RESPONSIVENESS

SUMMARY

DOUGLAS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

“Preliminary Draft”

Responsiveness Summary

	#
	Commenter

Organization 
	Comment Location
	Comment
	Suggested Language Change
	Determination/Rationale

	1
	DOE – Solid Waste
	Chapter 7,  Table 7-1
	24,379:  this number combines both diverted and recycled material.  In 2004 tons diverted were 19,085 and recycled were 5,293
	Text modified, add “diverted” to the table.
	Agreed

	2
	
	Chapter 7,

Table 7-2
	What calculations were used to determine the numbers in table 7-2?
	Text modified:  “tons” “percentages”
	Calculations were based upon tonnage as provided in the GWRLF and Yakima County Comprehensive study.

	3
	
	Chapter 7,

Table 7-3
	The term “organic waste” is confusing in Table 7-3.  Readers won’t understand that it includes food waste, yard debris, disposable diapers, manure, and carcasses.  It might be a good to break these categories out more so when reading the plan it’s easier to see where the numbers cited come from.
	None
	Table data is based on the Yakima County Waste Composition study.  Our use of the term “organic” needs to coincide with their use of this word.

	4
	
	Chapter 7,

Figure 7-2
	40% is Douglas County’s diversion rate.  Using the data that we provide you, we calculate a 19.71% recycling rate.  I think somewhere in the plan I read that you have a 21% recycling rate, but I can’t find where it stated that now.
	None
	We utilized the percentages as illustrated within the Doe’s annual report.

	5
	
	Chapter 8, section 8.3
	Designated Recyclables:  this seems out of place here.  It is understandable why the list is here, since recycling is listed as part of diversion, but a more logical place for the public to look for this list would be in a recycling chapter.  You may want to consider moving it.
	None
	Comment noted.

	6
	
	Chapter 8,

Table 8-3
	19% waste diversion goal:  you already have a 40% diversion rate in 2004.  It might be a good idea to up that goal to 50% or more by 2014.  Looking at your diversion goals, it seems like you’d easily be able to achieve at least 50%>
	None
	Comment noted. (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)

	7
	
	Chapter 12,

Table 12-6
	Source DOE:  What are you referencing?
	Text modified
	Agreed

	8
	
	Chapter 15,

Section 15.4.4
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the State may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted. (Referred to Executive TAC)

	9
	
	Chapter 15,

Section 15.4.6
	Recycling Diversion Goal:  Do you have a residential recycling goal or are you combining diversion and recycling throughout the plan?  
	None
	Comment noted.

	10
	
	Chapter 20, page 20-2
	RCW # incorrect
	Text modified
	Agreed

	11
	
	Chapter 20, section 20.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted.   (Referred to Executive TAC)

	12
	
	Chapter 21, section 21.2.1
	WAC # is incorrect
	Text modified
	Agreed

	13
	
	Chapter 22, section 22.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.
	None
	Comment noted

(Referred to Executive TAC)

	14
	
	Chapter 23, section 23.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.

	None
	Comment noted.

(Referred to Executive TAC) 

	15
	
	Chapter 25, section 25.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.

	None
	Comment noted.   (Referred to Executive TAC)

	16
	
	Chapter 26, section 26.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)

	17
	
	Chapter 27, section 27.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)  

	18
	
	Chapter 31, section 31.4
	Objectives:  It may be a good idea to put something about programs being established should meet local needs.  Hopefully, that would help establish a program that will work for the County when a manufacturer comes in to set up their program.
	None
	Comment noted. (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)

	19
	
	Chapter 33, section 33.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.

	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)  

	20
	
	Chapter 34, section 34.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)  

	21
	
	Chapter 35, section 35.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)  

	22
	
	Chapter 36, section 36.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective I other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Waste Reduction and Recycling TAC)  

	23
	
	Chapter 36, section 36.5
	Alternatives:  It might be a good idea to list something about establishing a Reuse store for construction and demolition as an option.  Douglas County probably will not have one for a while, however, there may be a community group that would be interested in establishing one, like Habitat for Humanity.  Do you need to have this sort of establishment listed in the plan in order for them to start one? I can’t remember where I read that all facilities must go through the Douglas County Commissioners.  
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Business and Industry TAC)

	24
	
	Chapter 37, section 37.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.


	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Business and Industry TAC)

	25
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.2.2
	State Requirements:  WAC 173-425-040 does not allow yard debris burning in urban growth areas.  It’s cited in Chapter 37, for consistency, it may be a good idea to have it hear as well.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	26
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.

	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)

	27
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.5.5
	5 percent:  Cite reference
	Text modified
	Agreed

	28
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.5.6
	5 percent:  This number is kind of confusing because Organic Waste isn’t broken down in Chapter 7.  Readers will wonder where 5% came from unless it’s explained somewhere in the plan.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	29
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.5.7
	Studies:  Which studies?
	Text modified
	Agreed

	30
	
	Chapter 38, section 38.6
	These are all great recommendations, however, it may be a good idea, depending on what happens with the GWRLF, to look at local composting options or look at Alternative 38.5.8, haul collected yard debris from the GWRLF to Ellensburg.  

Douglas County could also look at the possibility of partnering with a local farmer to take yard debris from Bridgeport, Waterville and Mansfield and using it as beneficial use.  

It may be difficult to divert 5% of the yard waste stream with just technical assistance and an education outreach program.  
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Organic TAC).

	31
	
	Chapter 39, section 39.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section: Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)



	32
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.2.2
	Substitute text:  regulates biosolids for the purposes of achieving maximum Beneficial Use.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	33
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.2.2
	Land Reclamation:  Ecology does regulate biosolids used in land reclamation.  WAC 173-308-190(1) allows for reclamation rates.  Ecology needs to approve the Site Specific Land Application Plan.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	34
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.2.2
	Incineration of biosolids:  The Air Quality Program regulates incinerators.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	35
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.2.2
	CDHD:  The Chelan Douglas Health District is delegated to inspect septage facilities.  They aren’t delegated the authority for biosolids.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	36
	
	Chapter 41, section 41.2.2
	RCW 46.61.655: 6.61.655  (3) states that, Any vehicle operating on a paved public highway with a load of dirt, sand, or gravel susceptible to being dropped, spilled, leaked, or otherwise escaping therefrom shall be covered so as to prevent spillage. Covering of such loads is not required if six inches of freeboard is maintained within the bed.  The language should be changed to reflect this.   
	Text modified
	Agreed

	37
	
	Chapter 41, section 41.4.3
	Substitute the following text for this section:   46.61.655  (3) states that, Any vehicle operating on a paved public highway with a load of dirt, sand, or gravel susceptible to being dropped, spilled, leaked, or otherwise escaping therefrom shall be covered so as to prevent spillage. Covering of such loads is not required if six inches of freeboard is maintained within the bed.  The language should be changed to reflect this 

	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)

	38
	
	Chapter 41, section 41.5.4
	MLCA:  correct full title is Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Model Litter Control Act
	Text modified
	Agreed

	39
	
	Chapter 43, section 43.3.2
	MLCA:  correct full title is Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Model Litter Control Act
	Text modified
	Agreed

	40
	
	Chapter 43, section 43.3.2
	46.55 RCW:  RCW 46.55 covers towing and impoundment.  I couldn’t find any mention of auto recycling facilities in this RCW.  It does cover the storage facilities of tow truck drivers, which the WSP can inspect.  The paragraph should be changed to reflect this unless there is a different law that covers auto recyclers.  It can be assumed that the storage facilities of tow truck drivers are recycling facilities.  It might be a good idea to mention that Douglas County is assuming this.
	Text modified
	Referred to SWPO by Business and Industry TAC.
 

	41
	
	Chapter 44, section 44.4.5
	Substitute the following text for this section:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.
	None
	Comment noted.
(Referred to Business and Industry TAC)

	42
	
	Chapter 45, section 45.3.1
	When did SWAC begin administering Countywide Solid Waste Program?
	Text modified
	Agreed

	43
	DOE – AIR QUALITY
	General
	Organic waste including land clearing material, wood waste and yard debris is converted to toxic air pollution when it is burned in outdoor fires.
	None
	Comment noted.

	44
	
	General
	Toxic air pollution causes serious health problems.  The smoke from outdoor burning of leaves, grass, brush, wood and tree needles can cause asthma, emphysema, bronchitis, and lung cancer.  Children, the elderly, and those with breathing problems are most harmed by poor air  quality.


	None
	Comment noted.

	45
	
	Chapter 7, Figure 7-1
	Organic waste makes up 44.87% of the solid waste stream in Douglas County per figure 7-1.  More emphasis should be placed on diversion of this major waste stream.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Organic TAC)

	46
	
	General
	State law currently restricts the burning of yard debris, wood waste and land clearing material in populated areas of the county.  This draft offers landfill disposal as the only immediate alternatives for organic waste.
	None
	Comment noted.

	47
	
	Chapter 37 and 38
	Add Chapter 37 section 2.2 pertaining to WAC 173-425 into Chapter 38, section 2.2
	Text modified 
	Agreed.  (Referred to Organic TAC)

	48
	
	Chapter 37 and 38
	Section 6 of both chapters 37 and 38 (recommendations) do not include organic diversion alternatives.  According to the plan, landfill disposal is the only option.
	None

Comment is identified in Do. Co. Solid Waste 20 year Scope of Work; just not within 6 year Implementation Schedule.
	Comment noted. (Referred to Organic TAC)


	49
	
	Implementation Budget
	Along with the previous comments the six year implementation budget does not address any organic diversion alternatives for yard debris or wood waste.
	None

Comment is identified in Do. Co. Solid Waste 20 year Scope of Work; just not within 6 year Implementation Schedule.
	Comment noted. (Referred to Organic TAC)


	50
	
	Chapter 38
	Chapter 38 section 5.8 references an existing infrastructure that is not considered in this plan as a recommendation.  Further consideration of this option should be addressed in this plan and budget.
	None

Kittitas County does not wish to import our organic waste, they cannot handle what they already generate, per conversation by Ron Draggoo with Kittitas County  
	Comment noted. (Referred to Organic TAC)


	51
	
	General
	WAC 174-425-040 (5)(b) clearly lists landfill disposal as less harmful to the environment than outdoor burning.
	None
	RCW takes precedence over WAC.  (Handled by Organic TAC)

	52
	
	General
	How and why were the recommendations listed in each chapter chosen?  A reader will probably want to know why one recommendation was chosen over another.  It was not clear to me why some recommendations were chosen over others.
	None


	Comment noted. (Referred to Organic TAC)



	53
	
	General
	Quite a few chapters throughout the plan mention that local programs should reflect local conditions and cannot support a one size fits all program.  Ecology agrees with this, however, we feel the language in the plan could be changed to help forge a more positive relationship between Douglas County and Department of Ecology.  We suggest changing the language used throughout the plan from:  

  Existing Text:  With the tendency of regulatory agencies to have a one-size fits all approach, it is imperative that all programs be locally supported and accepted.  Because of the rural character of Douglas County and its cities and towns all programs should reflect conditions that exist locally and not be driven by what the DOE deems as efficient or cost effective.

  To:  Programs that are efficient or cost effective in other parts of the state may not meet the needs and conditions of rural Douglas County and its cities and towns.  All programs should reflect the local conditions and be supported and accepted locally.

  Or:  With the tendency of regulatory agencies to have a one-size fits all approach, it is imperative that all programs be locally supported and accepted.  Because of the rural character of Douglas County and its cities and towns all programs should reflect conditions that exist locally.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)

	54
	
	General
	The next plan turned in for formal review must have the following in order to be considered a formal review:  a completed WUTC cost assessment, comments – if any – from the public review process, SEPA documentation.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Executive TAC)

	55
	WUTC
	General
	In general, the plan describes solid waste collection companies as “franchise haulers”.  The commission issues Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity.  Please change all references from “franchise” to “certificate” or “certificated” as it relates to regulated haulers.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	56
	
	Chapter 9, section 9-14
	Section 9-14 lists the rates for Sunrise Disposal (G-201), Waste Management of Greater Wenatchee (G-237) and Zippy Disposal (G-121) for regulated haulers.  Staff attached the current tariff pages so you can update the rates for each company.
	Text modified
	Agreed


	57
	
	Chapter 9, section 9.5.1
	State law requires regulated haulers to comply with local solid waste management plans and related implementation ordinances (RCW 81.77.030(5-6).
	Text modified
	Agreed

	58
	
	Chapter 9, section 9.5.2
	Section 9.5.2 states that if counties “do not” elect to contract for the collection that they have to notify the commission within 90 days.  This is contrary to RCW 36.58.040(2), which requires the county to notify the commission when the county elects to collect source separated recyclable materials.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	59
	CDHD
	Chapter 3,

Section 3.3.43
	Management:  it should be mentioned this chapter has superseded citations in WAC 173-304.
	Text modified
	Agreed


	60
	
	Chapter 3, section 3.3.48
	Standards:  it should be mentioned this chapter superseded many of the citations in WAC 173-304.
	Text modified
	Agreed


	61
	
	Chapter 3, section 3.3.49
	Landfills:  it should be mentioned this chapter superseded many of the citations in WAC 173-304.
	Text modified
	Agreed


	62
	
	Chapter 9, section 9.5.8
	The solid waste disposal needs of rural citizens and urban citizens differ. Organic waste disposal is a good example. Rural citizens can easily compost vegetative waste such as lawn clippings while urban citizens are more likely to dispose of lawn clippings.  Depending on the MLS, the same program may not apply in a rural setting.
	None
	Comment noted:  text refers only to municipal agreements/services.

	63
	
	Chapter 10, section opening sentence
	Transfer Stations don’t necessarily include MRF’s but may share the facility location  with one. They are two distinct facilities.

It may be best to leave out the MRF reference.
	None
	Comment noted:  text is specific to Transfer Stations only.

	64
	
	Chapter 15, title page
	Recycling:  It is a commonly used term as it is being used but it conflicts with the definition stated in the Plan.  Material Recovery is the regulatory term for collecting, storing and shipping solid waste that can be transformed into a useful product.
	None
	Comment noted:  text is written for the utilization of the general public.

	65
	
	Chapter 16, title page
	Recycling It is a commonly used term as it is being used but it conflicts with the definition stated in the Plan.  Material Recovery is the regulatory term for collecting, storing and shipping solid waste that can be transformed into a useful product. 
	None
	Comment noted:  text is written for the utilization of the general public.

	66
	
	Chapter 21, section 21.2.1
	WAC 173-350-350 provides the latest state regulations pertaining to Waste tire storage and transport.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	67
	
	Chapter 32, section 32.2.1
	What citations in WAC 173-303 are being used?
	None
	Comment noted.

	68
	
	Chapter 34, section 34.2.2
	WAC: add and WAC 173-351
	Text modified
	Agreed

	69
	
	Chapter 35, section 35.2.2
	WAC:  If inert material designates as DW, it is not inert
	Text modified
	Agreed

	70
	
	Chapter 35, section 35.5.3
	Annually:  if under 250 cy a facility does not need permitting
	Text modified
	Agreed

	71
	
	Chapter 39, section 39.2.2
	Which:  Food waste would be a “feedstock” when composting is considered.  This is covered in WAC 173-350-220.  When landspread it would be covered by WAC 173-350-230.  I don’t know where WAC 173-304 would apply to new facilities.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	72
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.3.1
	With the current uncertainty:  What caused this to be written?
	Unknown
	Comment noted. (Referred to Organic TAC)


	73
	
	Chapter 40, section 40.3.8
	Dumping:  to our knowledge this is not an accurate assessment of present conditions.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Organic TAC)  

	74
	
	Chapter 40, Table 40-5
	Carter Sanitation:  Carter does not have a facility in Douglas County RPA.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	75
	
	Chapter 40, Table 40-5
	Jim’s Pumping Service:  Jim’s facility is located in Chelan County.
	Text modified
	Agreed

	76
	
	Chapter 43, Table 43-1
	Subsequent Comment:  Table 43-1 is a chart describing a past permit policy for the CDHD.  This permit policy was repealed Jan. 04
(Initial Comment  Permit process policy:  I believe this was discontinued when WAC 173-350 was adopted.  The process accuracy is close if not complete.
	None
	Comment was withdrawn by CDHD.  (Referred to Public Health and Safety TAC)

	77
	
	Chapter 43, section 43.3.1
	WAC:  These facilities can also be ancillary facilities at municipal solid waste landfills.
	None
	Comment noted.  (Referred to Public Health and Safety TAC)

	78
	
	Chapter 45, section 45.3.2
	Incorrect WAC citation used.
	Text modified
	Agreed


