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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report summarizes the results of a regional decant facility siting study for King, 
Snohomish, Pierce and Thurston counties conducted between November 2012 and June 2013 
by Herrera Environmental Consultants (Herrera)and King County on behalf of ROADMAP 
(Regional Operations and Maintenance Program). A Municipal Stormwater Grant of Regional or 
Statewide Significance from the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) funded 
the study. The study includes three components: tools to overcome obstacles to shared 
facility use, a facility needs survey, and a siting analysis. 

Each successive revision of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
stormwater permits in Washington increases the requirements for stormwater system 
cleaning. Compliance with these permits means that increasingly large amounts of clean-out 
material go to decant facilities for processing and disposal. ROADMAP identified insufficient 
decant facility capacity as a driver for increasing both the shared use of existing facilities and 
funding for new facilities. 

We developed several tools through this project for overcoming obstacles to shared use. 
These tools include: 

• Terms and Conditions Template for a shared use agreement 

• Protocol checklists addressing site safety; hot loads; facility operations; facility users; 
safety and security; material acceptance; hot load identification and handling; solids 
handling, testing, and disposal; liquids handling, testing, and treatment; and solids 
reuse 

• Operations Plan Template 

• Interactive web map of facility location and basic operating parameters 

• Maps documenting data gathered and priority areas for increased facility sharing or 
new facilities 

Figures and tables in the main report summarize the extensive data collected for the study. 

Key conclusions include: 

Municipal decant stations vary widely in design and operation. Templates and suggested 
protocols are useful tools, but must provide municipalities with operational flexibility. 

Approximately half (53 percent) of all the facilities we identified have capacity for additional 
decant materials; however, only 17 percent of these facilities (9 facilities) are willing to open 
to shared use with external users. Thus, there are currently a limited number of facilities 
available to municipalities wanting to use another municipality’s decant facilities. 
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Of the 74 NPDES-permitted municipalities in the study area, 31 (42 percent) indicated that 
they want or may want to use another municipality’s decant facility. The relative interest in 
using external facilities was highest for Thurston County (80 percent) and King County (51 
percent), and lowest for Snohomish County (21 percent) and Pierce County (28 percent). 
Thus, the overall interest in using external facilities (42 percent of municipalities) is higher 
than the willingness to open to share with external users (28 percent of facilities). 

Areas currently located outside a 15-30 minute travel boundary from an available facility 
include north King County to the extreme southeast Snohomish County, southeast King 
County, south Pierce County, and south Thurston County. These areas are therefore a priority 
for new shared facilities. 

Overall, 11 municipalities are planning to expand existing facilities and 7 are planning to build 
new facilities by 2018. 

To increase regional decant facility capacity we recommend the following strategies: 

• The primary recommended option includes using a nearby facility that is currently 
willing to open to share with external users. The study identified several high-priority 
sharing opportunities between specific municipalities. We recommend those 
municipalities work together to determine the feasibility of sharing in more detail.  

• We recommend sharing existing facilities over building new shared facilities primarily 
because of the capital expense for facility planning, siting, and construction. 

• The secondary recommended option is to build new or expanded facilities open to 
external users. We identified several potential partner groups based on high need and 
proximity. We recommend those municipalities work together to identify a lead entity, 
identify funding sources and site a new facility. 

• We recommend that the underserved geographic areas identified in this study (north 
King County to the extreme southeast Snohomish County, southeast King County, south 
Pierce County, and south Thurston County) be high regional priorities for further 
efforts to advance regional decant facility capacity.  

Grant funding opportunities are potentially available from Ecology to Phase I and Phase II 
municipalities in Washington to improve or build new decant facilities. Specific criteria for 
each grant are available in grant applications. Decant facilities in underserved geographic 
areas and facilities that serve more than one municipality will often score additional points. 

Municipalities appear to be well along in planning to meet their decant facility needs. With 
increased attention to collaborating on new facilities and sharing existing facilities, 
municipalities can increase their decant capacity as the volume of material increases. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This report summarizes the results of a strategic regional decant facility siting study for King, 
Snohomish, Pierce and Thurston counties conducted between November 2012 and June 2013 
by Herrera Environmental Consultants (Herrera)and King County on behalf of ROADMAP 
(Regional Operations and Maintenance Program). A Municipal Stormwater Grant of Regional or 
Statewide Significance from the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) funded 
the study. The study includes two components: a facility needs survey and a siting analysis. 
The facility needs survey was conducted by Herrera, and subconsultants KPG, Inc. and LPD 
Engineering; the siting analysis was performed by Herrera. 

In addition to this report, an interactive WebMap of decant facilities in the four county study 
area was produced. The Washington Stormwater Center and its contract web developer, 
SiteCrafting, created the website. The templates and tools developed for the website are 
included in this document as appendices and are available at: 
http://www.wastormwatercenter.org/technical-tools 

This report provides an overview of the study, including data collection methods, siting 
analysis results, conclusions and recommendations, and suggestions for additional tools to 
facilitate the shared use of decant facilities. 

Throughout this report, we refer to municipalities, which for this report also include ports, 
Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT), and the armed forces. 

Project Overview 
Each successive revision of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
stormwater permits in Washington increases the requirements for stormwater system 
cleaning. Compliance with these permits means that increasingly large amounts of clean-out 
material go to decant facilities for processing and disposal. ROADMAP identified insufficient 
decant facility capacity as a driver for increasing both the shared use of existing facilities and 
funding for new facilities. 

To promote the shared use of existing and new decant facilities, this project focused on 
compiling information about existing facilities, such as existing capacity, and obstacles to 
shared use; on developing tools to increasing capacity through facility sharing, and on 
identifying top priority areas for increasing capacity through facility sharing or building new 
facilities.  

Project Objectives 
The overall objectives of this project include the following: 

http://www.wastormwatercenter.org/technical-tools
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• Reduce costs associated with stormwater facility maintenance and increase 
maintenance program efficiency without adding equipment or personnel by reducing 
travel times from clean-out to discharge sites. 

• Decrease the likelihood that eductor truck loads, both public and private, will be 
dumped illegally. 

• Demonstrate the effectiveness of ROADMAP in developing regional products for the 
improvement of stormwater management system operations and maintenance and 
disseminating them throughout western Washington. 

• Promote cooperation and collaboration between municipalities by providing tools and 
templates for shared use facilities. 

• Reduce carbon emissions associated with municipal stormwater system cleaning 
operations by reducing drive times to decant facilities. 

Tools Developed Through This Study 
As part of the project, we developed tools to address some of the primary obstacles reported 
to prevent municipalities from opening their facilities to external use. These obstacles 
include the following: 

1. Lack of capacity-- if a facility is already past capacity with just the owner 
municipality’s material, there is no capacity for shared use. 

2. Concern about liability associated with “hot loads” (these are loads that have 
materials known or suspected to exceed dangerous waste criteria) 

3. Lack of time and resources to negotiate shared use agreements, or train staff from 
other municipalities on facility use and operation 

4. Lack of time and resources to develop tracking and financial systems necessary for 
shared use billing. 

5. Lack of regulatory consistency and guidance, especially around solids reuse options 

6. Facility Design--the design of many existing facilities is not conducive to additional 
traffic or the addition of features required to track the loads of external users. 

7. Concern about loads that are difficult to handle 

The tools we developed for this project address obstacles two and three above. These tools 
include: 

• Terms and Conditions Template for a shared use agreement 

• Protocol checklists addressing site safety; hot loads; facility operations; facility users; 
safety and security; material acceptance; hot load identification and handling; solids 
handling, testing, and disposal; liquids handling, testing, and treatment; and solids 
reuse 

• Operations Plan Template 

• Interactive web map of facility location and basic operating parameters 

• Maps documenting data gathered and priority areas for increased facility sharing or 
new facilities 
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FACILITY NEEDS SURVEY 
The study is based on information gathered using surveys of operators of existing decant 
facilities and permitted municipalities. We used selected data from the collection efforts to 
prepare maps depicting locations of facilities with the following attributes: 

• Public or private ownership 

• Shared or unshared use with other municipalities or private haulers 

• Willingness to open their own facility to share with others 

• Interest in using other, external decant facilities 

• Relative size of the facility based on the amount of solids collected 

• Relative capacity of the facility to accept more solids 

• Plans to build a new facility or expand an existing facility within the next 5 years 

Information gathered was also used to develop: 

• A decant facility website for user networking 

• A Terms and Conditions Template for interjurisdictional agreements to share a facility 

• Recommended protocols for decant facility operations 

• Recommended protocols for preventing the spread of aquatic invasive species 

• An Operations Plan Template for including recommended protocols and other useful 
information in a decant facility operations plan or operations and maintenance manual 

Data for the website, mapping, and siting analysis were collected from three surveys as 
described in Appendix A. We compiled the data in spreadsheets and analyzed it for the study. 
We also collected information at three ROADMAP meetings; Appendix A includes brief 
summaries from those meetings. 

Separate appendices include the Terms and Conditions Template (Appendix B), Facility 
Operating Protocols (Appendix C), Aquatic Invasive Species Protocols (Appendix D), and the 
Operations Plan Template (Appendix E). 

Data Analysis 
The collected data were complied, analyzed, and presented on maps to address questions 
relevant to the decant facility siting strategy. 

Where are decant facilities located? 
Locations of all known decant facilities in the four-county study area are shown in Figure 1 
along with urban growth areas.  Urban growth areas are a general indicator of higher 
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population and road densities where higher quantities of street cleaning material are 
generated. 

The number of decant facilities is compared to the NPDES-permitted municipalities service 
area and urban growth area by county in Table 1. Most of the decant facilities are located in 
King County (38 percent), which also has the largest urban growth area (48 percent of total 
area). Table 1 also presents the number of NPDES-permitted municipalities with and without 
facilities. For the purposes of this report, NPDES-permitted municipalities include all public 
entities (counties, cities, ports, and WSDOT) that are covered under an NPDES permit and two 
public entities (City of Snoqualmie and Joint Base Lewis McCord [JBLM]) that own a decant 
facility but are not covered under an NPDES permit. King County includes most of the 
municipalities with facilities (35 percent) and without facilities (61 percent). Most decant 
facilities are not shared (86% of publicly owned facilities and 56 percent of private facilities). 

Table 1. Number of Decant Facilities Compared to Service and Urban Growth Area. 

 Snohomish 
County King County 

Pierce 
County 

Thurston 
County Totals 

Total Facilities 14 21 15 5 55 

Public - Not Shared Facilities 11 13 11 4 39 

Public Shared Facilities 1 5 0 1 7 

Private - Not Shared Facilities 1 2 2 0 5 

Private Shared Facilities 1 1 2 0 4 

Municipalities with facilities 11 14 11 5 40 

Municipalities without facilities a 3 20 8 0 33 

Service Area (mi2) 240.4 532.5 370.5 114.5 1,258 

Urban Growth Area (mi2) 189.8 505.7 254.8 97.0 1,047 

 

What facilities are  willing to open to shared use and have capacity? 
Maps were prepared for each of the four counties (Figures 2 through 5) depicting the 
following facility conditions as of May 2013. 

• Ownership type 

• Shared versus unshared 

• Amount of solids generated - the symbol size varies with the annual amount of solids 
generated by the facility according to the following size groups: less than 300 tons, 
300 to 5,000 tons, 5,001 to 100,000 tons, and greater than 100,000 tons 

• Willingness to open to shared use 

• Available capacity versus no available capacity  (Facilities were conservatively 
designated as not having available capacity if they reported receiving an average daily 
amount of liquids or solids exceeding 50 percent of total daily capacity or were unable 
to receive more waste on at least 50 percent of the operating days for a variety of 
reasons.) 



³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³ ³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³
³³

³³

³³

³³ ³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³

³³
³³

_̂

_̂

_̂

Skagit County

Clallam
County

Lewis County

Grays
Harbor
County

Jefferson
County

SKAGIT

Island
County

Snohomish
County

Kitsap
County

King County
Mason
County

Pierce
County

Thurston
County

LEWIS

King County

Kirkland

Thurston 
County

Snohomish County

Granite Falls

Auburn

Pierce County

Pierce
County

Seattle

Seattle

Redmond

Lacey

Everett

King County

JBLM

Puyallup
WSDOT

University
Place

Marysville

SeaTac

Woodinville

Arlington

Bellevue
Bellevue

Bonney Lake

Brier

Buckley

Edmonds

Fircrest

Kent

Lynnwood

Mercer Island

Monroe

Mukilteo

Normandy Park

Olympia

Port 
of Olympia

Tumwater

Bothell

Issaquah
Snoqualmie

Gig Harbor
King County

Lake Stevens

Tacoma

Fife

Lynnwood

VPC

PRS

Hampton
Lumber Mills

AWST

Mar-Vac

Cemex

CertainTeed

Action
Whirlwind

§̈¦405

§̈¦90

§̈¦5

K:\Projects\Y2012\12-05431-000\Project\Decant_data_ownership.mxd (7/18/2013)

0 8 164
mi

Coordinates: NAD 1983 Washington State Plane North FIPS 4601 Feet

Figure 1.
Decant Facility Ownership and Use.
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Willingness to open their facility to share with other municipalities is based on a specific 
survey question to the facility contact person. It is possible that willingness to share their 
facility with external users may change in the future depending on whether a facility 
expands.  Willingness to share their facility could also be affected by whether obstacles to 
sharing are either encountered or removed. 

The relative capacity is based on answers to survey questions. However, many facilities do 
not record quantities of materials received or do not have specific capacity limits, so it was 
extremely difficult to obtain accurate, consistent values. Capacity limits can vary greatly 
throughout the year depending on the time required for treating liquid and drying solids, the 
condition of the received solids, the number of trucks that can access the facility at any one 
time, and the availability of staff to operate the facility. Furthermore, the use of 50 percent 
as a capacity limit is conservative. It should be considered an indication that the facility is 
nearing capacity, rather than an absolute designation. Thus, status of facility capacity 
depicted on the maps is a generalization specific to the purposes of this study. 

The number of decant facilities willing to share their facility and with capacity are 
summarized by county in Table 2. Only 25 percent of the facilities are willing to share their 
facility, and only 17 percent of the facilities are both willing to share their facility and have 
capacity. Thus, there are currently a limited number of facilities (nine in the total study area) 
available to municipalities wanting to use external decant facilities. 

Table 2. Number of Decant Facilities With Capacity and Willing to Share. 

 Snohomish 
County 

King 
County 

Pierce 
County 

Thurston 
County Totals 

Total Facilities 13 21 16 5 55 

Facilities Willing to Share 4 5 3 2 14 

Facilities With Capacity a 8 12 14 3 40 

Facilities Willing to Share and With Capacity a 3 3 3 0 9 
a Facilities with capacity are defined as those where the average daily amount of liquids or solids does not exceed 
50 percent of the total daily capacity, or are that able to receive more waste on at least 50 percent of the 
operating days. Facilities that did not respond or do not have capacity data are assumed to have capacity unless 
otherwise noted by the facility operator. 
 

What facilities and municipalities want to use external facilities? 
Decant facilities and NPDES-permitted municipalities that want or may want to use an 
external facility are shown in Figure 6. Table 3 presents the number of these facilities and 
municipalities. Various reasons for wanting or possibly wanting to use an external facility 
were expressed by municipalities. These reasons included potential need for more capacity, 
lower hauler/disposal costs, change from private haulers to performing work with municipal 
staff, change in quantity of materials collected, and convenience of closer location. 

Of the 72 NPDES-permitted municipalities in the study area, 34 (47 percent) indicated that 
they want or may want to use an external facility. The relative interest was highest for 
Thurston County (80 percent) and King County (56 percent), and lowest for Snohomish County 
(21 percent) and Pierce County (28 percent). Thus, the overall interest in using external 
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facilities (42 percent of municipalities) is higher than the overall willingness to open to 
external use (28 percent of facilities). 

Table 3. Number of Municipalities That Want to Use External Facilities. 

 
Snohomish 

County 
King 

County 
Pierce 
County 

Thurston 
County Totals 

Municipalities with facility that want to use an external facility 0 4 2 2 8 

Municipalities with facility that may want to use an external 
facility 

2 2 1 2 7 

Municipalities without facility that want to use an external facility 1 12 1 0 14 

Municipalities without facility that may want to use an external 
facility 

0 1 4 0 5 

Total Municipalities that want or may want to use an external 
facility 

3 19 8 4 34 

Municipalities with facilities 11 14 11 5 41 

Municipalities without facilities a 3 20 8 0 32 

Total municipalities 14 34 19 5 72 
a Includes six NPDES-permitted municipalities that did not provide data. They are assumed not to own a decant 
facility and not want to share another facility. 
 

What is a reasonable service area for shared decant facilities? 
We selected 15 and 30 minutes to bracket reasonable travel times to a shared decant facility 
for the purpose of determining the geographic areas currently most underserved by shared 
facilities. We performed a routing analysis using the ArcGIS Network Analyst software on all 
shared-use decant facilities to calculate the maximum possible distance that a truck could 
travel from each facility in 15 and 30 minutes. This analysis used a classified road hierarchy 
that assumes a truck would first choose to travel on freeways, then arterials, then collectors, 
and then on other residential roads. This analysis did not account for traffic, so a 15-minute 
travel time may actually take 30 minutes at rush hour. The result of this analysis is an area 
around each facility showing the maximum travel area in all directions from the facility. The 
individual facility areas were then combined to show the total cumulative area within 15 and 
30 minutes of all shared facilities in the study area. 

Figure 7 presents the 15- and 30-minute travel boundaries to shared decant facilities, and 
indicates areas located outside these travel boundaries. 

Based on this analysis, areas currently located outside a 15-30 minute travel boundary from a 
shared facility include north Snohomish County, north King County to the extreme southeast 
Snohomish County, southeast King County, south Pierce County, and south Thurston 
County. These areas are therefore a priority for new shared facilities. 
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Figure 7.
15- and 30-Minute Travel Boundary
to Shared Decant Facilities.

Legend
County boundary
Urban Growth Area boundary (Incorporated only)

_̂ Landfill
15-minute travel distance from shared facility
15-30 minute travel distance from shared facility
Public shared facility used by more than two municipalities
Private shared facility
Other facility





 

June 2013 

Strategic Decant Facility Siting Study for the Counties of Snohomish, King, Pierce, and Thurston 23 

What will the trends in waste generation be? 
Several methods for quantitatively projecting the volumes of future stormwater management 
system clean-out materials were investigated to compare with projections of future facility 
capacity. These include the following: 

• GIS-based projections from urban growth area boundaries and population forecasts 

• Planned road capital improvement projects (CIPs) from transportation agencies in the 
four counties 

• Projecting a percentage increase from current volumes coupled with increases in 
cleaning frequencies required by the 2013 NPDES municipal Phase I and Phase II 
permits 

However, initial technical team discussions of these approaches and discussion at a ROADMAP 
meeting identified the following issues that complicate the validity of a data-driven 
quantitative approach: 

• Currently, facilities measure the volume of stormwater management system clean-out 
materials in many different ways. 

• New, high efficiency sweepers may generate higher quantities of street sweeping 
materials versus clean-out materials. While many decant facilities handle both, they 
require different handling methods. 

• Population growth may not be a good surrogate for increased street length and 
increases in clean-out materials because of changing trends in population density, such 
as increased density per street length. 

Based on the level of uncertainty surrounding these issues, the technical team decided to 
focus more resources on obtaining planning data (both quantitative and qualitative) from 
each municipality as opposed to predicting material volumes expected within a 30-year 
planning horizon. 

What municipalities are planning to expand or build a new decant facility? 
NPDES-permitted municipalities indicating current plans to either expand an existing decant 
facility or build a new one are presented in Figure 8 and summarized in Table 4. Overall, 12 
municipalities are planning to expand existing facilities and 8 are planning to build new 
facilities.  

Figure 8 illustrates that although significant expansion of decant facility capacity is planned, 
only three facilities will increase shared capacity (Lacey, Auburn, Snohomish County).  

The City of Redmond and Pierce County anticipate completion in 2013, the City of Mountlake 
Terrace and City of Kirkland anticipate completion in 2014, the City of Lacey anticipates 
completion in 2015, and the remaining municipalities indicated they plan to expand or build 
but did not indicate a year of completion. Several other municipalities indicated they have  
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considered expanding or building a new facility, but currently have no confirmed plans (see 
footnote in Table 4). Five municipalities currently have a grant from Ecology for expansion or 
a new facility. 

Table 4. Municipalities Planning to Expand or Build a New Decant Facility by 2018. 
 Snohomish County King County Pierce County Thurston County Totals 

Expand 
existing 
facility 

Edmonds a 
Mukilteo 
Marysvillea 

Auburn 
Kent 
Kirkland (2014) a 
Mercer Island 
Redmond (2013) a 
Snoqualmie 

Bonney Lake 
Gig Harbor 

Lacey (2015) a 13 

Build new 
facility 

Lynnwood 
Mountlake Terrace 
(2014) 

Maple Valley 
Tukwila 

Pierce County (2013) a 
Milton 
Sumner 

Tumwater 8 

Anticipated year of completion shown in parentheses. Municipalities currently considering whether to expand or 
build a new facility include Bothell, Burien, Buckley, Port of Seattle, and Thurston County. 
a Currently has grant from Ecology for expansion or new facility 
 

Insights 
Facility Operations and Needs 
Insights on decant facility operations and needs gained during this project include: 

• Private facility owners often expressed concern that survey, website, or study 
information might affect business by reducing the needs of public agencies for their 
services, although some felt a website posting would create the potential for new 
business.  

• Small public facility owners were often satisfied with their current use of vendors or 
decant facilities, and did not see potential benefit from sharing information about 
their operations. 

• NPDES-permitted municipalities manage clean-out materials in a variety of ways, 
ranging from the use of only a contracted private vendor to no use at all of vendors for 
either collection or disposal. Many combinations of contracted and in-house services 
are used. 

• Decant facilities vary widely in design, including: 

o A simple concrete pad draining to stormwater catch basins 

o A vault or pond for treatment and discharge of decant liquids only; with solids 
disposal at a separate decant facility. 

o A satellite decant facility for temporary storage of decant liquids and solids, and 
eventual transport of liquids for disposal to a sanitary sewer system. Solids are 
transported to another decant facility. 
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o A small facility consisting of a solids dewatering pad and liquid treatment vault for 
access by one eductor truck at a time, and without a separate solids drying and 
storage area 

o A traditional complete decant facility consisting of a series of solids dewatering 
bins draining to one treatment vault, which also directly receives truck decant 
liquids, and with a separate solids storage area. Solids in the storage area may or 
may not be routinely turned to enhance drying and/or reduce hydrocarbon 
concentrations for meeting disposal or reuse criteria. Sweeper solids may or may 
not be stored separately or mixed with eductor solids to reduce water content. 

o A decant facility co-located with a wastewater treatment facility, solid waste 
transfer facility, recycling facility, compost facility, and/or landfill for on-site 
disposal of decant liquids/solids and associated garbage and inert debris 

• Decant operations may use separate storage sites for eductor and/or sweeping solids. 
These facilities are not categorized as decant facilities because they do not decant 
liquids. 

• Eductor materials with a slurry (water-solids mixture) consistency slow decant 
procedures and increase operating expenses because the liquid vault must be cleaned 
more frequently. 

• Sweeper materials are commonly deposited and stored at a separate site, and there is 
some confusion and ambiguity on what the regulatory requirements are for reuse of 
these stored materials. 

• Washington State Department of Health (WDOH) has never issued guidance on 
permitting and operations requirements for decant facilities, which has resulted in 
widely varied requirements established by local health departments that permit 
decant facility operations. 

• Decant facility owners are increasingly concerned about contamination of eductor 
materials by New Zealand mud snails and other aquatic invasive species that may 
spread to adjacent receiving waters. 

• Some municipalities want example decant facility design guidelines to improve or 
expand existing facilities, or build new facilities. 

• Some municipalities want a template of a decant facility operations plan that includes 
a comprehensive set of protocols for efficient operation and regulatory compliance 
that they can use for new or existing facilities. 

• Some small municipalities believe construction and operation of their own decant 
facility would not be cost effective because of limited use. 

• Decant facilities are needed in unsewered areas, but NPDES-permitted municipalities 
are resistant to building them because liquid treatment requirements for discharge to 
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ground or surface waters are not understood, and the permitting costs are likely to be 
high. 

• Some private haulers will travel further to use a decant facility that is less expensive 
for disposal, less restrictive on the type of waste accepted, or is not operated by a 
competitor. 

Opening Decant Facilities to Shared External Use 
The following barriers to opening decant facilities to external shared use were identified 
during this project: 

• Insufficient truck traffic, liquid treatment, or solids storage capacity for more users 

• Insufficient personnel to monitor use by others 

• Lack of incentives for facility owners to open for external use and change current 
procedures 

• Lack of physical features to allow access or monitor use by others 

• Lack of institutional procedures to allow access, monitor use, or receive compensation 
from others 

• Permits do not currently allow outside users and would require changes that may 
increase regulatory oversight, complicate operations, and increase costs. 

• Risk of receiving dangerous or other unacceptable materials enhances the likelihood of 
the following: 

o Incurring additional costs for liquids and solids disposal 

o Requiring additional facility maintenance 

o Contaminating reuse solids  

o Being out of compliance with regulations and permit conditions 

o Causing legal and liability issues 

• Lack of clarity or consistency on solids reuse regulations affects facility capacity and 
disposal fees. Different disposal methods affect the amount of time materials must be 
held onsite before disposal, which affects how much storage space is needed and 
available. Disposing of solids at landfills drives up the cost of using the facility, while 
reusing the materials helps contain costs.  When some local decant facility regulations 
allow the reuse of materials while others require disposal in a landfill, facilities that 
are more distant could become more cost competitive thus incentivizing increases in 
travel times and greenhouse gas emissions. 
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• A new facility jointly used and operated by several municipalities must show cost 
savings over individual facilities to be viable. This includes capital and life cycle 
operations and maintenance (O&M) costs. 

• Challenges with allocating construction costs among users of new jointly used facilities 

• Challenges with allocating treatment, disposal, and maintenance costs 

• Increasing unauthorized use or “sneak dumping” by private haulers 

• Lack of a mechanism and procedures to resolve disputes among joint users 

• Lack of incentives for staff to advocate for sharing use to decision makers 

• Raising attention or requiring improvements to an existing facility that is not currently 
meeting regulatory and permitting requirements 

• Potential spread of New Zealand mud snails and other aquatic invasive species by 
decant facilities that reuse materials received from another municipality where those 
species are present 

Other insights about shared use of decant facilities gained during this project include: 

• Some small municipalities are interested in using external facilities because they plan 
to purchase and operate eductor trucks to increase control and responsiveness of 
stormwater management, and they do not want to build their own decant facility for 
various reasons including small amount of generated materials, lack of a good site, or 
high construction or O&M costs. 

• Two municipalities agreed to partner in the construction and operation of a decant 
facility, but one later backed out because it was less expensive for them to be a user. 
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SITING ANALYSIS 
Methods 
The siting analysis addresses optimum siting of decant facilities at the regional scale. It uses a 
regional siting analysis method for determining how to meet future needs by sharing the use 
of existing facilities, expanding existing facilities, or building new facilities in the four-county 
study area.  

We developed a regional siting strategy based on existing facility expansion plans, willingness 
of owners to open to shared use, interest in using an external facility, and current capacity. 
We assessed each municipality’s capacity needs and compared those needs to the 
municipality’s travel-time proximity to facilities open to external use, and used this 
comparison to recommend a regional siting strategy of partner municipalities sharing or 
building new facilities to meet existing and future needs.  

A local siting strategy was not necessary for this study because the regional siting strategy 
relied primarily on existing plans for expanding or building new facilities, and sharing the 
existing and planned facilities to meet other municipal needs. For potential use in the future, 
Appendix F provides proposed methods for a local siting analysis to identify new decant 
facility sites at the local scale. 

Results 
Table 5 summarizes capacity needs and plans status for each municipality in the study area.  

To indicate potential locations to meet current sharing needs, Table 5 shows municipalities or 
private facilities that are willing to share their existing facility, want to use an external 
facility, and either have capacity needs or expansion plans.  

We grouped the municipalities in tiers based on their plans, needs, and proximity to a shared 
facility. Tier 1 includes municipalities that are currently planning to expand an existing 
facility or build a new facility. These municipalities have a need, and have identified an 
appropriate solution to meet their needs by investing in these capital improvements. Twenty 
municipalities are included in Tier 1. 

Two additional municipalities were included in Tier 1 based on a high capacity need and 
interest in more capacity. Snohomish County is interested in expanding its existing shared 
facility and Thurston County is interested in building a new facility in the southern portion of 
the county. Thurston County plans are on hold due to uncertainties about liquids treatment in 
this unsewered region.  Both are in areas identified as geographically underserved areas. 
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Table 5a. Municipality Status, Needs, and Plans for Decant Facilities 

Municipality/Owner 

No. of 
Facilities 
Owned 

Owner 
Type 

Current 
Facility Use 

Type 

Willing 
to Share 

Own 
Facility 

At or 
Near 

Capacity 

Want 
to Use 
Other 

Facility 

Plan to 
Expand 
Facility 

Plan to 
Build 

Facility 
Strategy 

Tier 
Snohomish County 
Arlington 1 Public Not Shared       
Brier 1 Public Not Shared       
Cemex 1 Private Shared Yes      
Edmonds 1 Public Not Shared  Yes Maybe Yes  1 
Everett 1 Public Not Shared       
Granite Falls 1 Public Not Shared Yes      
Hampton Lumber Mills 1 Private Not Shared       
Lake Stevens 1 Public Not Shared       
Lynnwood 2 Public Not Shared  Yes   Yes 1 
Marysville 1 Public Not Shared Yes   Yes  1 
Mill Creek 0     Yes   3 
Monroe 1 Public Not Shared  Yes    3 
Mountlake Terrace 0       Yes 1 
Mukilteo 1 Public Not Shared    Yes  1 
Snohomish 0         
Snohomish County 1 Public Shared Yes Yes Maybe   Maybe 1 
King County 
Algona 0         
Auburn 1 Public Shared Yes Yes  Yes  1 
Bellevue 2 Public Not Shared  Yes Yes   3 
Black Diamond 0     Yes   2 
Bothell 1 Public Not Shared   Maybe   3 
Burien 0     Yes   3 
CertainTeed 1 Private Not Shared       
Clyde Hill 0     Yes   3 
Covington 0     Yes   2 
Des Moines 0     Yes   3 
Duvall 0         
Enumclaw 0     Maybe   3 
Federal Way 0     Yes   3 
Issaquah 1 Public Not Shared       
Kenmore 0     Yes   3 
Kent 1 Public Not Shared  Yes  Yes  1 
King County 3 Public Shared Yes      
Kirkland 1 Public Not Shared  Yes Yes Yes  1 
Lake Forest Park 0     Yes   2 
Maple Valley 0     Yes  Yes 1 
Mar-Vac 1 Private Shared Yes Yes    3 
Medina 0         
Mercer Island 1 Public Not Shared   Maybe Yes  1 
Newcastle 0         
Normandy Park 1 Public Not Shared       

a No strategy tier indicates no capacity need or no interest in providing data. 
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Table 5a (continued). Municipality Status, Needs, and Plans for Decant Facilities 

Municipality/Owner 

No. of 
Facilities 
Owned 

Owner 
Type 

Current 
Facility Use 

Type 

Willing 
to Share 

Own 
Facility 

At or 
Near 

Capacity 

Want 
to Use 
Other 

Facility 

Plan to 
Expand 
Facility 

Plan to 
Build 

Facility 
Strategy 

Tier 
King County (continued) 
Pacific 0         
Port of Seattle 0     Yes Maybe  3 
Redmond 1 Public Not Shared Maybe   Yes  1 
Renton 0         
Sammamish 0     Yes   3 
SeaTac 1 Public Sharedb   Yes   3 
Seattle 2 Public Not Shared  Yes    3 
Shoreline 0         
Snoqualmie 1 Public Not Shared  Yes  Yes  1 
Tukwila 0     Yes  Yes 1 
VPC 1 Private Not Shared       
Woodinville 1 Public Not Shared     Yes     3 
Pierce County 
Action 1 Private Not Shared       
AWST 1 Private Shared Yes      
Bonney Lake 1 Public Not Shared    Yes  1 
Buckley 1 Public Not Shared   Yes   3 
DuPont 0     Maybe   3 
Edgewood 0     Maybe   3 
Fife 1 Public Not Shared   Maybe   3 
Fircrest 1 Public Not Shared Yes      
Gig Harbor 1 Public Not Shared Maybe Yes  Yes  1 
JBLM 1 Public Not Shared       
Lakewood 0     Maybe   3 
Milton 0     Maybe  Yes 1 
Orting 0         
Pierce County 2 Public Not Shared     Yes 1 
Port of Tacoma 0     Yes   3 
PRS 1 Private Shared Yes      
Puyallup 1 Public Not Shared  Yes    3 
Steilacoom 0         
Sumner 0       Yes 1 
Tacoma 1 Public Not Shared       
University Place 1 Public Not Shared       
Whirlwind 1 Private Not Shared       
WSDOT 1 Public Not Shared     Yes     3 
Thurston County 
Lacey 1 Public Sharedb Yes Yes Maybe Yes  1 
Olympia 1 Public Not Shared   Maybe   3 
Port of Olympia 1 Public Not Shared       
Thurston County 1 Public Not Shared Yes Yes Yes  Maybe 1 
Tumwater 1 Public Not Shared     Yes   Yes 1 

a No strategy tier indicates no capacity need or no interest in providing data. 
b Share with only one other jurisdiction 
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Tier 1 municipalities include: 

• Municipalities expanding shared facilities (2): 

o Auburn (King County) 

o Lacey (Thurston County) (Ecology funding) 

o Snohomish County (possible) 

o Thurston County (on hold) 

• Municipalities expanding unshared facilities (10): 

o Edmonds (Snohomish County) (Ecology funding) 

o Marysville (Snohomish County) (Ecology funding) 

o Mukilteo (Snohomish County) 

o Kent (King County) 

o Kirkland (King County) (Ecology funding), had originally planned to build a new 
shared facility but cancelled those plans primarily due to perceived costs 
associated with reuse of materials potentially containing New Zealand Mud Snails 
(see Appendix D) 

o Mercer Island (King County) 

o Redmond (King County) (Ecology funding) 

o Snoqualmie (King County) 

o Bonney Lake (Pierce County) 

o Gig Harbor (Pierce County) 

• Municipalities building new unshared facilities (8): 

o Lynnwood (Snohomish County), currently with two existing facilities 

o Mountlake Terrace (Snohomish County), currently without a facility 

o Maple Valley (King County), currently without a facility 

o Tukwila (King County), currently with one existing facility 

o Pierce County (Ecology funding), currently with two existing facilities near 
completion of third facility 

o Milton (Pierce County), currently without a facility and pending Ecology funding 

o Sumner (Pierce County), currently without a facility 

o Tumwater (Thurston County), currently with one existing facility 
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In Tiers 2 and 3, we grouped 27 municipalities and 1 private facility that either expressed an 
interest in using other facilities or have a capacity need based on an existing facility near 
capacity (see Table 5). Based on the survey, these municipalities 

• Want to use an external facility 

• May want to use an external facility 

• Did not express interest in using an external facility, but their existing facility is 
currently near capacity. 

We grouped these municipalities in either Tier 2 or 3 based on their relative interest in 
sharing, current capacity, and distance to a shared facility. We assigned only four 
municipalities to Tier 2 primarily because they want to use an external facility and are 
located more than 10 miles from a shared facility. We assigned the remaining 23 
municipalities and 1 private facility to Tier 3. 

Thirty-one municipalities and private facilities are not assigned to the Tiers because they do 
not have a capacity need or would not provide data.  

Table 6 presents a summary of the status, need, and siting priority for the Tier 2 and 3 
municipalities. Table 6 also presents prioritized options to meet use or capacity needs. The 
primary recommended option is to use a nearby facility that is currently open to external use: 

• Mill Creek to use the Snohomish County facility 

• Kenmore, Woodinville, Clyde Hill, Bellevue, and Sammamish to use the Redmond 
facility that may be open to external use upon recent completion of expansion 

• Burien, SeaTac, and Des Moines to use the King County facility in Renton 

• Federal Way, Covington, Black Diamond, Enumclaw, Buckley, and Edgewood to use the 
Auburn facility 

• Fife and Lakewood to use the Fircrest or AWST facility 

• Lakewood, Dupont, and Olympia to use the expanded Lacey facility 

Additional options include: 

• Lake Forest Park should consider using the new Mountlake Terrace facility, which 
currently is not shared but may be open to external use upon completion of its 
planned construction. 

• Five municipalities in King County (Kenmore, Bothell, Woodinville, Clyde Hill, and 
Bellevue) should consider sharing the Kirkland decant facility, which currently is not 
open for external use but may be opened upon completion of its planned expansion. 

• Three municipalities (Monroe, Seattle, and Puyallup) and one private facility (Mar-Vac) 
should consider expansion to meet capacity needs because they do not want to use 
another facility. 
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Table 6. Siting Strategy to Meet Tier 2 and 3 Decant Facility Needs 

Entity Current Status and Need Tiera Prioritized Options to Meet Shared Use or Capacity Need 
Snohomish County 
Mill Creek No facility, private hauler, wants to 

use external facility 
3 - Under 5 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Continue to use Snohomish County facility 
2. Build own facility 
3. Use new Mountlake Terrace facility (if owner willing) 

Monroe Unshared facility near capacity, 
does not want to use external facility  

3 - Near capacity but no 
interest in expanding, or in 
using someone else’s 
facility 

1. Expand existing facility if space available 
2. Build new unshared facility if no space at existing facility site 

King County - North 
Lake Forest Park No facility, private hauler, wants to 

use external facility 
2 - Private hauler, over 10 
miles to facility available 
for use 

1. Use new Mountlake Terrace facility (if owner willing) 
2. Build shared facility with Kenmore and possibly Shoreline 
3. Build own unshared facility 

Kenmore No facility, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

3 - Under 10 miles to 
facility available for use 

1. Use expanded Kirkland or Redmond facility or new Mountlake 
Terrace facility (if owner willing) 
2. Build shared facility with Lake Forest Park and possibly Shoreline 
3. Build own unshared facility 

Bothell Unshared facility with capacity, may 
want to use external facility 

3 - Has capacity, low 
interest in sharing 

1. Share expanded Kirkland or Redmond facility (if owner willing) 
2. Expand own facility if space available 

Woodinville Unshared facility with capacity, 
wants to use Kirkland facility. 

3 - Has capacity, under 10 
miles to facility available 
for use 

1. Use expanded Kirkland or Redmond facility (if owner willing) 
2. Expand own facility if space available 

King County - East 
Clyde Hill No facility, private hauler, wants to 

use external facility 
3 - Under 10 miles to 
facility available for use 

1. Use expanded Kirkland or Redmond facility (if owner willing) 
2. Build own unshared facility 
3. Build shared facility with Medina and Yarrow Point (if owner willing) 

Bellevue Unshared facility with no capacity, 
wants to use external facility 

3 - Has capacity, under 10 
miles to facility available 
for use 

1. Use expanded Kirkland or Redmond facility (if owner willing) 
2. Expand own facility if space available 

Sammamish No facility, private hauler, wants to 
and does use external facility 

3 - Under 10 miles to 
facility available for use 

1. Share expanded Redmond facility (if owner willing) 

2. Build own unshared facility 
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Table 6 (continued). Siting Strategy to Meet Tier 2 and 3 Decant Facility Needs 
Entity Current Status and Need Tiera Prioritized Options to Meet Shared Use or Capacity Need 

King County – West (continued) 
Seattle Unshared facilities (2) near capacity, 

but does not want to use external 
facility 

3 - Near capacity but no 
interest in sharing or 
expansion  

1. Expand existing facility if space available 
2. Build own unshared facility if no space at existing facility site 
3. Build shared facility with Shoreline/Lake Forest Park/Kenmore 

Port of Seattle No facility, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 5 
miles to private shared 
facility 

1. Continue to use VPC private facility 
2. Build own unshared facility 
3. Build shared facility with Seattle if owner willing 

Mar-Vac Shared facility (private) near 
capacity, but does not want to open 
for external users 

3 - No interest in sharing 
or expansion  

1. Expand existing facility if space available 
2. Build own unshared facility 

Burien No facility, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 
10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use King County facility 
2. Build shared facility with SeaTac/Des Moines/Federal Way  

SeaTac Shared liquids-only facility near 
capacity, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 
10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Continue to use King County facility 
2. Build shared facility with SeaTac/Des Moines/Federal Way 

Des Moines No facility, private hauler with liquids 
to SeaTac facility, wants to use 
external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 
10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use King County or expanded Auburn facility 
2. Build shared facility with SeaTac/Federal Way 

Federal Way No facility, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 
10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Build shared facility with SeaTac/Des Moines/Federal Way 

King County - Southeast 
Covington No facility, private hauler, wants to 

use external facility 
2 - Over 10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Use new Maple Valley facility (if owner willing) 
3. Build shared facility with Black Diamond/Enumclaw 

Black Diamond No facility, private hauler, wants to 
use external facility 

2 - Over 10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Use new Maple Valley facility (if owner willing) 
3. Build shared facility with Covington/Enumclaw 

Enumclaw No facility, shares Fife facility, may 
want to use external facility 

2 - Over 10 miles to facility 
available for use 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Use new Maple Valley or expanded Bonney Lake facility (if owner 
willing) 
3. Build shared facility with Black Diamond/Covington 
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Table 6 (continued). Siting Strategy to Meet Tier 2 and 3 Decant Facility Needs 

Entity Current Status and Need Tiera Prioritized Options to Meet Shared Use or Capacity Need 
Pierce County 
Buckley Unshared facility with capacity, may 

want to share use external facility or 
expand 

3 - Has capacity, low 
interest in sharing 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Use expanded Bonney Lake facility (if owner willing) 
3. Expand facility to share with Enumclaw/Black Diamond if space 

Puyallup Unshared facility near capacity, does 
not want to use external facility 

3 - Near capacity but no 
interest in sharing, no 
expansion plans 

1. Expand existing facility if space available 
2. Build new unshared facility if no space at existing facility site 

Fife Unshared facility with capacity, may 
want to use someone else’s facility 

3 - Has capacity, low 
interest in sharing 

1. Use AWST, PRS, or Fircrest facility 
2. Expand existing facility if space available 

Lakewood No facility, private hauler, may want to 
use external facility 

3 - Over 10 miles to facility 
available for use but low 
interest in sharing 

1. Use Fircrest, AWST, or expanded Lacey facility 
2. Build shared facility with Dupont 

Dupont No facility, private hauler, may want to 
use external facility  

3 - Over 10 miles to facility 
available for use but low 
interest in sharing 

1. Use expanded Lacey facility 
2. Build shared facility with Lakewood 

Edgewood No facility, private hauler, may want to 
use external facility  

3 - Private hauler, under 10 
miles to facility available for 
use 

1. Use expanded Auburn facility 
2. Use new Milton facility or Sumner facility (if owner willing) 

Port of 
Tacoma 

No facility, private hauler, wants to use 
external facility 

3 - Private hauler, under 10 
miles to facility available for 
use 

1. Use Tacoma facility as per interlocal agreement 
2, Continue to use PRS facility, or use AWST or Fircrest facility 

Thurston County 
Olympia Unshared facility with capacity, may 

want to use external facility 
3 - Has capacity, low 
interest in sharing 

1. Use expanded Lacey facility 
2. Use new Tumwater facility (if owner willing) 

WSDOT Shares Lacey facility that is near 
capacity, wants to use other external 
facility in area 

2. Over 10 miles to facility 
for available use 

1. Use new Centralia facility as planned 
2. Use expanded Lacey facility (if willing) 
3. Use new Tumwater facility or expanded Thurston County (if willing) 

a Tier Criteria: 
1 for municipality with plans to expand existing facility or build new facility (not shown in table) 
2 for existing facility that wants to use someone else’s facility and is either near capacity or over 10 miles to existing/planned shared facility 
2 for municipality with no facility that wants to use someone else’s facility and is over 10 miles to existing/planned shared facility 
3 for municipality in need but does or may not want to share, has capacity, or is under 10 miles to existing/planned shared facility 
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We recommend building new shared facilities as secondary options for most municipalities 
interested in using external facilities. Potential sharing partners are identified based on their 
needs and proximity (see Table 6). We recommend sharing existing facilities over building 
new shared facilities primarily because of the capital expense for planning and construction. 

The range of options for sharing currently unshared facilities would require operational 
changes for the following municipalities: 

• Mountlake Terrace (Snohomish County) to open their new facility for use by others 

• Kirkland (King County) to open their expanded facility for use by others 

• Maple Valley (King County) to open their expanded facility for use by others 

• Bonney Lake (Pierce County) to open their expanded facility for use by others 

• Tumwater (Thurston County) to open their expanded facility for use by others 

The siting prioritization results and recommended options are shown for the entire study area 
in Figures 9 through 12. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Key conclusions include: 

Municipal decant stations vary widely in design and operation. Templates and suggested 
protocols are useful tools, but must provide municipalities with operational flexibility. 

Only 23 percent of the facilities surveyed are willing to open to external users, and 
approximately half (53 percent) of all facilities have capacity for additional decant materials. 
Only 17 percent of the facilities (9 facilities) with capacity are willing to open to external 
users. Thus, there are currently a limited number of potential opportunities for municipalities 
wanting to use another municipality’s decant facilities. 

Of the 74 NPDES-permitted municipalities in the study area, 31 (42 percent) indicated that 
they want or may want to use another municipality’s decant facility. The relative interest in 
using external facilities was highest for Thurston County (80 percent) and King County (51 
percent), and lowest for Snohomish County (21 percent) and Pierce County (28 percent). 
Thus, the overall interest in using external facilities (42 percent of municipalities) is higher 
than the willingness to open to external users (28 percent of facilities). 

Areas currently located outside a 15 minute travel boundary from a shared facility include 
north King County to the extreme southeast Snohomish County, southeast King County, south 
Pierce County, and south Thurston County. These areas are therefore a priority for new 
shared facilities. 

Overall, 11 municipalities are planning to expand existing facilities and 7 are planning to build 
new facilities by 2018. 

To increase regional decant facility capacity we recommend the following strategies: 

• The primary recommended option includes using a nearby facility that is currently 
willing to open to external users. The study identified several high-priority sharing 
opportunities between specific municipalities. We recommend those municipalities 
work together to determine the feasibility of sharing in more detail.  

• We recommend sharing existing facilities over building new shared facilities primarily 
because of the capital expense for facility planning, siting and construction. 

• The secondary recommended option is to build new or expanded facilities open to 
external users. We identified several potential partner groups based on high need and 
proximity. We recommend those municipalities work together to identify a lead entity, 
identify funding sources and site a new facility. 

• We recommend that the underserved geographic areas identified in this study (north 
King County to the extreme southeast Snohomish County, southeast King County, south 
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Pierce County, and south Thurston County) be high regional priorities for further 
efforts to advance regional decant facility capacity.  

Grant funding opportunities are potentially available from Ecology to Phase I and Phase II 
municipalities in Washington to improve or build new decant facilities. Specific criteria for 
each grant are available in grant applications. Decant facilities in underserved geographic 
areas and facilities that serve more than one municipality will often score additional points. 

Municipalities appear to be well along in planning to meet their decant facility needs. With 
increased attention to collaborating on new facilities and sharing existing facilities, 
municipalities can increase capacity for processing these materials as quantities increase. 
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NEXT STEPS 
 
A number of potential “next steps” for continuing to increase decant facility capacity in the 
region are summarized below: 

Improvement/Expansion of Templates, Facility Protocols, and WebMap 

• Evaluate/Adapt/Update templates and tools. 

• Measure website use/effectiveness. 

• Expand WebMap and decant facility informational database to larger geographic area. 

Expansion of the Siting Study 

• Contact/add additional entities, such as secondary permittees and municipalities not 
yet under the Phase II Stormwater General Permit, in the current geographic area. 

• Expand the geographic area of the study. 

• Work with Ecology to define their funding priorities around economic hardship, listed 
receiving waters, and other issues so that funding priorities could be assigned to 
facility siting, expansion, and sharing proposals. 

• Avoid duplication of planning/siting efforts by seeking opportunities to co-locate with 
other related facilities under development  (solid waste transfer stations, for 
example), working county by county to identify where logical co-location facilities are 
already underway. 

• Update decant siting analysis annually as stations are funded, partnerships change, 
etc.; the study represents a snapshot in time but the status of facilities is fluid. 

Promotion of the Shared Use of Decant Facilities 

• Produce a full day decant workshop that provides discussion and training about issues 
such as opening a facility for external use, materials recycling, liquids disposal 
options, creating an operations plan, partnering with others on a new facility, 
encouraging new private facilities that are open to the municipal and private haulers 
needing closer decant options, etc. 

• Actively work with logical partner municipalities to facilitate shared use agreements 
or the construction and operation of joint use facilities. 

• Explore private sector solutions when multiple neighboring municipalities are seeking 
an external decant facility. 
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Enhancement of Characterization and Reuse Options 

• Characterize materials collected from streets and stormwater management facilities—
existing studies are quite old and new studies should attempt to compare 
characterization of materials collected from different types of facilities and in areas 
of different land uses. 

• Compare the characterization of and existing reuse options for materials collected 
from streets and stormwater management facilities with the characterization and use 
criteria for other recycled soils like compost and biosolids. 

Furthering Aquatic Invasive Species Protocols 

• Seek Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife review and endorsement of AIS 
protocols. 

• Provide training on AIS protocols. 

• Provide a web-accessible, interactive data base and map of known AIS locations, 
especially New Zealand mudsnails. 

• Develop and distribute an application for mobile electronics to record AIS 
observations—presence or absence—and input them into the database. 

• Update AIS protocols as necessary to address NZMS and other AIS if they are observed 
in new drainage basins. 

• Update AIS protocols as new prevention or decontamination best management 
practices are developed. 
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Survey Data Collection Methods 
We collected data for the website, mapping, and siting analysis using three surveys of 
operators of existing decant facilities representatives of NPDES-permitted municipalities. As 
many facilities were initially unresponsive or provided incomplete responses, we made 
multiple efforts to collect the data. We compiled the data into spreadsheets and analyzed 
them for the study. We also collected information at three ROADMAP meetings and included 
notes from those meetings. 

Survey 1 
We compiled from the following sources a contact list for 48 decant facilities located in the 
study area: 

• Information gathered by King County (L. Coachman, personal communication) from 
ROADMAP members 

• Information gathered by Herrera (2009) for the King County Cedar Hills Regional 
Landfill Vactor Waste Handling Evaluation 

• Ecology (2012) Solid Waste and Recycling Website  

• Internet searches and stormwater manager contacts 

A contact list for 78 haulers located in the study area was compiled from the following 
sources: 

• Information gathered by King County (L. Coachman, personal communication) from 
ROADMAP members 

• Washington Stormwater Center (2012) Provider Directory Website 

• Internet searches and stormwater manager contacts 

We developed a series of 65 questions to obtain the following types of information from 
decant facilities: general facility information, contact information, type of materials 
accepted, fees and services, solids storage amounts and capacity, solids treatment and 
disposal, liquid storage amounts and capacity, liquids treatment and disposal, solid and liquid 
waste permitting requirements, and willingness to share the facility with others.  

We asked seventy-five questions to obtain the following types of information from haulers: 
general location and contact information, truck types, eductor truck trips and amounts, 
sweeper truck trips and amounts, haul truck trips and amounts, location and travel time to 
decant typical and hot load facilities, and fees. 

We sent survey questions to all decant facility and hauler contacts using an online survey and 
entered the information into spreadsheets. We received information from 13 decant facilities 
and 12 haulers, and most of that information was incomplete. 
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We filled online survey data gaps by contacting each facility or hauler by telephone and 
email, which often required multiple attempts over a period of several weeks. Ultimately, we 
obtained complete or partial information for 21 decant facilities and 19 haulers. 

Survey 2 
We conducted a second survey of decant facilities using telephone and email to fill data gaps 
for the most important questions, and to ask several new questions about capacity and shared 
use. We obtained complete or partial information for 24 decant facilities. 

Survey 3 
Upon completion of Survey 2, it appeared that the list of decant facilities was incomplete. We 
expanded the contact list to include other Phase I permittees (ports) and Phase II permittees 
(cities). We conducted a third survey of decant facilities using telephone and email to contact 
55 NPDES-permitted municipalities to determine whether they own a decant facility, to 
collect basic information about the facility and facility operations, and to assess interest in 
using external facilities. We also used Survey 3 to supplement the partial information 
obtained from Survey 2. 

We identified an additional eighteen decant facilities at he added NPDES-permitted 
municipalities. Survey 3 resulted in the following amounts and types of information: 

• Complete data set for 48 decant facilities 

• Partial data set for four decant facilities 

• Complete data set for 29 NPDES-permitted municipalities that do not own decant 
facilities 

• No data for seven permitted municipalities 

ROADMAP Meetings 
We presented information about the surveys and our work at three ROADMAP meetings and 
collected input from ROADMAP members. 

Meeting 1 on December 12, 2012 
After initial analysis, Herrera presented the following three issues for ROADMAP feedback: 

• What are the obstacles to shared use? 

• Which methodology should we use for estimating material quantities? 

• Are we on the right track for siting criteria? 

The meeting attendees also provided feedback on the draft terms and conditions template. 
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Meeting 2 on March 12, 2013 
The ROADMAP provided feedback on an initial format for the protocols and a summary of data 
gathered from facility owners.  Input from this meeting resulted in a new direction for the 
protocols format  and additional surveys to better serve the needs of the siting analysis. 

Meeting 3 on June 12, 2013 
The ROADMAP provided comments on the siting study, protocols, and the operations plan 
template. 
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Local Siting Analysis Criteria 
Once you have identified an area as having insufficient decant capacity, local siting criteria 
are applied to select the best facility locations within that area. These same siting criteria 
and process can be used as a template in the future for municipalities or groups of 
municipalities to more efficiently identify appropriate locations. 

Large capital projects such as solid waste transfer stations, wastewater treatment plants, and 
pump stations typically require rigorous and lengthy siting studies. In the case of decant 
facilities, appropriate siting criteria vary depending on the size and type of the facility to be 
sited. For example, an appropriate location for a small remote decant waste storage facility 
will include a simple, qualitative set of screening and selection criteria. A large decant 
facility shared by four of five municipalities in an urbanized area will require a quantitative 
siting study using weighted criteria. 

In order to provide a flexible siting template for future use, we have included a prioritized 
list of siting criteria that can be used to rank potential locations as high, medium, or low. The 
criteria presented could easily be incorporated into a quantitative weighted criteria system. 

Siting criteria selected for decant facilities are: 

• Sewer Availability 

• Land Availability 

o Adequate size/shape 

o Light industrial zoning 

o Public ownership 

o Access 

• Proximity to reuse or disposal locations 

• Environmental and permitting issues  

o Sensitive water bodies 

o Other critical areas 

• Costs to develop 

• Lead entity champion/resources 

• Funding/operations partners 



 

 

 


	CONTENTS
	TABLES
	FIGURES
	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	Project Overview
	Project Objectives
	Tools Developed Through This Study

	Facility Needs Survey
	Data Analysis
	Where are decant facilities located?
	What facilities are  willing to open to shared use and have capacity?
	What facilities and municipalities want to use external facilities?
	What is a reasonable service area for shared decant facilities?
	What will the trends in waste generation be?
	What municipalities are planning to expand or build a new decant facility?

	Insights
	Facility Operations and Needs
	Opening Decant Facilities to Shared External Use


	Siting Analysis
	Methods
	Results

	Conclusions and Recommendations
	Next Steps
	References
	Appendix A:
Survey Data Collection Methods
	Survey Data Collection Methods
	Survey 1
	Survey 2
	Survey 3

	ROADMAP Meetings
	Meeting 1 on December 12, 2012
	Meeting 2 on March 12, 2013
	Meeting 3 on June 12, 2013


	Appendix B:
Terms and Conditions Template
	Appendix C:
Facility Operating Protocols 
	Appendix D:
Aquatic Invasive Species Protocols
	Appendix E:
Operations Manual Template
	Appendix F:
Local Siting Analysis Criteria
	Local Siting Analysis Criteria


