown dairy cow generates 100 pounds of manure per day. That means the 200,000 full-grown
dairy cows in Washington produce up to 20 million pounds of manure each day.

Historically, dairy cows wandered around family farm fields spreading manure (or nutrients as some
farmers like to say), effectively fertilizing the land as they grazed. Today, dairies often confine cows in
feedlots where manure is flushed into a lagoon for storage until it is used to fertilize crops. Open lagoon
storage of manure creates odor issues from methane, hydrogen sulfide, and ammonia releases.

Anaerobic digesters help address manure odors, capture greenhouse gases, and recycle nutrients.
Digesters also provide revenue streams for dairies in these difficult economic times. Digester use in
Europe is well developed, with more than 600 manure digesters in use. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) estimates 200 of the 65,000 dairy farms in the U.S. use manure digesters (for
more information, see the EPA’s AgSTAR website at www.epa.gov/agstar/projects/index.html). The
Climate Action Team Study estimated that 135 of the 500 dairies in Washington could manage manure
in an anaerobic digester (dairies with more than 500 cows).

Manure digesters in Washington are either concrete structures or metal tanks built to hold 21 days of
manure at roughly 100°F. Dairy manure is piped or trucked to the digester, where it is often mixed with
other organic materials like dairy, chicken, seafood, fruit, or food processing wastes. This manure mix
is continuously fed into the digester. One of these operating digesters takes in more than 60,000 gallons
of manure each day.

In the digester, anaerobic bacteria convert the manure and organics into biogas, solids, and liquids. The
biogas consists mostly of methane (a greenhouse gas 20 times more potent than carbon dioxide) and
carbon dioxide. Biogas pressure builds up in the concrete digester and a pipe delivers the biogas to a
modified natural gas engine. Methane fuels the engine, which in turn spins an electric generator to
create electricity.

Under normal dairy operations, methane is released into the atmosphere during lagoon storage of
manure. Processing manure in an anaerobic digester captures this methane and reduces greenhouse gas
emissions from dairy operations.
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Waste heat from the engine can be used to keep the digester warm and can offset fuel purchases on the
farm. Excess electricity can be sold back to the local utility. After 21 days, the output from the digester
is mechanically separated into solid and liquid digestate. Solid digestate can be used to replace sawdust
or sand, which the dairy would normally purchase for cow bedding. Liquid digestate is returned to the
dairy manure lagoons for storage and later used as fertilizer. The nutrients in the liquid digestate can be
used in place of synthetic fertilizer.

Figure 2.2

Dairy Anaerobic Digester Schematic
(Graphic Courtesy of WSDA)
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Dairy Digesters in Washington

Today, a double handful of dairy farms in Washington use anaerobic digesters to put their cow manure
to work generating renewable energy. Table 2.3 summarizes the energy produced by co-digesting
manure and organics in the dairy digesters operating under the solid waste permit exemption. The
29,324 megawatt-hours (MW-h) produced in 2012 is enough electricity to power 2,250 average homes
in Washington.

The Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) continues to oversee dairy manure
management as required under the Dairy Nutrient Management Act (Chapter 90.64 RCW). The W2R
Program and WSDA Dairy Nutrient Management Program collaborate on inspections, record reviews,
and annual reports. At the end of each calendar year, digester operators report some information to
W2R. Table 2.3 lists the energy produced and gallons of manure and organics digested by the permit
exempted digester operations. Table 2.4 lists the active dairy digesters in Washington. Map 2.A shows
where these dairy digesters are located around the state.
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Table 2.3
Dairy Digesters Total Manure and Organics Processed
Energy Manure Co-digested
Calendar Year %L;mek;?;g Produced Digested Organics
9 (MW-h) (million gallons) | (million gallons)
2009 3 7,536 44.2 9.5
2010 4 18,451 99.9 16.9
2011 6 25,311 150.6 19.7
2012 8 29,324 164.0 23.8
MW-h = megawatt-hours
Table 2.4
Washington Dairy Digesters
: City Startup | Participating No. Generator .
PlyERIEs County Year Dairies Cows (kW) Sy
Vander Haak,
Lynden
FPE Renewable 2004 Dee Bee 1,100 600 PSE
Whatcom
Jersey farms
Outlook DeRuyter & -
DeRuyter Yakima 2006 Sons 5,300 1,200 PacifiCorp
Monroe
Qualco Energy Snohomish 2008 Werkhoven 1,100 450 PSE
Farm Power Rexville Beaver Marsh
Rexville Skagit 2009 & Harmony 1,200 750 PSE
Farm Power Lynden | 5510 | MJIDFarms | 2,000 750 PSE
Lynden Whatcom
Van Dyk-S Lynden Van Dyk-S
Holsteins Whatcom 2011 Holsteins 1,000 400 PSE
Edaleen Cow Lynden | 5415 | Edaleen Dairy | 1,700 750 PSE
Power Whatcom
Wallin;
Rainier Biogas | —umclaw | 561 DeGroot | 4 55 1,000 PSE
King Brothers;
Ritter Dairies
PSE - Puget Sound Energy
kW — kilowatt
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Map 2.A
Washington State Dairy Digesters
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Dairies by Size

. Small (175 Farms)
1 to 199 mature animals

Medium (165 Farms)
200 to 699 mature animals

@ Large(103 Farms)
700 or more mature animals

Source: WSDA Dairy Nutrient Management Program, 2010 Registration

Partnering for the Environment through Biosolids
Recycling and Beneficial Use

Biosolids are a beneficial resource, containing plant nutrients and organic matter that result from treating
domestic wastewater. They are highly processed and thoroughly analyzed to ensure their safety.
Ecology’s biosolids program supports the state’s goal and statutory preference for beneficial use of
biosolids. In accordance with Chapter 70.95J RCW, Municipal Sewage Sludge — Biosolids, municipal
sewage sludge that meets the quality standards for beneficial use is considered “biosolids” and regulated

as a commodity, not solid waste. Ecology strongly encourages all producers of biosolids to pursue
beneficial use.

In 2012 approximately 110,000 dry tons of biosolids were managed. Of this amount, approximately 81
percent was land applied and 18.5 percent incinerated. Less than 0.5 percent was landfilled. The
following photos represent just some of the many uses of biosolids.
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Biosolids are a great soil conditioner. They contain slow-releasing nutrients that are more eco-friendly
than chemical fertilizers because they add organic matter to enrich depleted soils and fibrous matter to
improve the soil’s ability to hold water. Biosolids are highly valued by many, especially farmers,
because they contain all of the essential plant nutrients, as well as vital organic matter that help plants
grow.

Biosolids provide these nutrients in organic and inorganic forms. The inorganic forms of the nutrients,
like commercial fertilizers, are immediately available to plants, while organic forms release slowly over
several growing seasons, ensuring long-term enhancement of plant growth. These qualities also make
them useful for land reclamation (e.g. strip mines, quarries, and gravel pits), landfill covers,
composting, and forest land.
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Use of biosolids in commercial forestry in Pierce County
(Douglas-fir growth before and after biosolids)

Use of biosolids in slope stabilization along
U.S. Highway 97A in Chelan County
(background, no biosolids; foreground, biosolids compost)

Use of biosolids in agriculture in Douglas County
(left, control; middle, commercial fertilizer; right, biosolids)
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Use of biosolids in horticulture in King County
(left, control; right, biosolids compost)

Permit Program & Fees

Biosolids management is regulated through Chapter 173-308 WAC, Biosolids Management (the state
biosolids rule), and the General Permit for Biosolids Management (Biosolids General Permit). Ecology
staff, with assistance from local health jurisdictions (LHJs), oversees the state biosolids program.

The current state biosolids rule went into effect on June 24, 2007. The current Biosolids General Permit
was effective August 20, 2010, and will remain in effect until August 20, 2015.

The state biosolids rule and the Biosolids General Permit govern the quality of biosolids applied to the
land and practices at land application sites.

Biosolids must meet standards for pollutant limits, pathogen reduction, and vector attraction reduction
appropriate to the intended end use. Biosolids used where future exposures are uncontrolled (e.g. lawns,
home gardens, golf courses, top soils, etc.) must meet higher standards than biosolids applied to areas
where access and crop harvest restrictions can be put in place. Biosolids must also meet standards for
allowable recognizable manufactured inerts similar to that for composts under the state solid waste rule.

There are about 380 facilities required to be covered under the Biosolids General Permit. The majority
of facilities are publicly owned wastewater treatment plants, including those at state and federal
facilities. Other types of facilities required to seek coverage under the Biosolids General Permit are:

e Privately owned treatment facilities that treat only domestic wastes.

e Certain composting facilities that use biosolids as a feedstock.

o Biosolids beneficial use facilities (land appliers who obtain a permit to reduce the permitting
requirements for their clients).

e Septage management facilities (persons who treat or land apply septic tank materials).

Solid Waste in Washington State — 22nd Annual Status Report 42



Chapter 2: Partnering for the Environment

Coverage under the General Permit is provided in two phases:
1. Provisional approval.
2. Final approval.

A facility obtains “Provisional” approval by submitting a Notice of Intent and a complete Application for
Coverage as provided in the state biosolids rule and the Biosolids General Permit. Under provisional
approval, a facility is authorized to carry out biosolids management activities according to the conditions
of the Biosolids General Permit; conditions in any submitted plans; conditions in the state biosolids rule;
and conditions in any other applicable state, local, or federal regulations.

“Final” approval may be granted after a full Ecology review of the permit application and operating
practices. In issuing final approval, Ecology often imposes “additional or more stringent” conditions
necessary to ensure proper biosolids management, and protection of human health and the environment.
Any such conditions are subject to appeal.

Ecology charges a fee to permittees to support the state biosolids program. Currently, the permit fee
brings in about $941,000 and supports about 7 FTEs committed to implementing the biosolids program
at Ecology.

Delegation to Local Health Jurisdictions

Currently five LHJs have accepted some degree of delegation to carry out the state biosolids program.
Each delegated LHJ has entered into a formal Memorandum of Agreement with Ecology. The delegated
LHJs have actively taken the lead to conduct various aspects of the biosolids program within their
jurisdictions. Most other LHJs provide some degree of assistance to Ecology. Funding and workload
demands on staff continue to be the major reasons LHJs do not pursue delegation of the biosolids
program.

Partnering for the Environment through Beyond Waste
Performance Indicators (aka Measuring Progress
Initiative)

The State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan’s (Beyond Waste) 30-year plan has a clear, simple vision:
Eliminate wastes whenever we can and use the remaining wastes as resources. The goal of the
Measuring Progress initiative is to help Ecology and its partners develop and use a long-term
performance measurement system that shows progress toward the overall vision as well as individual
initiatives.
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How Are We Doing on Achieving the Vision?

Ecology’s W2R and HWTR programs work together to update and improve a series of indicators that
track progress toward Beyond Waste goals. We are continuously improving our measures of
Washington’s success at reducing use of toxic substances, and the generation of solid and hazardous
wastes. Ecology is also addressing the broader themes of the Plan by developing and maintaining
indicators that show how our progress toward these goals relates to economic, environmental, and social
vitality.

The Beyond Waste Progress Report (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/beyondwaste/bwprog_front.html ) was first
published in 2007 with eight indicators. 2013 marks the sixth update of the report, which now contains
22 indicators (7 main indicators and 15 alternate views), case studies for each initiative, targets for solid
and hazardous waste, a greenhouse gas savings counter, and more.

The indicators track progress toward the Beyond Waste Plan initiatives - industries, green building,
organics recycling, and small-volume hazardous wastes, as well as progress toward overall goals of
reducing waste and toxics.

Ecology continues to implement recommendations from staff and stakeholders based on an evaluation of
the Progress Report completed in 2010. Because of the input from this process, the report was
restructured with primary and related indicators for each Beyond Waste initiative. Also due to the
evaluation recommendations, the individual indicators are now updated when data is available, rather
than waiting for a yearly update of the entire report. 2013 marks the second year of this page-by-page
type of update.

Some recommendations from the 2010 evaluation continued to be implemented in 2013 or are currently
under development, including:

e More charts and comparisons providing context, such as per capita data and case studies.

¢ Indicator climate change connections highlighted.

e Consumer Environmental Index (CEI) enhanced.

e Clickability on the website enhanced.

We continue to monitor trends related to implementation of the Beyond Waste Plan in the indicators.
Baselines to gauge progress were established and we are making significant progress in some key areas.

We recycled more solid waste, electronics, and organics over the last few years. Construction and
demolition debris recycling increased slightly, while we disposed of less in recent years (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3
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Some trends are disappointing. Despite our recycling efforts, in 2011 we disposed of $393 million
dollars worth of recyclables in landfills (Figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4
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Good news includes we are continuing to be successful in lowering mercury concentrations in biosolids,
the index for toxic release risks from manufacturers is declining, and many businesses are creating less
hazardous waste per dollar earned.

To see the full Beyond Waste Progress Report, including detailed information about each indicator, see
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/beyondwaste/bwprog_front.html.

Partnering for the Environment through
Waste Tire Prevention

An environment free of waste tires is important to the public health of all
Washington citizens. Piles of waste tires harbor mosquitoes, snakes, and
other vermin. West Nile Virus, transmitted by mosquitoes, threatens
health. Tire piles also present a dangerous fire hazard. Many tire piles
exist for a significant length of time. Ecology has been working with
public entities to clean up unauthorized dumpsites and prevent further
waste accumulation.

i W/aéfe ‘t-ir‘es removed frorh
Kitsap County in 2012

Waste Tire Removal Account (WTRA) funding, created in 2006, is used to prevent and remove illegal
tire piles. Funds in this account come from a $1 fee added to new replacement tires sold in Washington.
Since 2010, Ecology receives a biennial budget of $1 million from the WTRA. These funds are used for
agency costs and waste tire projects around the state.

Table 2.5 details the use of Waste Tire Removal Account funds from 2007 through summer 2013.
Efforts funded from 2007-10 focused on removal of more than 175 unauthorized waste tire piles around
the state. In 2010, the Waste Tire Removal account funding for Ecology was reduced to $1 million per
biennium. Since 2011, the funds concentrate on removal of tire piles and amnesty efforts. Tire amnesty
events generally consist of scheduled dates in a community when residents can drop off tires at no
charge.

Table 2.5
Waste Tire Cleanups
Year Tons of Tires Dollars
2007 32,671 $ 4,300,079
2008 8,324 $ 1,933,954
2009 11,217 $ 2,648,464
2010 2,230 $ 597,365
2011 1,487 $ 250,252
2012 2,779 $ 467,898
2013 1,727 $ 290,760
TOTAL 60,435 $10,4788,772
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Partnering for the Environment through Financial
Assistance

Grants to Local Governments - Coordinated Prevention Grants

Coordinated Prevention Grants (CPG) have been historically funded by the Local Toxics Control
Account (LTCA).2 Local governments use their CPG funds to implement their solid and hazardous
waste programs. Current budget concerns in the state are putting pressure on all fund sources. One of
our key initiatives over the next year will be to preserve dedicated accounts for solid waste management
in Washington State.

Ecology administers the CPG Program through WAC 173-312, following the intent of the Model Toxics
Control Act (Chapter 70.105D RCW) to:

e Fund local government projects that reduce contamination of the environment.

e Provide funding assistance to local governments for local solid and hazardous waste planning and
for carrying out grant-eligible projects in those plans.

e Encourage local responsibility for solid and hazardous waste management.

e Promote regional solutions and cooperation between governments.

LTCA revenue is from the Hazardous Substance Tax (HST), a tax on the first possession of hazardous
substances in the state. Projected revenues to LTCA available each biennium for CPG are divided into
two portions: 80 percent for Solid and Hazardous Waste Planning and Implementation grants, and 20
percent for Solid Waste Enforcement grants. Solid Waste Enforcement Grants fund inspections and
administrative expenses necessary to enforce state and local solid waste regulations pursuant to Chapter
70.95 RCW.

Eligibility

Eligible applicants for CPG grants include:

e Local planning authorities.

e Agencies designated as lead implementation agencies for Local Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Plans.

e Jurisdictional health departments (JHDs).

2 Authorized by RCW 82.21.030 (Chapter 82.21 RCW, Hazardous substance tax -- Model toxics control act).
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Ecology allocates available funds on a county-by-county basis, using a base amount for each county plus
a per capita amount. Cities that are independent planning authorities and coordinate with counties are
eligible to ask for and may receive funding up to the per capita allocation for their city. The availability
and amount of funding depends upon legislative appropriations to the LTCA.

Grant Cycles
The CPG Program awards funds in two grant cycles: regular and offset.
Regular Cycle

Ecology allocates regular cycle funds based on the 80 percent allocation for Solid and Hazardous Waste
Planning and Implementation grants, and 20 percent for Solid Waste Enforcement grants. CPG funds
are distributed to recipients requesting their full or partial allocation in the regular cycle.

Offset Cycle

Funds for the offset cycle come from funds that no one requests in the regular cycle (unrequested funds),
and from funds granted, but unspent during the regular cycle (unspent funds). Funds can also come
from any special legislative appropriation. Ecology awards offset cycle funds through a competitive
process.

2011-13 Biennial Grant Cycle
Regular Cycle

CPG ran an 18-month cycle (January 2012 — July 2013). CPG received an allocation of $28.6 million.
Ecology had previously consulted with grant recipients and determined to bring the grant cycle into
alignment with the biennium, and end the funding of agreements across the biennial line.

In a discussion with grant recipients regarding change to a biennial calendar, the majority of grant
recipients expressed a willingness to adjust their local budget and planning processes as needed. Based
on recipient input, Ecology chose to move CPG to a two-year grant cycle that aligns with the state
biennial budget starting with the 2013-15 Biennium.
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2011-13 Regular Cycle Highlight

The City of Auburn provided recycling opportunities for the public and
employees at all city sponsored events and city parks. Grant funds from the
regular cycle were used to continue adding recycling containers and supplies
for use at events, parks, and in the downtown area.

During the 2011-13 grant cycle, household battery (alkaline only)
collection was offered at nine sites in the City of Redmond. The sites
included City Hall; the Senior Center; the Maintenance and Operation
Centers; both Parks and Public Works; the Teen Center; the Old
Redmond Schoolhouse; the Redmond Library; Fire Station 11; and the
public safety building.

Offset Cycle

Ecology awarded funding for 30 grants totaling $2,728,072 in the Offset Cycle which ran from July 1,
2012, and ended June 30, 2013 to Washington counties, cities, and health authorities.

2013-15 Twenty-Four Month Grant
Regular Cycle

For the 2013-15 regular cycle, CPG drafted agreements based on a 24-month period (July 2013 —July
2015). Ecology aligned the agreements with the biennial calendar (July to June).

The Legislature allocated $28.2 million to the CPG Program for the 2013-15 Biennium. Ecology
provided regular cycle funding to help local governments carry out their solid and hazardous waste
management plans including recycling, household hazardous waste collection, and solid waste
enforcement. Grants awarded from these funds began July 1, 2013. These grants also fund organics
composting and conversion, green building, moderate risk waste practices, waste reduction and
recycling, and commercial outreach. Ecology awarded 123 grants to Washington counties, cities, and
health agencies totaling $28,240,000 during the regular cycle.

2013-15 Regular Cycle Highlights

During the 2013-15 Grant Cycle, Thurston County not only diverted
organics from the waste stream, but also utilized viable food to feed the
hungry as a higher priority than composting.

The Food Bank remodeled existing rooms and purchased equipment to
create a certified repack station that would accommodate converting - L.
donations from restaurants, grocery distributors, caterers, and one school cafeteria (a pilot) mto
individual, complete meals. They purchased a van and equipped it with a refrigeration unit, which
allowed for expanding the type of donated food to be picked up.
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Offset Cycle

Unrequested funds from the $28.2 million fund the competitive Offset Cycle. Ecology will award
Offset Cycle grants of approximately $1 million on July 1, 2014 and continue through June 30, 2015.

Local Government Efforts Implementing Beyond Waste Vision Using CPG Funds

Local governments are carrying out programs that support the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan
(Beyond Waste) vision. Examples of current projects are described below.

Waste Reduction and Recycling

Local governments provide residential and commercial recycling, technical help to businesses, recycling
collection events, education programs, onsite waste audits, and recycling drop-off locations. These
activities help support the vision of the State Solid and Hazardous Waste Plan (Beyond Waste) and
increase Washington’s recycling rate.

Hazardous Waste

Local governments help businesses and residents reduce and properly dispose of hazardous waste by
building and maintaining hazardous waste collection facilities and conducting special collection events.
Local governments also help small businesses with technical matters, promote use of less toxic products,
and work with others to find solutions for problem wastes such as electronics and mercury.

Solid and Hazardous Waste Planning

Local governments work in cooperation with public officials, local solid waste advisory committees and
the public to develop plans for their communities. These plans outline effective approaches to reduce
their solid and hazardous wastes and safely manage the wastes that remain.

Solid Waste Enforcement

Local governments enforce the solid waste laws and local ordinances. They enforce them by permitting
and inspecting facilities; responding to complaints about illegal dumping and improper waste handling
or storage; and issuing citations.

To view details of completed projects funded by grants, visit the Solid Waste Information Clearinghouse
at https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/swicpublic/. Select “Projects” from the top blue bar. Scroll down and
search by ensuring the checkbox for “CPG Funding” is selected, and enter the following dates in the
“Dates Project Active” fields: 1/1/2012 to 12/31/2013. Scroll down and click “Search.” You will notice
there are also many other ways to search for projects from this page.
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CPG Offset Cycle Improvements Using the CPG Workgroup

The W2R Program has formed a CPG Workgroup comprised of one SWI grant recipient and one SWE
grant recipient from each of Ecology’s four regions across the state to represent CPG recipients. In
addition to reviewing and commenting on the 2013-15 CPG Guidelines, the Workgroup examined the
competitive CPG Offset Cycle grant program and made recommendations for process improvements. In
particular, the workgroup worked on setting priorities for the types of projects to fund and on scoring
criteria for evaluating the applications submitted. The CPG Workgroup will be consulted in the future
as other issues and projects are identified where stakeholder input is needed.

CPG to Join the Grants and Loans Program to Participate in the New Ecology Administration of
Grants and Loans (EAGL) Process

EAGL is a comprehensive web-based grant and loan management system that allows Ecology’s grant
and loan clients to complete grant applications, submit payment requests with progress reports, submit
closeout reports, and request amendments online. The system provides a streamlined application and
reporting process for both external clients and Ecology staff. In addition, as a paperless system, both
natural resources and shipping costs are saved. CPG recipients in the 2015 Regular cycle will apply
online with the EAGL system.

Grants to Citizens - Public Participation Grants (PPG)

Purpose

Washington’s Chapter 170.105D RCW, Hazardous Waste Cleanup - Model Toxics Control Act provides
for a PPG Program. PPGs provide funding to citizen groups and not-for-profit public interest
organizations. These grants encourage public involvement in monitoring cleanup of contaminated sites
and pollution prevention through waste reduction/elimination. A PPG can fund up to $120,000 for a
two-year project and there is no requirement for matching funds. There are two types of PPG Projects:

1. Contaminated Site Projects encourage public involvement in investigation and cleanup of
contaminated sites. Examples include:

e Conducting public walking tours of the Anacortes Bay Wide cleanup site.
e Developing a school curriculum regarding the Hanford cleanup site and its history.

e Providing health advisories to ethnic communities regarding Spokane River contamination.
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2. Waste Management Projects encourage public involvement to eliminate or reduce waste. Examples
include:

e Providing information on recycling and sustainability to low-income communities.

e Introducing biochar technology and its applications to rural communities.

e Educational campaigns to keep toxic materials out of Puget Sound.
Fiscal Year 2013
The PPG Program concluded the 2011-13 funding cycle. Due to budget cuts, there were only 15
contaminated site grants awarded out of 40 grants that were initially selected. No waste management
grants were awarded.
Fiscal Year 2014
The PPG Program received $3.53 million for the 2013-15 Biennium. The funding allowed PPG to
award 22 contaminated site grants and 20 waste management grants. Sixteen of the twenty-two
contaminated site grants were awarded to 2011-13 grant recipients. New cleanup sites covered by PPG

include Lake Washington, Magnuson Park, Bellingham Bay, March Point Landfill, and the Boeing
Fabrication Plant (Algona).

Table 2.6
PPG Projects for 2011-13
Organization County Purpose Eyvg?ég%

. . Provide public education and outreach
Friends of Skagit . ) . $90,000 (11-13)
Beaches Skagit regarding the Anacortes Bay Wide $116,000 (13-15)

cleanup.

Improve and expand understanding of i
Hanford Challenge Statewide | Hanford issues, and provide meaningful 5&28888 8;13

public engagement. '

. , Provide public education and outreach $90,000 (11-13)
Columbia Riverkeeper Statewide regarding the Hanford cleanup. $120,000 (13-15)
Washington Physicians Statewide public education about Hanford $120,000 (11-13)
for Social Statewide | in order to promote public participation in $120’000 (13-15)
Responsibility Hanford cleanup decision making. '

. Engage the public in protecting the i
Citizens for a Healthy Pierce health of Commencement Bay through $52,000 (11-13)
Bay . $78,000 (13