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METRO
MEETING: Solid Waste Advisory Committee

DAY: Wednesday

DATE: June 21,1995

TIME: 8:30 - 10:30 a.m.

PLACE: Metro Regional Center, 600 NE Grand Avenue
Conference Room 370

5 min. 1. Approval of May 17, 1995 Minutes - Action Item

5 min. 2. Updates and Introductions

10 min. 3 Multi-Family and Status Report

10 min. 4. Yard Debris Waste Reduction - Status Report

20 min. 5. Licensing of Yard Debris Processors
Action Requested: Forward recommendations to the Metro
Executive Officer and Council

Kvistad

Shanks/Kvistad

Ness

Goddard

Metzler

10 min. 6. Survey of 1,000 Households Regarding Hossaini/Adams
Recycling, Disposal, and other Solid Waste Practices
Report on Survey Results

50 min. 7. Regional Solid Waste Management Plan Nelson
Action Requested: SWAC Vote to Accept the
SWAC Planning Subcommittee's Recommendations and
Release the draft Plan for Public Review and Comment

10 min. 8. Other Business/Citizan Communications

9. Adjourn

Enclosures:
1. SWAC Minutes of April 19. 1995
3. MUlti-Family and Status Repo"
.t. Yard Debris Waste Reduction - Status Report
5 Licensing of Yard Debris Processors - Regional Wor1< Group Recommendations
6. Household Survey - Memo summarizing project objectives, methods and flndings
7, Regional Solid Waste Management Plan - Updates to the 5/17/95 Discussion Draft
s: SHAAf\1l&TS\SWAC10821.AGA
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SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Meeting Summary of May 17, 1995

Members:
Jon Kvistad, Committee Chair, Metro Councilor
Anne Mclaughlin, City of Portland (M.) Dave Kunz, DEC (Alt.)
Debbie Noah, E. Mult. Cities Daryl Worthington, City of Troutdale
Lynne Storz, Washington County Jeff Murray, Far West Fibers (Alt.)
Tom Millar, Washington Co. Haulers Laxus E. Johnson, Oregon Hydrocarbon
Bruce Broussard, N-NE Citizen Merte Irvine, Citizen
Loreen Mills, Wash. CO. Cities Jeff Grimm, Grimms Fuel
Susan ZiOlko, Clackamas County (Alt.) Steve Miesen, BFI
Lynda Kolta, City of Gresham (All) Jeanne Roy, Citizen
Ralph Gilbert, East County Recycling Bern Shanks, Metro Solid Waste Director
(Alt. =alternate member)

Metro Staff:
Terry Petersen
Scott Klag
Debbie Gorham
Doug Anderson

Jim Watkins
Jennifer Ness
Marie Nelson
Connie Kinney

Guests:
Debra Fromdahl, Sanifill Northwest
Ray Phelps, OWSIIWMO
Wendy Frizzaell, River City Resource Group
JoAnn Herrigel, City of Milwaukie

Chair Kvistad called the meeting to order. This being the day after elections, Chair
Kvistad announced he was very pleased that the region's voters had approved the
Metropolitan Greenspaces bond issue. He then introduced the new Metro Director of
Solid Waste, Bem Shanks.

1. Approval of April 19, 1995 Mlnu••

Dave Kunz moved to approve the SWAC minutes from the April 19, 1S95, SWAC
meeting. The Committee unanimously approved the minutes.

2. Updates and Introductions

Terry Petersen responded to a recent Oregonian article which compared Portland area
landfill tip fees to other parts of the country. Mr. Petersen pointed out that the 'apples to
oranges' comparison and had not compared local rates to cities with similar program
costs (e.g., long-haul waste transfer, household hazardous waste coRection, and high
curbside recycling rates). When those factors were considered, Portland's rate
compared favorably, he said. Staff distributed a fact sheet showing 'apples to apples'
rate comparisons and services included in those rates.
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Bruce Broussard pointed out another article in the Oregonian. "Garbage Franchise Gold
Mines.' Copies of that article were diSllibuted.

3. Year 6 MetrolLocal Government Work Plan· Action Item

Debbie Gortlam and Lynne Storz presented the sixth year work plan to the Committee
for review and recommendation. Ms. Gorham explained that Metro would allocate
$550,000 to the region's local govemments to help implement the work plan.

Ms. Gorham reported that the proposed sixth year of Metro and Local Government
cooperation would result in the most ambitious, regional waste r.eduction efforts
implemented to-date. She reviewed the process by which the plan was developed, and
explained that some terminology about program implementation strategy was not the
same as used in the draft Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP).
However, she said. the actual programs were consistent with the RSWMP
recommendations and next year's work plan would include consistent terminology. She
requested that SWAC vote to recommend the full Council adopt the Sixth Year Work
Plan.

Jeanne Roy commented that after observing the program for the previous six years, she
was convinced it did not get the publicity it deserved considering how much money was
involved. She then distributed a summary of recommended changes to the work plan
(that written summary is part of the permanent meeting record). In particular, Ms. Roy
thought the work plan needed to establish more specific work priorities, such as for
commercial sedor recycling efforts.

Susan Ziolko and Ms. Gorham responded, saying the work plan had been developed
through a group process which had listened to all concerns and had tried to reach a
balance. Ms. Gorham further explained that the work plan needed Council review and
approval in July so that Metro and Local Governments could proceed with implementing
the work.

Tom Miller wanted to make sure that local govemments were given the option to
complete either all or some tasks and receive partial funding if needed. Ms. Gorham
said that was possible.

Ms. Roy commented that this started out as a "challenge" to local govemments and has
been tumed into an entitlement program. She said the program should set regional
standards in order for the local governments to receive funding to achieve those
standards.

Dave Kunz commented that the original MetrolLocal Government Work Plan concept
was to create new programs and to ensure the resources to maintain them. He said an
expansion component was added in order to achieve more. Mr. Kunz asked that the
work plan should define the word "explore" so that the intent of work objectives was
more clear.
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There was continued discussion by Ms. Roy on the work plan. Chair Kvistad, upon
unanimous concurrence from SWAC, asked that staff work with Ms. Roy to determine
which of her suggestions could be incorporated into the work plan draft before it went on
to the Council for final approval.

4. Resional Solid Waste Management Plan

Marie Nelson reported that the 'May 17 Discussion Draft" of the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan (RSWMP) represented the SWAC Planning Subcommittee's
recommendations to SWAC to date. She said the purpose of today's meeting was to
review those recommendations and receive additional comments or instructions. Based
on comments received at today's meeting as well as other slaff and public comments,
staff would return to SWAC on June 21 with appropriate revisions. At the June 21
meeting, SWAC would be asked to release the draft RSWMP for public review and
comment.

Ms. Nelson, Scott Klag and Doug Anderson then reviewed the highlights of each draft
RSWMP chapter and summarized key the Subcommittee's proposed recommenda
tions. Subcommittee members, including Lynne Storz, Tom Miller, Susan Ziolko, Dave
Kunz, Merle Irvine, Lynda Kolla, and Jeanne Roy provided further information about the
process of developing RSWMP recommendations. A handout of summary
recommendations was distributed to committee members and guests.

Jeanne Roy was concerned that dUring the last several months of developing
recommended solid waste practices, some ofthe specific targets to be achieved had
lost focus. She cited the business waste prevention evaluations as an example. Ms.
Roy said Ihis practice was once envisioned as in-person "waste audits' that would reach
a specific number of businesses in the region. The practice was now described as
'waste evaluations' and the targets were not specific.

Ms. Roy did not think that staff had not fully evaluated the estimated cost and tonnage
impacts of practices desaibecl in the draft as 'additional key elements." She reviewed
other concerns and provided a written summary of suggested language changes,
questions and comments to staff. Chair Kvistad asked that staff meet with Ms. Roy to
see if middle ground could be achieved.

Merle Irvine explained that during the Subcommittee RSWMP development process he
had expressed concerns about the practices to develop recycling options for
construction and demolition materials for which there currently were no markets. He
remained cautious about ihose markets. Staff responded that it was currently gathering
more information from other communities about what could realistically be achieved.
Those findings would be brought back to the Committee.

Chair KVistad noted that Metro representatives and SWAC members were conducting
public meetings and discussing the draft RSWMP with local government councils during
the month of June. The results of those efforts would be reported back to SWAC.
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5. Other Business I Citizen Communications

None.

The next meeting will be held June 21, 1995.

S:SHNtE'I"~'7.SUM
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STATIJS OF MULTI-FAMILY RECYClING IN TIiE METRO REGION
May 1995

Executive Summary

The Metro region has nearly 150,000 multi-famiJy housing units. Since 1990 there has been
an active program in the region to provide recycling services to the residents living in multi
family complexes. The goal for the program was to provide recycling opportunities for four
or more materials to at least 85% of the multi-family units by July of 1995. Steady progress
has been made toward this goal through the efforts of local governments and haulers and
the assistance of matching grants by Metro. However, it appears that the 85% goal will not
be reached as soon as expected. In May 1995, 70% of the multi-family units in the region
had recycling services established.

The main reason for falling short of the original goal was the underestimation by one-third
of the actual number of multi-family complexes in the region when the goal was originally
established. This error was detected after a detailed inventory of multi-family complexes
was conducted in fiscal year 1993-94 by Metro with assistance from local governments and
haulers. This inventory showed that the number of units served by recycling systems had
increased at a rate of 15,000 units per year. This rate would have been sufficient to reach
the 85% goal by July 1995 with the original lower estimate of units in the region. It is
currently estimated that it will take at least until December 1996 to reach 85% completion
based on the number of units currently identified.

Local governments and haulers will continue to provide recycling services to multi-family
units event though Metro matching funds for this program end in fisc1l1 year 1994-95.
Reaching 85% completion and maintaining that level have been included in the year-six
Metro Challenge program and the revised Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. Metro
wiD continue to provide non-financial assistance to the local governments through
continuation of the multi-family inventory, education and regional promotion efforts.

Background

Metro has provided matching grant funds to local governments to assist with the
implementation of multi-family recycling programs throughout the tri-county area since
1990. The goal of the program is to provide recycling services to substantially all multi
family complexes in the Metro area by July I, 1995. For program clarity and measurement
purposes, "substantially all" has been defined by mutual consent of Metro and local
government staff as 85% of multi-family units.

Fiscal year 1994-95 is the last year grant funding will be provided by Metro. These funds
provide assistance with the purchase of multi-family container systems on a 50% match
basis. These systems include metal shelters containing individual bins for material coUection,
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shelf-racks with bins and roller cart systems. Recycling container systems are placed
adjacent to the waste containers whenever possible. Some site improvements may be
necessary to accommodate recycling systems. These include paving, and/or moving or
rearranging garbage dumpster placement.

In addition to the 50% funding match, local governments have contributed significant time
and labor for the implementation of multifamily recycling systems in their jurisdictions. They
have developed and distributed extensive educational and promotional materials, held
training and education workshops, performed site audits, and coordinated on-site assistance
and delivery of systems with local waste haulers. Metro has provided additional support
through the development and printing of training materials for owners and managers,
coordination of regional promotion, and printing of signs and stickers for collection
container systems.

State law, through the landlord tenant code (ORS 90.318), requires that multi-family owners
and managers provide recycling to their tenants.! All of the region's local jurisdictions have
implemented multi-family recycling programs. The City of Portland has adopted zoning
codes that require inclusion of and specifications for multi-family recycling systems.

The fIrst multi-family complexes to receive systems were those easiest to reach. These
complexes either requested the service or easily accepted it when offered. As with all
recycling programs, enlisting participation from the last 20-25% is the most difficult. Local
governments are now working with the remaining compleKes that have not requested or
welcomed recycling services. These complexes are characterized as hard to service for
several reasons. Many do not have on-site managers and owners are indifferent or difficult
to contact; this is especially true of out-of-state owners. Many on-site owners or managers
are not receptive to the program as they feel that their tenants will not participate and are
not confIdent that tenants will use the recycling system appropriately. Some managers resist
a recycling program assuming it would be one more thing for them to maintain, police, and
clean. Others think that they do not have adequate space to install a system. In these cases,
it takes substantially more effort to put a system in place. The "one-size-fits-all" approach is
not suitable to multi-family recycling programs. In contrast to single family recycling
programs, multi-family programs require a much more tailored and hands-on approach to
recycling provision and education programs.

1"90.318 Criteria for landlord's provision of certain recycling seevices. (I) In. city or the county within the urban
growth boundary of a city that bas implemented multifamily recycling seevices, a landlord who has five or more
residenrial dwelling units on a single premises or five or more manufactured dwellings in • single facility sball at all
times during tenancy provide to all tenants: (a) A separate location for containers or depots for at least four
principal recyclable materials or for the number of materials required to be collected under the residential on-route
collection program, whicbever is less, adequate to hold the reasonable anticipated volume of each material; (b)
Regular collection service of the ,ource-,eparated recyclable materials; and (c) Notice at least once a year of the
opportunity to recycle with a description of the location of the containers or depots on the premise, and information
about bow to recycle. New tenants shall be notified of the opportunity to recycle at the time of entering into a rental
agreement"
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An in-depth study conducted by Portland State Universit)ls Recycling Projects Office found
a statistically significant correlation between income levels, education and positive recycling
participation rates at multi-family complexes. This has led to changes in the manner in
which managers and tenants are trained and the degree of attention paid to particular
complexes. In a few instances, repeated education, special programs and routine visits have
not remedied chronic cases of severe contamination of recyclables or vandalism of the
recycling equipment. in situations where solutions cannot be found, recycling systems have
been removed from the complex.

Another example of the complexity of establishing multi-family recycling programs is
language barriers. A sizable amount of non English-speaking residents live in multi-family
settings. Local governments provide multi-lingual educational materials as part of their
programs, but are finding that translations are not always accurate and sometimes recycling
as a concept is not always understood by other cultures. Local governments fmd that some
of the languages prevalent in the metro area do not have a word for recycling. increased
efforts have been made in this area to fmd ways to reach non Eng\ish-speaking ienants. Bin
decals and educational materials have been redesigned to illustrate recydables preparation
with more graphics than text. Explanations of recycling as a concept and the reasoning
behind it have been presented.

Current Status

Based on a 1993-94 inventory compiled by Metro with assistance from the region's local
governments and haulers, the multi-family recycling container program has reached
103,902 units, or 70% of the complexes in the Metro region (Table 1).

TABU: 1
Summary of Multi-Family Units with Recycling Programs1 as of May 1995

Local Total Units Units with Percentage Units Units
Government Recycling ofTotal Remainingz needed to

PrOqramSl Units reach 85%
Clackamas Co. 20.635 12,270 59.5% 8,365 5270
LakeOsweqo 4427 3875 87.6% 552
Milwaukie 2781 2567 92.3% 214
Portland 59,929 42,574 71% 17,355 8365
Troutdale3 277 212 76.5% 65 23
Gresham 13460 7469 55.5% 5,991 3,972
WashinQton Co. 46895 34935 74.5% 11,%0 4,926
TOTALS 148 494 103,902 70% 44,502 22,556
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Based on the inventory, it is expected that the region will not meet the 85% completion rate
goal by July 1, 1995. There are many factors that have influenced this outcome. In fiscal
year 1991-92. the total number of apartment units was estimated to be 100,306. This was
based on 1990 census data and information provided by haulers and local governments. At
that time, it was estimated that 41% of these units had recycling systems in place and the
85% by 1995 goal seemed reasonable. To reach that goal, 15,000 units per year would
need to be provided with recycling services. The multi-family inventory undertaken In fiscal
year 1993-94 to more accurately determine which complexes still needed services, revealed
that the estimated number of units in the region was underestimated by one-third. Most of
the difference in estimation was due to units that were missed in earlier estimates and the
unreliability of census data. The net effect i.~ that instead of needing to service 45,000 units
over three years, 85,000 units would need to be serviced within the same time-frame if the
85% goal was to be reached,

Another factor that contributed to the under estimation was the growth of multi-family
housing. Between 1991 and 1994 approximately 12,000 new units were built in the region.
The strongest growth was in 1994.

Reaching Completion

The inventory not only illustrated that the earlier baseline figures for estimating completion
levels had been underestimated, but that the number of units serviced annually had also
been incorrect. The result of these findings is that by May 1995, 61,500 more units were
served than in fiscal year 1991-92. This represents an average of 15,000 units per year
which were provided with service through local government and hauler efforts and partial
funding from Metro. This figure is right on track with the numbers estimated to reach the
85% goal. Unfortunately, with the increasas in development and a greater than anticipated
baseline amount, 15,000 units per year was not enough to go beyond the current 70%
completion rate. It is estimated that the region will not reach the 85% completion goal until
December 1996 if the same pace is maintained.

The cost to provide recycling services to multi-family residents varies widely (Table 2). The
cost includes container systems, site set-up and system insta11ation, provision of educational
materials, manager training sessions, contractors, signage, and some staff/labor costs. The
costs throughout the region run from a high of $62.96 per living unit to a low of $6.50. This
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large cost differential is due to many factors including hauler participation and involvement,
size of jurisdiction, program design and area demographics. The cost of reaching the 85%
completion rate is estimated to be $740,758.

Metro has provided local jurisdictions with $547,977 in grant funds from fIScal year 1990-91
through fIScal year 1994-95. Due to the cessation of Metro multi-family container grant
funding after June of 1995, costs of completion will be borne solely by local jurisdictions.
Jurisdictions that have not met the 85% completion goal are required to continue to provide
services. This stipulation is tied to the 1995-96 Metro Challenge grant program.

The inventory of multi-family complexes will be continued in order to assist local
governments determine specific container system placement needs and allow Metro to
assess the region's progress. The inventory will provide local governments with specific
information about the multi-family complex including the name, address, manager, owner,
phone number, and status of recycling if any. The inventory has also allowed the
development of a more targeted approach for the local jurisdictions to pursue the 85% goal.
This added information has enabled local jurisdictions and service providers to focus efforts
on those complexes listed as having no or substandard recycling systems, and helped to
identify complexes that were not previously known to be multi-family. Metro will continue
to provide non-monetary support to local governments through data conection and analysis,
public education and promotion programs, coordination assistance with region-wide needs
such as container decal ordering, printing and distribution of the Success With Multifamily
Recyclinghandbook, and other needs as they arise.

Conclusion

Although the region has not met its goal of providing recycling to 85% of multifamily
residences by July 1. 1995. we have a comprehensive and wen coordinated program
despite the barriers. If the programs continue at the same pace as in past years, it is
expected that the provision of recycling services to 85% all multi-family residences will be
complete by December 1996.

IN:ay
S,\SHARElNESSlXFAMIl.'r'MfCOONCLRPT
JUM 15, 1995
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TABLE 2

FISCAL YEAR 1993-94 MULTI-FAMILY RECYCUNG PROGRAM COSTS AND
ESTIMATED PROGRAM COMPlEflON COSTS

LOCAL FY 1993-94 LOCAL TOTAL FUNDS UNITS COST PER UNITS ESTIMATED
GOVERNMENT MEmO GOVERNMENT SPENT 1993·94 SERVED UNIT REMAINING· COMPlETION

FUNDING MATCHING 1993·94 (no recycling)' COST"
FUNDS

Oackamas Co. $7,305 $12,347 $19,6521 1630 $12.05 5,270 $63,504
Lake Oswego $2594 $3,918 $6,5122 1002 $6.50 n/a n/a
Milwaukie $1,845 $1,845 $3,69Q3 174 $21.21 n/a n/a
Portland $49,625 $365,635 $415,260' 6,596 $62.96 8365 $526,660
Gresham $7,620 $19,878 $27,498' 2,148 $12.80 3,972 $50,842
Washington Co. $28,661 $28,661 $57,322' 2,831 $20.25 4,926 $99,752
TOTALS $97,650 $432,284 $529,934 14,831 19,155 $740,758

'ThIS number mcludes Units that have recyclmg for none, one or two matenals. According to program standards, Units must be
provided recycling service for at least three materials to be considered recycling.
"Completion is considered to be 85% of units served.
IOf total: 78% container costs, 21% decal costs, .01% miscellaneous.
20f total: 100% container costs.
30f total: 48% decaVsignage, 25% promotion costs, 17% container costs, 10% site preparation costs.
'Of total: 32% container costs, 54% PSU contract, 14% Portland Energy Office contract.
'Of total: 38% container costs, 35% staff costs, 20% promotion/printing costs, 6% decal costs.
'Of total: 49% promotion costs, 40% container costs, 6% promotion costs, 5% postage costs.
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Executive Summary
The yard debris recycling rate in the Metro

region increased from 23% in 1987 to 70 percent
(110,000 tons) in 1993. This recycling rate is even
higher than the rate for cardboard. During that same
period, the proportion of yard debris found in
municipal solid waste dropped /rom 11% to 5%
(47,000 tons). The dramatic success in diverting yard
debris from the waste stream coincided with the
initiation of effective yard debris curbside collection
programs for virtually every house in the region.
Curbside programs curren~y capture 35,000 Ions of
yard debris. About 20,000 tons per year continue to
be disposed in residentiolgarbage but this is
expected to decrease as the effects of new yard debris
collection programs are realized. It appears thaI the
level of seivice provided by yard debris curbside
collection programs is adequate. Improvements in
program participation can be mode through
increased education as was shown in a 1995
program evaluotion.

About 75,000 tons of yard debris were delivered
dire~y to the 18 processors throughout the region
from non-curbside sources. Still, about 26,000 Ions
of yard debris is disposed each year mixed with other
non-residential waste. Three measures are proposed
to reduce the amount of yard debris disposed in this
manner. First, a service should be developed to allow
for separation of yard debris from mixed waste when
a single drop box is used. Second, self-haulers of
mixed waste should be educated about the lower Cosl
options for recycling yard debris available at most
mixed waste facilities throughout the region. Third,
yard debris collection should be provided to select
businesses.

Yard debris diversion in Ihe region developed
differently than was projected in the Regional Yard
Debris Recycling Plan adapted in 1991. The plan
estimated that curbside collection of yard debris
would capture about 80% of all yard debris diverted
in 1996. Current experience shows that the plan's
prescribed level of curbside collection service (weekly
or equivalent) has been established throughout the
region and accounts for 32% of all yard debris
recycled. The plan did not anticipate the large
quantity of yard debris that would be hauled di~y

to processors. Based on this, the goals stated in the
Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan should be
revised to reflect the system as it has actually
developed.

It is recommended that the residential weekly
collection service standard (or equivalent) be
maintained /rom the Regional Yard Debris Recycling
Plan. This would limit yard debris disposal to 5% of
residential garbage (based a weekly collection
performance measured in 1994 and 1995). To meet
this gool, an additional 5,000 tons of yard debris
would need to be diverted based on 1994 disposal
rates. Still 15,000 tons would be disposed in
residential garboge. 1/ the same 15,000 ton per year
disposal gaol was established for non-curbside yard
debris, then on additional 12,000 tons would need to
be diverted each year from these non-residential
sources. These two goals would result in yard debris
making up no more than 3% all solid waste land/illed.
This is consistent with the actual experience Seattle
and Minnesota Tri Cities Region. They both have
aggressive yard debris programs that have reduced
disposal of yard debris to 3% of all garbage. The
yard debris recycling rate would be over 80%, which
would be the highest rate of all principal recyclables.
This goal should be attainable by the year 2000.
Progress made toward meeting this goal would be
measured during the next comprehensive waste
characterization study scheduled for FY 1997-98.
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1. Why should we be
concerned about diverting
yard debris from the landfill?

Figure 1
Regional Major
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The 1987 yord debris stolistics were used os the
basis for development of the Regional Yord Debris
Recycling Plan. The plan directed the region to
reduce the amount of yard debris in the garbage
while promoting composting. This was odopted as
part of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
in January 1991. July 1994 was established as the
target date for full implementation of yard debris
diversion programs throughout the region.

In the past, yard debris has been a significant
portion of solid waste landfilled. A$ shown in
Figure 1, yord debris was the third most prevalent
single material in the wastestream in 1987. Yard
debris was 11 % (over 100,000 tons) of all waste
disposed in landfills annually. By 1994' this amount
had been reduced by over 50% to approximately
48,000 tons. This amount still represented 5% of all
waste. During this same period, the amount of yard
debris disposed has fallen from 185 pounds per
person per year to 74 pounds per person per year.
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2. How much has yard
debris recycling increased?

Yard debris diversion increasecllrom 31.000
tons in 1987 to over 110,000 tons in 1993} This
represents a change in the yard debris recycling rate
of 28% to 70% (Figure....,.

3. How does yard debris
recycling compare to other
recyclable materials?

The yard debris recycling rate can be put into
context by comparing it to other recyclable materials.
Of the 10 principal recyclable materials collected in
Oregon, only newspaper and colored contoiner glal$
had higher recycling rates in 1993.

Figure 2
Yard Debris

Recycled vs. Disposed
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Other mateirals have a long history of being
recycled (Figure 3). As an example, in 1987
newspaper and corrugated cardboard had already
established relatively high recycling rates of 60% and
45%, respectively. However, yard debris had only a
23% recycling rate. By 1993, the 70% recycling rate
for yard debris had surpassed the corrugated
cardboard recycling rate of 68%. Newspaper had
risen to 76%. This demonstrates a tremendous
improvement in yard debris recycling compared to
other recyclQbles. This improvement Qccurred during
the period of the development and implementation of
the Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan.

1987 1988 1989 1990 1981 1992 1983

Yard Debris Recycling Rate

Genenlted
va Pebril

138,000
1411,000
171,000
171,000
170,000
170,000
157,000

DISPOSED
Yuc Vlrd Qebrjl

1987 105,000
1988 111,000
19811 123,000
1990 139,000
1991 115,000
1992 94,000
1993 47,000

RECYCLED
Yard OB!>da

31,000
38,000
48,000
32,000
55,000
76,000

110,000

Yatd Debris
Dlveltecl

from

~

23%
26%
28%
111%
32%
45%
70%

Figure 3
Recycling History of Newspaper, Corrugated

Cardboard, and Yard Debris
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'Ba,ed on Met",', RecycUng Level, Surveys, 1987 th",ugh
1993.
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A similar comparison can be made based on
the amount of a recyclable material disposed in 0

landfill. As an example, F;gv~4 shows yard debris
disposal compared to corrugated cardboard
disposal.3

Yard debris colledion programs vary by
jursidicfion, but the vast majority of the region's
residents have curbside collecfion of yard debris. Of
Metro's 1.25 million residents, approximately 1.2
million live in areas selVed by weekly or every-other
week yard debris recycling programs. Many of the
programs were first implemented in 1994.

Figure 4
Comparison of landfilled Yard Debris and

Corrugated Cardboard

4. What has been done to
remove yard debris from the
wastestream?

The primary fOOlS of the Regional Yard Debris
Recycling Plan was to divert yard debris from resJdenfial
garbage. To this end, local govemments implemented
curbside collection programs in virtually all areas of the
region. F;gu~5 shows where and when yard debris
collection programs were implemented throughout the
region.

As a proportion of the total wastestream, yard
debris and corrugated cardboard have both
experienced similar drops in disposal of about 50%
between 1984 and 1994. As a percentage of
residential waste being londfilled, yard debris has
decreased substantially from 26% to 7% while
cardboord disposed in the residential wastestream
only dropped from 11 %ta 6%.

Future improvements in the recovery of yard
debris and other recyclables may require a more
drastic policy such as a disposal ban, to achieve
higher recovery.

In addition, efforts have been made to promote
the use of compost produced from yard debris.
Programs include compost lesfing and standards,
mitigation of stormwaler runoff and erosion control
with compost, and the use of compost as a biological
filter medium.

Another ongoing effort is to determine if there is
sullicient processing capo.city for the yard debris and
markels lor.yard debris compost. There currently
appears to be a sullicient demand lor compost
producls throughout the region, based on field visits
and interviews with processors. There also appears to
be adequate processing capacity since the number of
privately developed processors has grown from nine
in 1993 to 18 in 1995. There is also a regional effort
to help improve the performance of compost lacilities
and develop siting standards.

As yard debris collecfion programs were
established, other programs were implemented to
keep yard debris out of residenfial garbage. The most
noteworthy was an extensive home composting
program initiated by Metro with cooperation and
assistance of localgovemmenls. Acfivities included
establishing five permanent home composting
demonstrofion sites, providing home composting
workshops in the spring and fall, distribufing compost
bins, promoting composting at lairs and trodeshows,
and providing regular how-to compost informotion
through educational mailings to every resident in the
region.

7%
6%

26%
11%

% of Resident181
Waste Landlllied

1989 'm
5%
6%

% ofTotaJ
Waste LandtlBed

1!l89 1m

Yard debril 11%
Conugated cardbolrd 12%

'Bosed on Metro', Waste ChoraC!eriza~on Studies, 1989 and
1993/94.

Analysis of Yard Debris Recycling System
PageS



Figure 5
Metro Region Yard Debris Collection Programs

ServlteTrequency Container
Every

Exemptionother Hauler Cuswmer Date
Service and PrOlum Areas Weekly weell: Other Pro.,.m I Provided Provided Implemented

ICLACKAMAS I ,

Clackamas COUDtJ

Unlncorporued ilrea In U51,
Happy Valley, hnd, Molalla Canb, X X (.lInnu.1 fee) X (60 ••1) X (32 ,.0 1992

OrlEon Clry X X (60 Iill) X 1980
Glldstone X X (60 lal) X 1983
Wen Linn X X· X (60 ",) X (32"') 1995

Johnson CItJ' X X (32 ",) 1989

Lake 0$-«"0 Incorporated I,el X K{no fee) x (60 lil) X (32.,1) 1992
Hllw.JukJt Inc;orpo"ted lire' X X (60.<11) X (32 ,.1) 1992

MULTNOMAH
Portlud Incorporacedarea phu .USI X X' C.ara offered X (32 111) 1993
Haywood Parll Incorporited Irll XI" X
East Multnomall FaIn'I,. X X (one time fee) X (60 ••1) X (32 ,,0 1992
County Cities Gresbam 4 X X· X (one tim. fee) X (60 "0 X (32 "Il 1992

Wood Villa,,, X X (one time fee) X (60,:..) X (J2,il) 1992
Troutd:ale Incorporated area X X (one tIme 'ee) X (60 '.11) X<J21a:1) 1992

WASHINGTON
W.shlolton Co.

Unlncorpoflte'd ire. In US. X X (60 rill) X (32 .", 1994
Beavinon X X (60 ..0 01:c-94
Hillsboro X X (60 ••1) 1994
Tlrard X X (60 ••1) 1994
Tualatin X X (90 ••0 1991
forest Grove X· TID
Cornlllus X' TID
Sherwood X' 1994
Kin, Clry X<;1" TID
Durham X X (60 ,al) 1994
Wilsonville X X X (no fee) X (60 ral) X (3$ '''1 1994

Figure 6
Haufer Residential Yard Debris

Collection Trends

1st Half 2nd Half Total
:[Qm Tons :[Qm

1992 5,000 6,000 11,000
1993 10,000 13,000 23,000
1994 16,000 19,000 35,000

The 1993 and 1994 tonnage accounted for
approximately 22% and 32% of all yard debris
recycled, respectively. Many programs did not come
on-line until late1994 so their contribution would not

• Based on hauler reported lonnog05 provided 10 Metro. be fully noted until 1995.
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The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan placed
the greatest emphasis on establishing yard debris
collection from households. Figure 6 shows hauler
collected yard debris tonnage from 1992 through
1994.'

5. How effective have these
programs been in diverting
yard debris?

IAitows '''*,,"fl1 W1I0t pay for ,.ret 'fll,II stnk:tI. Hon ,ro.,.•• tllI..lr. lit. flim,t ,artie"...

demollnnce lua,e 0' hom. compostln, or Ia,.dsclplq Mrvlcts aad pay • slIulli ye."" or Olll·drat m.
JCI., Collecdo_ ,nd composdR, 0' stAft leans frail rtJidtftllllhrtu.

'Wettly yard derb curbsid, 7 Mandt., oft·caN for odler 5 mOfteu, I: comlllu.ltycolltcdol .,.elia alla.all7.

4A II.... tercelialt of che CIty' of Ciresllam Is locate' ouuWelht .,lrOIMiiltall bunt ball ana.

IYard debris In IImap '0••4 to b••""tit••t to ••••.,.

·Ev•.., odl.r wMlt colltcdoil or COmllOIt bill dlsdudol o;doIt. Abo Ill••• anllot COlleedoll flOUt.

..1KlfI' CteJ ..oIds ewe yard dtlnil colltcllo.......ntl annu.lt1. No odler pro...... Is ,rollose4.

·Charbcmn,al aru has] protra..,: .....11 Iou. ]5 1.11. roll cartJ collK." 011 Inl.lrtJlap eIIy or RIal"'; I.Irpr tou. &0 1111. CJlra

coiltcCl•••",,; In' no- ret eUllittlOIl propa.../atpro",. ".dIa,e Hf'flce. AlloUl..... 60 pl. senolc:ell ••ekIJ.
TID • To It Ot.rmlfted



It is obvious that curbside calledian has made a
big impad on yard debris diversion but it has not
accounted for all of the improvement. Other
generators of yard debris such as commercial,
industrial, building industry and residential self-haul
accounted for the remaining 75,000 tons diverted in
the region in 1993.

The effectiveness of the home composting
component ofthe program has not been tested to
date. The best measure of campasting activity has
been telephone surveys about the composting
practices of the public.

A 1994 surver perfonned by the City of
Portland showed thai 47% of all city residents
composted leaves and 49% composted grass
clippings. Only 5% used disposal in the garbage can
as their primary means of managing yard debris, 37%
and 42% used the curbside collection of yard debris
as their primary means of handling gross and leaves,
respedively.

6. Where can additional yard
debris be diverted from the
wastestream in the future?

There is obviouslt more yard debris that can be
diverted from residential garbage and ths programs
already in place are divemng increasing amounts of
yard debris from this source. Disposal of yard debris
in residential garbage should continue to decrease.

The remaining 27,000 tons of dispased yard
debris are spread between self-hauled residential,
commercial business, industrial business and the
building industry. The main diversion aptian
available to these generators is to deliver a source
separated load of yard debris to any of the 18
processors in the region. This generator group
already accounts for 75,000 tons of yard debris sent
to processors even though there are currently no
programs targeting these generators to increase
source separation of yard debris. Some businesses
that regularly produce small quanfilies may be well
served with a collection program expanded from the
residential program in their area.

Another way to look at yard debris disposal is to
determine how it is delivered to a disposal si·te.
Figure 8 shows that drop boxes and self·haul account
for 56% of yard debris disposed.'

figure B
Method of Delivery for

Disposed Yard Debris

Currently, drop box haulers will provide a drop
box for source-seperated yard debris on request.
However, there is no service available where small
amounts of yard debris could be separated with a
single box. If this type of service is initiated, it would
need to be tested to ensure a workable arrangement
for both the hauler and the generalor.

As shown in previous sections, the focus of yard
debris diversion programs has been placed on
curbside collection from residents. The Waste
Characterization Study indicates that of the 47,000
tons of yard debris disposed in landfills annually, only
20,000 of those tons are received from garbage
trucks carrying residential waste (Figu,." 7).'

Figure 7
Generators of Yard Debris

Disposed in 1994

Frant/Rear/
Side loade!} Drop Boxes

21,000 12,000

Total
Self.Haul TonlYeor

14,000 47,000

20,000
6,000

12,000
2,000

.LQOO
47,000

Commercially hauled residential
Residenfial self-haul
Commercial
Industrial
Building induslTy
TOTAL

, Cily of Portland Yord Debri~rop Poper Reqclnlg Study,
Gagen Research, Feb. 3, 1994.
• Bosed on the 1995 Revision of Metro's 1993/94 Woste

Characterization Study
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Figure 9

Projected vs. Actual Yard Debris Tonnage

Yard Debris
Plan Tannage

Projection for 1996

Yard debris that is self-hauled for disposal
requires different solutions than hauler-provided
service since the generators load their own vehicle
and take it to any of the region's disposal sites. Most
of these disposal sites have a discounted rate for
source-separated yard debris but this has not been
enough of on incentive for the generator to keep the
yard debris separated. More education, publicity, 0(

more convenient arrangements at the facility would
help capture this portion of the wasteslream. This
would also need to be tested to ensure that it had the
intended effect and was workable at the facility.

Curbside collection
Direct OOulta processors
Disposal as solid waste
Generation

Recycling Rate

117,000
30,000
16,000

163,000
90%'0

Actual
Yard Debris

Tonnage

35,000'
75,000
47,000

157,000
70%

One remaining observation about yard debris
arriving for disposal is that approximately 70% of it is
leaves and gross. Once these small pieces are mixed
with other waste it is virtually impossible to seporate.
Recovery of leaves and grass from mixed waste is not
likely to remove significant quantities. Saurce
separation is most likely to succeed.

7. How does yard debris
diversion in the region
compare to the diversion
projected in the Regional
Yard Debris Recycling Plan?

The Numbers

The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan
projected that in 1996 approximately 160,000 tons
of yard debris would enter the solid waste system
though curbside collection, direct haul to processors
and diSposal as solid waste. This is very close to the
actual generation of 157,000 tons in 1993
(Figure 9). The sources of the yard debris that make
up the total generation do not track with the plan.

The plan projected that 80% (117,000 tons) of
all yard debris recycled would come from the
curbside collection programs. Only 35,000 tons was
collected curbside in 1994, however, all programs
hod not been implemented for the full year. Direct
haul to processors accounted for the remaining
75,000 tons diverted while only 30,000 tons was
projected. Port of the explanation for this is that large
loads of residential yard debris are not set out for
curbside collection. Instead, they are delivered to one
of the of 18 processors distributed throughout the
region. Few of these large yard debris loads are
destined lor the transfer stations since processors are
generally more conveniently located and have lower
prices for source-separated yard debris than transfer
stations.

This is quite a shift from when the plan was
written. IV that time, now closed local landfills were
convenient to most parts of the region and charged
low tipping fees 01 about $15 per ton. Landfills
attracted large quantities of the direct haul yard
debris. Also at that time, there were not as many
recycling options with only two large yard debris
processors in the region and six small processors.
The plan projected a shift from direct haul for
disposal or recycling to use of curbside collection.
This shift has not materialized to the extent expeeled.

, Based on haulet repor1ed tonnages for 1994.
'Bo3ed on Metro'. 1993 Recycling levels Surv...,.
'0 Metro's Regional Yard Oebris Recydlng Plan induded

tonnage from chipping services and home composting to
proiect a totol recycling level 0193%.
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8. How does yard debris
diversion in the Metro region
compare to other areas of the
country?

The 1995 study showed that the enhanced
programs tested by Portland were as effective at
keeping yard debris out of the gorboge as weekly
programs. In fad, all areas tested in the 1995 study
indicate that the region's non-weekly 32-gollon
colledion programs are equivalent to weekly 32
gallon collection. There is some room for
improvement through increased education,
particularly where one 32 gallon container is
colleded every-ather-week.

A number of yard debris collection programs
exceed the 32-gallan weekly collection standard.
Jurisdictions are encouraged to exceed the minimum
standard and divert as much yard debris as possible.
A!l an example, every-ather-week 60-gallon roller
carts were found to be significanlly better than weekly
32-gallon curbside collection in the 1995 study. The
added volume of the 60 gallon container and the
convenience of a wheeled cart are apparently
attractive for the residents to use. The roller carts
were implemented where semi-automated garbage
colledion equipment is used. As more areas of the
region begin automated or semi.automated garbage
colledion, it is expeded that yard debris service will
be provided in roller carts which should further
improve the residential yard debris diversion.

Overall, the region has met the standard
established by the Regional Yard Debris Recycling
Plan of having weekly curbside colledion to all
residents of the region or an equivalent altemative.
This shows the tremendous progress that has been
made in the diversion of yard debris. However, it
does no! mean that there will not be any yard debris
in the garbage. Even newspaper, with a 76% recovery
rate, had 24,000 tons disposed of the 101,000 tons
generated in 1993.

Many cities have banned yard debris from the
land~1I in concert with implementation of diversion
programs. The September 1994 issue of. Biocycle

Analysis of Yard Debris Recycling System
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The Level of Service

The plan projeded that chipping services and
home composting, which prevent yard debris from
entering the solid waste system, would lose tonnage
to curbside collection. It is not known if this
happened since activity in these areas has not been
measured. Diversion through home composting will
be measured in FY 1995-96.

The 1994 study showed that the weeldy
programs were more effective than the non-weekly
programs tested. The City of Portland and West linn
were informed that their programs had to improve by
the spring of 1995 or they would be required to
provide weekly curbside yard debris collection. West
Linn went to weekly curbside colledion and Portland
implemented enhanced programs.

Another goal of the Regional Yard Debris
Recycling Plan was to ensure that all areas of the
region had weekly colledion of yard debris or an
equivalent alternative. Anumber of jurisdidions
chose alternative programs. The effediveness of
these alternatives at keeping yard debris out of
residential garbage was tested in the Spring of 1994
and 1995. Results from both years show that areos
with weekly curbside yard debris colledion had about
5% yard debris in their residential garbage. This is
equivalent to a little under 1-1/2 pounds per
household per week. If 011 households had this level
of service, there would be about 15,000 tons of yard
debris disposed in residential waste instead of 20,000
tans currently disposed in 1994.

The plan established a 67% and 93% recycling
goal for yard debris in 1993 and 1996 respectively.
These goals were based on implementation of yard
debris collection programs plus chipping services and
home composting. The 1993 goal was met bosed
only on recycling activity while not taking credit for
contributions made by home composting and
chipping services. The 1996 gool relied heavily on
the curbside collection programs to supply almost 011
of the increase in recycling. This now appears to be
an erroneous assumption. It may be better to revise
the goal based on the experience gained since the
plan was written.



indicates that yard debris is still present in garbage
even where yard debris has been banned. Yard
debris in Seattle residential garbage dropped /rom
14% to 3% with implementation of diversion
programs and a ban. The Metro region has already
experienced a drop /rom 25% to 7% yard debris in
residential cans. This drop was measured before all of
the region's yard debris collection programs were in
place. It can be expectedthot this will continue to
drop as the effects of new programs are realized.

The Minnesota's Twin Cities area determined
that yard debris accounted far II% Of residential and
commercial garbage before diversion programs and
a ban was put in place. After that time, yard debris
dropped 10 3% of the garbage. Yard debris in all of
Metro area garbage has dropped from 11 % 10 5%.
In bolh Minnesota and Seattfe, the diversion and
collection programs were given credil for the
dramatic drop in yard debris disposal. The ban was
largely considered a symbolic measure to get people
to use the services.

At current disposal rates, the Metro region could
match Minnesota's performance and still send
approximately 30,000 tons of yard debris to the
landfill. The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan goal
of landfilling only 16,000 tons of yard debris per year
is equivalent to less than 2% of landfilled waste.

9. Where do we go from
here?

Yard debris diversion programs have been very
successful at reducing the amount of yard debris
disposed in garbage. In 1993, 70% of all yard debris
entering the solid waste and recycling system was
diverted from landfills. This places yard debris
diversion on par With other recyclable materials. The
special attention yard debris has received in the post
is no longer warranted. The question is how much
effort should be mode to remove a portion of the
47,000 tons landfilled each year?

Curbside Collection

The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan was
very successful at ensuring thot curbSide recycling of
yard debris was made available to virtually all
residents of the region. It was determined in the
spring of 1995 that all ofthe region's curbside
collection programs were equivalent to weekly
service, as prescribed by the plan.

Tonnage diverted through the curbside
programs is expected to continue to increase as the
programs mature and improve. Hauler dota should
be used to monitor these trends. The Regional Yard
Debris Recycling Plan goals for collection tonnage are
no longer appropriate since they expected almost all
residential yard debris to be captured through
curbside collection. Experience has shown thot
curbside programs do divert significant amounts of
yard debriS, but large quantities will also be delivered
directly to processors.

Measurement of yard debris disposed in
residential garbage cans is the most direct measure of
residential program effectiveness. It Is recommended
that yard debris in garbage cans be measured in
1996 as it was in 1994 and 1995. This should
confirm thot the collection programs continue to be
on track. If the measurement indicates otherwise, a
recommendation about follow-up action should be
made. It is expected that the time and expense
required to make this measurement will not be
warranted after 1996.

Overall there are no major deficiencies in the
level of service that need to be addressed in the
region's yard debris curbside collection programs.
Instead, educating the public about use of the yard
debris collection services should be a majorfocus to
improve residential diversion rate•. The 1995 yard
debriS study showed this to be effective at reducing
yard debris disposal. Continued home composting
education should also be included to prevent yard
debris /rom entering the solid waste system in the first
place.
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Non-Curbside Programs

Non-curbside yard debris diversion was given
less emphasis in the Regional Yard Debris Recycling
Plan. While 75,000 tons of source separated yard
debris is hauled directly to processors, a significant
amount is still mixed with garbage in drop boxes and
in sell·haulloads. It is recommended that methods
be developed to provide the opportunity to seporate
yard debris ( or other recydables) from mixed wasta
when a single drop box is rented. This will require
cooperation by haulers, processors, local
govemments and Metro to develop effective methods
and equipment to accomplish this.

Similarly, a cooperative approach should be
developed to reduce the amount of yard debris
disposed in self·hauled garbage. It appears
education and publicity is needed to make the public
aware that the majority 01 mdlities that accept mixed
garbage also accept source seporated yard debris
at a lower lee. It is also possible that a more
convenient arrangement for sell-haul drop-off 01
yard debris at the facilities is needed.

Another option is to provide collection to
businesses that regularly generate smaller quantities
of yard debris. This may be most practical lor
businesses located near established curbside
collection areas. This option would most likely be
applied to individual businesses based on their need
lor the service rather than a blanket approach.

Revised goals

would account lor the remaining 15,000 tons
disposed per year or a drop of 12,000 tons from
27,000 tons (FiglJre 'OJ.

These goals should be attainable by the year
2000. The effects 01 improvements mode in recycling
yard debris should be evident in the next waste
characterization study scheduled forFY 1997-98. If
these 900ls are not met, more drastic measures could
be token, such as a bon on yard debris disposal. This
step is not considered necessary currently since
tremendous progress has been mode in the post few
years. Continued progress toward the above gools is
expected if the recommendations from this report are
implemented throughout the region.

Figure 10

Projected Yard Debris Disposal
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II would be reasonable to expect that the yard
debris disposed in the landfill can be reduced to 3%
of all solid waste (levels observed in Seottle and Twin
Cities). In terms of cument tonnage, this translotes to
30.000 tons per year Of' a yom debris recycling rote
01 about 80%. This would require diversion of on
additional 17,000 tons of yard debris from the 1993
levels. II residential curbside programs reduce
disposal to 5% of garbage region.wide (based on the
weekly collection service standard), then 15.000 tons
would be disposed in household garbage instead of
the current 20,000 tons. Non-curbside programs

1913 1997-98
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M E M o R A N D U M

DATE: June 14. 1995

Ct''''. ....;,<:.

METRO

TO:

FROM:

RE:

The Solid Waste Advisory Committee

Bill Metzler, Associate Solid Waste Planner

Metro Ucensing Program for Landscapa Waste and Yard Debris Processing and
Reload Facilities

The Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group voted on May 1B. 1995. to forward a
recommendation that the Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee consider the adoption and
implementation of a program for Iicensi~ landscape waste and yard debris processing and reload
facilities.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the licensing program is to:

1. Establish regional performance standards to help ensure the stability of the regional yerd debris
recycling system.

2. Assist local governments in managing the impacts of landscape waste and yard debris
processing facilities through a licensing progrem.

3. Increase the confidence that citizens and local governments have in these facilities by
minimizing the potential for nuisance complaints and preventing negative public perception of
these facilities.

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM ELEMENTS

The licensing program would consist of the following major program elements:

1. Metro implements a licensing program for new and existing fecilities loceted within the Metro
boundary. See the attached draft licensing Standards for Landscape Waste and Yard Debris
Processing and Reload Facilities and the Regulatory Concerns table.

2. Facilities located outside the Metro boundary could also apply for a Metro license. Local
government zoning codes may require (as e condition of lend use approval) that facilities
locating outside the Metro boundary apply for II Metro license and comply with the licensing
program standards.

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda



Solid Waste Advisory Committee
June 14, 1995
Page 2

3. Metro will work with processors and local governments to ensure a coordinated program
where information and technical assistance is shared in a cooperative problem solving manner.
Technical assistance may include teams consisting of local government and Metro staff (e.g.
land use and solid waste planners), DEQ, and others with special expertise. These coordinated
efforts will provide a forum for communication and problem solving measures that address
both local and regional concerns related to these facilities.

Local Goyernments

1. Local governments amend zoning ordinances and development codes, as needed, to include
clear and objective facility siting standards.

2. Local governments amend zoning ordinances and development codes to require all new
facilities to apply for a Metro license and participate in the licensing program.

3. Local governments to amend collection franchises to require all yard debris collected through
curbside programs be delivered to only licensed facilities.

pcocesspra

1. Processors apply for a Metro license, make use of available technical assistance (if needed),
and comply with licensing standards.

2. Processors continue to participate in program evaluation to ensure that the licensing program is
effective.

BACKGROUND

During the past year, local government representatives, yard debris processors, and the DEQ have
been meeting with Metro to explore options to help reduce siting and operational concerns
associated with yard debris compost facilities.

This regional discussion group, known as the Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group,
has explored two approaches: 1) a Mmodel ordinance- for local government adoption, consisting of
facility siting and operational standards; and 2)a Metro licensing program.

A review by local government planners revealed that the model ordinance approach may be
ineffective and very difficult to implement at the local level. In addition, the model ordinance
approach would not be applicable to existing facilities. The group then discussed and proposed a
more effective, regional approach that involves a Metro licensing program. The discussion group
voted unanimously to forward the conceptuallicansing approach to the Metro SWAC for their
consideration. SWAC reviewed the concept (November 16, 1994) and sent it back to the
discussion group for further refinement.

Since then, the discussion group has worked on refining the licensing proposal. The attached
draft Licensing Standards for Landscape Waste and Yard Debris Processing .and Reload Facilities is
the result of the group work.

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda
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On May 18, 1995 the regional discussion group recommended that the Metro licensing program
proposal and licensing. standards be sent to the Metro SWAC for their consideration. The proposal
was supported by a majority of the processors and local governments in attendance, with the
Washington County recycling representative opposed to the proposal.

Washington County explained (at the June 9th group meeting) their vote in opposition for the
following reasons: 1) There is significant land outside the Metro boundary in Washington County,
and 2) There is concern regarding local government ability to have franchised haulers take
curbside yard debris to only licensed facilities. The Weshington County representative preferred
that zoning issues be addressed with local government land use planners. and that jurisdictions
volunteer to be in the regional licensing program.

The discussion group advised that a future workgroup be assembled by Metro to bring together
local government land use and solid waste planners and processors .to more closely explore zoning
and land use issues that impact yard debris processors. This should be done as an element in the
licensing program to implement the recommendation to adopt clear and objective local government
zoning standards.

The following is a list of the Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group participants:

ProcossQrs

Don Chappel, American Compost
Charles Danner, Danner Nursery
Dan Davis, River Cities One Stop Recycling
Ralph Gilbert, East Co. Recycling
Howard Grebhorn, Lakesida Reclamation
Jaff Grimm, Grimm's Fuel
Dan Holcomb, Oregon SoilsCorp.
Steve Jessop, Scott's Hypone"
Jim Lackey, American Weste Recovery
Dan McFarlane, McFarlane's Bark
Chuck Minsinger, Minsinger's Aoral Nursery
Rod Oakes, Wilsonville Wood Waste
Tim Perri, Best Buy In Town
Randy Wubben. All-Wood Recycling
Loretta and Duane Stroup, S&H Logging
Greg White, Tualatin Valley Wsste Recovery
Lainy Zahr, Universal Wood Recycling

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06121/95 Agenda

Lpcal Goyernment

Lynda Kotta, Gresham
Mark Schoening, Lake Oswego
JoAnn Herrigai, Milwaukie
Lae Barrett, Portland
Randy Johnson, Portlend
Daryl Worthington, Troutdale
William Harpar, Tualatin
Dennis Koellermeiet, West Unn
FIon Oberg, Clackamas Co.
Ken Spiegal, Clackamas Co.
Susan Ziolko, Clackamas Co.
Kathy Klwala, Washington Co,
Lynne Storz. Washington Co.
Andraa Friedrichssn, Clark Co.

om
Dave Kunz

Haulers

Tom Miller, Millar's
Sanitary
Dave White, ORRA

Indystry
Barry Naona, Fred Mayer
Stevan Diddy, BFI



Licensing Program Regulatory Concerns

The following table summarizes the key regulatory concerns regarding the proposed Metro licensing program.

Siting Siting by private initiative. Metro sets Siting by private initiative. Local None
up regional worltgroup to review govemments work with regional
zoning issues. workgroup to review and discuss

zoning issues.

l.Jeen.1ng

Colectlon

Metro ·Iicense required for all facilities
within Metro boundary. Voluntary
outside boundary.

The program will ioclude problem
resolution through intergovernmental
cooperation, technical assistance and
enforcement measures (see next page
for details'.

Addressed through the license
agreement.

Fees are set by Metro Council.
Recornendations in the draft licensing
standards are that fees should not
exceed $300 per yesr.

Metro will not direct yard debris to
processing facilities.

Land use permit process· ensure that None
zoning ordinances and development
CodllS do not effectively prohibit thlISe
facilities.

Facility designation· haulers take
.curbside yard debris to only licensed
facilities or reload operations.

Many operational concerns are not None
addressed through the land use permit
process.

NA NA

Local governments provide franchised NA
haulers with a list of approved.
licensed facilities where they may take
curbside yard debris for processing or
reload.



, '
Inside Metro Boundary Outside Metro Boundary , DEQ

Problem Resolution
and Enforcement Intergovernmental Coordination

Metro, local governments, DEQ share
information on facilities. If nuisance
complaints warrant Metro action, local
governments can request assistance
from Metro. Metro may independently
monitor facilities and take appropriate
action in cooperation with the local
jurisdiction. Processor will be closely
involved.

Technical Assistance
Metro, local governments, DEQ and
the processor work together to resolve
issues through a facility and
operational review.

Enforcemem
If issues can not be resolved, Metro
can take enforcement action as
follows:

• Request corrective action
• Notice of intent to assess fines.
• Contested case proceeding.
• Findings of

compliance/noncompliance.
• Temporary restraining order

(emergency actionl.
• Injunction.
• Suspend or revoke the license.

Conditional Use Permit
As a condition for land use approval,
zoning and development ordinances
may require new facilities to participate
in the Metro licensing program. If
facilities do not comply with the
licensing agreement, the local
government can find them in violation
of their conditional use permit.

Zoning
Typical land use zones outside Metro
are Rural and' Exclusive Farm Use
zones (EFU). These zoning
designations typically have restrictions
on either feedstocks or product. These
restrictions do not encourage the siting
of municipal yard debris processing
operations that sell a product to the
public.

• Rural :rones - Facilities are subject
to significant restrictions of the
rural, zone designation and other
conditions of approval.

• EFU :rones - Facilities are not
allowed in EFU zones, except when
permitted by the local land use
authority as a commercial activity
in conjunction with a farm.
Subject to statutory and Goal
limits. Counties may define
commercial activities more
restrictively than state law.

Complaint driven process. Odor, air,
and water quality issues. Enforcement
includes a DEQ Compliance Order.

DEQ has indicated support for the
Metro licensing program and is willing
to participate in a cooperative problem
resolution process.
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PROPOSED LICENSING STANDARDS FOR
LANDSCAPE WASTE AND YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND RELOAD FACn.JTIES

1. Purpose, Authority and Scope

1.1 Purpose

A. The purpose ofthis Chapter is to establish perfonnance standards for landscape waste. yard debris
processing and·reload facilities operating in the District through a regional licensing program. The program will
include problem resolution through intergovenunental cooperation, technical assistance, and enforcement
measures.

B. The Council finds that the District has limited land and resources for the disposal of solid waste. It is
the responsibility of the Council to provide and protect such resources and to do so requires that the Council
Franchise, License, or Pennit disposal sites, transfer stations, processing facilities and resource recovery
facilities.

c. To protect the health, safetY, and welfare of the District's residents, the Council declares it to be the
public policy ofthe District and purpose of this chapter to establish a licensing program for facilities that
process and reload landscape waste and yard debris in the District in order to:

I. Establish standards that are implementable on a regional level to help ensure the stability of the regional
yard debris recycling system,

2. Assist local governments in managing the impacts of landscape waste and yard debris processing
facilities through a licensing program that is responsive to the risks and benefits associated with these
facilities.

3. The licensing program is intended to incresse the confidence that citizens and local governments have in
these facilities by minimizing the potential for nuisance complaints and alleviating negative public
perception ofthese facilities.

1.2 Authority and Scope

A. This document will implement those·provisions ofthe Code relating to licensing of landscape waste, yard
debris processing and reload facilities. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to limit the power ofany
federal, state, or local agency to enforce any provision of the law that it is authorized or required to
enforce or administer.

B. The provisions in this Chapter apply to all landscape waste, yard debris processing and reload facilities
operating in the District, Cltcept those expressly exempted pursuant to Section 4 - Excluded Operations
and Facilities.
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C. Landscape waste and yard debris reload facilities and operations are subject only to the licensing standards
in Section 3; Sections 4 and 5, Section 6B (1,2,3 and 4), 6E, and 6G; Section 7 A, B, C, D, G, I, L, M, N,
and 0; Section 8 A, B, C, D, E, F, and H; Section 9 A (1, 2, and 5); and Section 10 through Section 20.

D. Biological decomposition oforganic material can be either a naturally occurring or artificiaUy controlled
process. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to establish standards or other regulatory requirements for
inadvertent composting resulting from the storage oforganic materials. An activity that produces material
that will be sold or given-away based on biological decomposition that has occurred to the material shall
not be considered inadvertent composting.

E. Nothing in these standards shall be construed as relieving any owner, operator, or designee from the
obligation ofobtaining all required permits, licenses, or other clearances and complying with all orders,
laws, regulations, reports or other requirements ofother regulatory agencies, including but not limited to,
local health departments, regional water quality control boards, local land use authorities, and fire
authorities.

F. Licensed facilities shall processes yard debris in accordance with state regulations regarding principle
recyclable materials (OAR 340-90-060).

Z. Definitions

2.1 "Code" means the Metro Code.

2.2 "Compost" means the stabilized and sanitized product ofcomposting, which should be suitable for plant
growth. It has undergone an initial rapid stage ofdecomposition and is in the process of humification
(curing).

2.3 "Composting" means the biological treatment process by which microorganisms decompose the organic
fraction ofthe waste, producing compost.

2.4 "Hazardous waste" means useless or unwanted materials or residues and other wastes which are defined
as hazardous waste pursuant to ORS 466.005;

2.5 "Landscape waste" means yard debris and all residential and commercial accumulations ofgrass or
shrubbery, cuttings, leaves, tree limbs and other materials accumulated as the result of the care oflawns,
shrubbery, vines and trees. Includes stumps and bulky wood materials. Does not include construction and
demolition debris, painted or treated wood.

2.6 "Mixed solid waste" means solid waste containing a variety ofwaste material, some of which mayor may
or may not be considered recyclable.

2.7 "Processing" means the controlled method or system ofaltering the form, condition or content ofyard
debris and landscape waste utilizing both mechanical and biological methods. Includes composting
(aerobic and anaerobic methods), fermentation, and vermicomposting (of only yard debris and landscape
waste).
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2.8 "Solid waste" means all putrescible and nonputrescible wastes, including without limitation, garbage,
rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste paper and cardboard; discarded or abandoned vehicles or parts thereof;
sewage sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or other sludge; commercial, industrial, demolition
and construction waste; discarded home and industrial appliances; asphalt, broken concrete and bricks;
manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi-solid wastes, dead animals, infectious waste as defined in
DRS 459.387, petroleum-contaminated soils and other wastes; but the term does not include:

1) Hazardous wastes as defined in DRS 466.005;
2) Radioactive wastes as defined in DRS 469.300;
3) Materials used for fertiliter or for other productive purposes or which are salvageable u such or

materials which are used on land in agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting ofcrops
and the raising offowls or animals; or

4) Explosives

2.9 "Reload" means an operation or facility that receives yard debris and/or landscape waste for temporary
storage, awaiting transport to a processing facility.

2.10 ·Yard debris" means vegetative and woody material generated from residential property or from
commercial landscaping activities. Includes grass clippings, leaves, hedge trimmings and other similar
vegetative waste, but does not include stumps or similar bulky wood materials. (state definition: OAR
340-90..(HO (45).

3. Licensing Application Compliance Dates

3.1 All operators ofproposed facilities, subject to the Metro Code, shall submit applications for licensing and
shall comply with the licensing standards and requirements, by the effective date of these standards.

3.2 All operators ofexisting facilities, subject to the Metro Code, submit an application for Licensing, and
demonstrate compliance with the applicable standards and requirements within eighteen months after the.
effective date of these licensing standards.

4. Excluded Operations and FatUities

4.1 The foUowing operations do not constitute landscape waste and yard debris processing operations or
facilities and are not required to meet these licensing requirements. Residences, parks, community gardens
and homeowner associations are excluded operations. In addition, universities, schools, hospitals, golf
courses, industrial parks, and other similar facilities are excluded operations if the landscape waste or yard
debris was generated from the facility's own activities, the product remains on the facility grounds, and the
product is not offered for off-site sale or use.

4.2 Chipping and grinding ofwood wastes (e.g. untreated lumber, wood pallets) are excluded operations,
unless subject to Section 1.2 (D).

4.3 Solid waste transfer stations and Metro franchised material recovery facilities are excluded f3cilities.
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4-4 Nothing in this Section precludes Metro from inspecting an excluded operation to verify that the operation
is being conducted in a manner that qualifies as an excluded activity or from taking any appropriate
enforcement action.

S. Authorized lIDd Prohibited Solid Wastes

5.1 Licensee is authorized to accept loads oflandscape waste and yard debris for processing at the Facility.
The licensee may also take in other source separated material if in compliance and consistent with other
federal, state and local regulations.

5.2 Licensee sha1l not accept hazardous waste. Any hazardous waste inadvertently received shall be handled,
stored, and removed pursuant to state and federal regulations.

5.3 Licensee is prohibited from accepting mixed solid waste, but may accept loads of mixed yard debris,
landscape waste, and wood wastes (e.g. untreated lumber, wood pallets).

6. General FacUity Design Requirements & DaillD Plan

A. Landscape waste and yard debris processing facilities shall be designed and constructed to comply with the
Facility Design Plan and the operational requirements set forth in Section 7 • G1lneral Operating
Requirements, and Section 8 • Processing Operations Plan

B. The Facility Design Plan shall include:

1. Site plan showing dimensions and detailS of the proposed receiving, processing, production, curing and
storage areas.

2. Landscape plan showing the location, size .and type of plantings, fences, berms, and existing trees to
remain and/or to be removed.

3. Drawings ofthe site that indicate location of initial and permanent roads; buildings and equipment to be
installed; sewer and water lines; and storm water system. The drawings shall show final grade contours
(required for only new or relocating facilities).

4. The facility must be designed, constructed and, suitable for maintenance and processing operations,
visual inspection ofpiling areas and fire fighting operations.

C. Facility design plan shall address management of storm water:

1. The facility must be designed and constructed so that precipitation run-on is diverted around the
processing area. The run-off from the facility resulting from precipitation shall be controlled. Methods
must be consistent with storm water system standards of the controlling agency (local jurisdiction).
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D. The facility design plan shall address methods for achieving odor control (see requirements for Odor
Minimization. Plan in Section 9).

E. Facility design plan shall address:

I. Effective baniers to unauthorized entry and dumping (fencing, gates, locks);
2. All-weather access roads to the site;
3. Appropriate signs (at facility entrance, directing traffic flow, public information);
4. Access to scales, ifapplicable;
5. Noise control;
6. Dust contro~
7. Vector and litter control; and
8. Fire protection and control features.

F. Facility shall have sufficient processing capacity to handle projected incoming volumes of landscape waste
and yard debris.

G. Facility design shall address specific storage issues, including:

I. Capacity for incoming wastes waiting to be processed;
2. Capacity for proper handling, storage, and removal ofhazardous or other non-permitted wastes

delivered to or generated by the facility; and
3. Capacity for finished product storage.

7. General Operating Requirements

A. All activities shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes or prevents vectors, odor impacts, dust, and
noise impacts.

B. Facility grounds shall be cleaned of litter at least weekly.

C. Random load checks offeedstocks for contaminants shall be conducted.

D. Storage and handling capacities shall not be exceeded.

E. Compost piles and windrows shall be spaced to facilitate mixing and aeration.

F. Wmdrow, compost pile, and/or active processing area dimensions shall not exceed the design specifications
ofthe facility's equipment

G. Incidental non-compostables shall be properly stored and removed from the facility on a regular basis to
avoid nuisance conditions, or at a frequency approved in the license agreement.

H. Incidental wastes and feedstocks shall be stored separately from active, stabilizing, stabilized, curing, cured
feedstock areas.
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I. Surrounding fencing, gates, and/or other natural or artificial barriers shall be maintained to discourage
unauthorized human or animal access to the facility.

J. The operator shall provide fire prevention, protection, and control measures, including but not limited to,
temperature monitoring ofwindrows, adequate water supply for fire suppression, and the isolation of
potential heat sources and/or flammables from the composting pad/processing area.

K. The operator shall begin processing incoming feedstocks in a time frame that does not create potential for a
nuisance, odor, fire, or vectors, or as specified in the license agreement.

L. All drainage, leachate control, and diversion systems shall be managed and maintained in good working
order.

M. All facility road surfaces and traffic control signs shall be maintained.

N. Vehicles containing landscape waste or yard debris feedstock/waste shall not be parked on public streets or
roads except under emergency conditions. Adequate off-street parking facilities for transport vehicles shall
be provided.

O. Signs at all public entrances to the facility shall be posted, legible, and include the following information:

I. name of the facility,
2. name of the operator,
3. facility hours of operation
4. materials that will and will not be accepted, ifapplicable,
5. schedule ofcharges, ifapplicable
6. phone number where operator or designee can be reached in case of an emergency, and
7. any other information as required by the license agreement and/or local government sign code.

8. Processing Operations Plan

All activities at a licensed facility must be conducted in accordance with the Processing Operations Plan
containing, at a minimum, the following information:

A. Designation of personnel, by title, responsible for operation, control and maintenance of the facility;

B. A description of the anticipated quantity and variation throughout the year ofwaste to be received;

C. Methods for measuring incoming waste and recordkeeping;

D. Methods for encouraging waste delivery in covered loads;

E. Methods to control the types ofwaste received, and methods for removing, recovering and disposing
of non-compostables;
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F. Designation ofdisposal sites for non-compostable wastes;

G. Management procedures that will be used in processing, which must include:

1. A generaldescription ofany treatment the wastes will receive prior to processing (e.g., chipping,
shredding) and the maximum length oftime required to process each day's receipt ofwaste into
windrows or other piles;

2. The specifications to which the windrows or other piles will be constructed (width, height, and
length) and calculation of the capacity ofthe facility;

3. An estimate ofthe length oftime necessary to complete the process.

4. Metro may request additional process management procedures. Proprietary information will be
submitted on a confidential basis.

H. Methods to control noise, vectors, dust and litter.

I. Methods for monitoring and adjusting temperature, oxygen level and moisture level of the material
during processing.

1. General plans for marketing the finished product.

9. Odor MinimizatioD Plao.

The operator shal1 take specific measures to control odors so as not to cause or contribute to a violation of
the License Agreement. Specific measures an operator should take to control odor include but are not
limited to adherence to the contents of the Odor Minitniution Plan required below.

A. The operator shal1 have an Odor Minitniution Plan, The plan must include methods to minimize,
manage and monitor all odors, including odors produced by grass clippings. The plan must include:

1. A management plan for malodorous loads;

2. Procedures for receiving and recording odor complaints, immediately investigating any odor
complaints to determine the cause ofodor emissions, and remedying promptly any odor problem
at the fil.cility;

3. Additional odor-minimizing measures, which may include the following:

a. Avoidance ofanaerobic conditions in the composting material;
b. Use ofmixing for favorable composting conditions;
c. Formation ofwindrow or other piles into a size and shape favorable to minimizing odors; and
d. Use ofend-product compost as cover to act as a filter during early stages ofcomposting.
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4. Specification of a readily-available supply ofbulking agents, additives or odor control agents;

5. Procedures for avoiding delay in processing and managing landscape waste and YlII"d debris during
all weather conditions;

6. Methods for taking into consideration the following factors prior to turning or moving composted
material:

a. Time ofday;
b. Wind direction;
c. Percent moisture;
d. Estimated odor potential; and
e. Degree of maturity.

B. Grass clippings must be processed in a timely manner to avoid nuisance conditions. Incoming leaves,
brush or woody landscape waste may be stored in designated areas for use as a carbon source and
bulking agent, rather than being processed into windrows or other piles.

C. Ifodors become a significant source ofnuisance complaints, processor shall work with a Metro
appointed odor complaint panel. The odor complaint panel will investigate odor complaints to
determine their validity and sources and will help the processor with solutions to the nuisance
complaints. The odor complaint panel may consist of representatives from Metro, DEQ, the local
government, and the processing industry.

10. Operation and Facility Records

Licensee shall effectively monitor Facility operation and maintain accurate records of the following
information:

A Estimated amount offeedstock received and quantity of product produced at the Facility. Records
shall be reported to Metro no later than thirty (30) days following the end of each quarter. The report
shall be signed and certified as accurate by an authorn:ed representative of Licensee.

B. The operator shall record any special occurrences encountered during operation and methods used to
resolve problems arising from these events, including details ofall incidents that required
implementing emergency procedures.

C. The operator shall record lHIY public nuisance complaints (e.g. noise, dust, vibrations, litter) received
by the operator, including:

1. the nature of the complaint;

2. the date the complaint was received;
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3. the name, address, and telephone number ofthe person or persons making the complaint; and

4. any actions taken to respond to the complaint.

D. For every odor complaint received, the Licensee shall record the date, time, and nature ofany action
taken in response to an odor complaint, and record such information within one business day after
receiving the complaint Records ofsuch information shall be made available to Metro and local
governments upon request.

E. The Licensee shall submit to Metro duplicate copies of regulatory information submitted to the DEQ
and local jurisdictions pertaining to the Facility, within thirty (30) days at the same time ofsubmittal
to DEQ and/or local jurisdiction.

ll. aoson

11.1 Unless otherwise authorized in a facility license, all landscape waste, yard debris, composting material,
end-product, and other solid wastes must be removed from the facility within 180 days following the
beginning ofclosure.

11.2 The facility opetJ.tor shall close the facility in a manner which eliminates the release of landscape waste,
landscape waste leachate, and composting constituents to the groundwater of surface waters or to the
atmosphere to the extent necessary to prevent threats to human health or the environment.

11.3 Within 30 days ofcompletion ofclosure, the operator shall file a report with Metro verifying that
closure was completed in accordance with this Section.

11. FiR.aei" "~SI...aee (this section is being revised or deleted)

12.1 PiftWiaillflNfmee Plan
The Bllefllter sh&II dwelel' Md hiP/a at tile facility, and SIHlHlit fe Melfe, a fiftaReiai &SSllfllRee plan
eeRtaiNng.8:·\~eJl east estimate eeveFiAg the ffi8:uilBtllB east efpremat1:tfe anal eles\ue sethe epeFatieA
Md retN" I 80PJ!

12.2 TIle l..vfitteseest estimate HlUst he hases 8ft tlte Heps ReeesS8fYte··esmplete elestu=e &REi fRYst iRek:lEle an
item;3stiell elthe eest te eemplete eaeh step.

IZ.3 The speRte,sheIl frJise tfte 6tifHftt east estimate viheRe\'eF a ehaBge in ejreufflstlRees Felal;ol $8 the
eleSHFefJlan ifleF88geg the east estilllate.

12.4 PiRpei&i t\j!NfIRee BeRd
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A Pfeefthllt the Il!lllliellllt ellft elltaift IlII6 wHille eevered Elttring the teffll efthe lieeRse By II eef\lerllte
slire~ lleRd gHllfllIlteeiRg fullllll6 fai~ Ilerferm_e Ily the Il!lllliellJlt efthe dlHiesw eBliglltieRS ef
the lieeRse &gI'eemeAt. lB detef111inin8 the lIftlaltAt aHaAd ta Be reque-ed; the ElIee\tti;'e OiBeer mil}'
eaRsider the siile efthe site, faei~ ef stlltiell; the pellltllltieR te Be served, atIjlleeRt af AeIlrBY Ilifte
uses, the peteftaal danger sffaiItH=e Bf gePfliee, MElIlRf ether meter material te the B19eratien Bf the
fi"anehise;

13. Annual License Fees

Licensee shall pay an annual license fee, as established under Metro Code Section 5.03.0:30. In order to
keep costs at a minimum, and so as to not encourage deliveries outside the district, the fee shall be based
on a minimum cost for service basis and shall not exceed $300 per year. The fee shall be delivered to
Metro within thirty (30) days ofthe effective date of this License and each year thereafter.

14. Insurance

14.1 Licensee shall purchase and maintain the following types of insurance. covering Licensee, its employees,
and agents:

A. Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering personal injury, property damage, and
personal injury with automatic coverage for premises, operations, and product liability. The policy
must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage; and

B. Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.

14.2 Insurance coverage shall be a minimum 0[$500,000 per occurrence, $100,000 per person, and $50,000
property damage. Ifcoverage is written with an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be
less than $1,000,000.

14.3 Metro, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named as ADDITIONAL
INSUREDS. Notice ofany material change or policy cancellation shall be provided to Metro thirty
(30) days prior to the change or cancellation.

14.4 Licensee, its contractors, ifany, and all employers working under this License are subject employers
underthe Oregon Workers' Compensation Law and shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires
them to provide Workers' Compensation coverage for. all their subject workers. Licensee shall provide
Metro with certification ofWorkers, Compensation insurance including employer's liability.

15. Indemnification (this Section is being revised)

Lieeftsee shall iruiemnify IHl8 helEl).~, KS ageAts, empleyees, ana ele~ed emei~s hftfR'lJe98 hm My
and all elaims, demBfl8s, damages, aefleflS, lasses MEl enpetlses, irteltuiing attefRey!s fees, ariMAg ettt ef er
itt any vva, eeMeeteEi with LieeRsee's peFfeARaAee \iMeT this :bieease, inektEiiRg ,&teRt iflB:ingement an4
my elftims er Elisptttes ifwelziaRg syheeAt:F&etef8;
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16. Compliance With Law

Licensee shall fully comply with aU federal, state. regional and local laws, rules, regulations, ordinances,
orders and permits pertaining in any manner to this License. All conditions imposed on the operation of
the Facility by federal, state or local governments or agencies having jurisdiction over the Facility are part
ofthis License by reference as ifspecifically set forth herein. Such conditions and permits include those
attached as exhibits to this License, as well as any existing at the time ofissuance of this License and not
attached, and permits or conditions issued or modified during the term ofthis License.

17. Metro Enforcement Authority (this Section is being revised)

17.1 The BJfeNtlveOfBeermay, apeR sVay (eQ) says pFier ;,.wiKeR Reties, sweet saltEi v/asle&"llfl)! &em tfie
LiseRsee Sf limit the tiype sfselid "rest8 that the LieeRSse fRay reeei'li. SHeR Bet-ien, Sf et;her Re6essary steps,
ffttty he talEetlte aetie 8 fttlisanee atisiftgfi:etft 61'eftlaeftsfthe Faeil~Sf te ean=y em ether ptiltlie peliey
ehjeeti'les. Up8ft ReeiT;" StieR Retiee, the LieeAsse shally.,e the fight te a 6eRtested ease aeMing lJ\ifSuant
ta. Cede Chapter 2.05. l\ fe~est fer ahear..Bg shall Ret· May aetteR hy the :SueetlhT/e Omeer. Prier Betiee shall
net he refltlifed ifthe ~etlw•• Oftieer ii-mis that there is an itftmeEiiate Me SeA6t1S daftgef te the I'tJhlie SF that
II Iiellifh 1"Ili'U4 ef P\leJie ftllisenee welllll11e ePeMe8 by a delay.

17.2 Authorized representatives ofMetro shall be permitted access to the premises ofthe Facility at all
reasonable times for the purpose ofmaking inspections and carrying out other necessary functions
related to this License. Access to inspect is authorized during all busjness hours

A. DWJIg lIll'NerlWtg Iiellfs;
B, At elhef reeseftele tilftes 1Nith: Iletiee; and
C. 1'\-1: any time vAtfteut Retiee -:Alan, ift the epinian sf tae ~{elfeSaliElI}fa.ste Deplll1mefttDireetef, suah

Retiee ',"StilEt defeat &he ,tHp8se efthe entry.

17.3 The power and right to regulate, in the public interest, the exercise ofthe privileges granted by this
License shall at aU times be vested in Metro. Metro reserves the right to establish or amend rules,
regulations or standards regarding matters within Metro's authority, and to enforce aU such legal
requirements against Licensee.

18. Disposal Rates and Fees

18.1 In accordance with the variance granted by the Metro Council, the rates charged at this Facility shall be
exempt from Metro rate setting.

18.2 Licensee is exempted from collecting and remitting Metro Fees on waste received at the Facility.
Licensee is fully responsible for paying all costs associated with disposal ofresidual material generated
at the Facility. Licensee shall obtain a non-system license prior to disposal ofresiduals at any facility
not designated by Metro.

LICENSING STANDARDS

FOR LANDSCAPE WASTE AND YARD DEBRIS PROCBSSlNG AND RELOAD FACn..rrms
Dna

JLme 14, 199'
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18.3 The Licensee shall adhere to the following conditions with regard to disposal rates charged at the
Facility:

A. Licensee may modifY rates to be charged on a continuing basis as market demands may dictate.
Metro shall be notmed no later than ten (10) days after any rate changes.

B. All rates charged at the Facility shall be posted on a sign near where fees are collected. All customers
within a given disposal class shall receive equal, consistent, and nondiscriminatory treatment in the
collection of fees.

19. Revocation (this section being revised)

19.1 This License may be revoked for violation of the conditions of this License or the Metro Code.

19.2 This License Agreement is subject to suspension, modmcation, revocation, or non-tenewal upon finding
that:

A. The Licensee has violated the terms of this License, the Metro Code, ORS chapter 459, or the rules
promulgated thereunder or any other applicable law or regulation; or

B. The Licensee has misrepresented material facts or information in the License Application, Annual
Operating Report, or other information required to be submitted to Metro; or

20. General Conditions

20.1 Licensee shall be responsible for ensuring that its contractors and agents operate in compliance with the
tenns and conditions of this License.

20.2 The granting of this License shall not vest any right or privilege in the Licensee to receive specific
quantities of solid waste during the term of the License.

20.3 This License may not be transferred or assigned without the prior written approval ofMetro, and will
not be unreasonably withheld.

20.4 To be effective, a waiver ofany term or condition of this License must be in writing, signed by the
Executive Officer. Waiver ora term or condition ofthis License shall not waive nor prejudice Metro's
right otherwise to require performance of the same tenn or condition or any other term or condition.

20.5 This License shall be construed, applied, and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of
Oregon.

20.6 Ifany provision of the License shall be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in any respect, the validity of the
remaining provisions contained in this License shall not be affected.

S:\SIiARE\M!n'Z\Yl.DEEWS\LICENSE\REVISfON\UV4ISSU.DOC

LICENSING STANDARDS

FOR LANDSCAPE WAS'B AND YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND RELOAD FAcn.rrms
DnIl
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M E M o R A N o u M

DATE: June 14, 1995

METRO

TO:

FROM:

RE:

The Solid Waste Advisory Committee

Bill Metzler, Associate Solid Waste Planner

Metro Licensing Program for Landscape Waste and Yard Debris Processing and
Reload Facilities

The Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group voted on May 18, 1995, to forward a
recommendation that the Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee consider the adoption and
implementation of a program for licensing landscape waste and yard debris processing and reload
facilities.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the licensing program is to:

1. Establish regional performance standards to help ensure the stability of the regional yard debris
recycling system.

2. Assist local governments in managing the impacts of landscape waste and yard debris
processing facilities through a licensing program.

3. Increase the confidence that citizens end locel governments have in these facilities by
minimizing the potential for nuisance complaints and preventing negetive public perception of
these facilities.

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM ELEMENTS

The licensing program would consist of the following major program elements:

1. Metro implements a licensing program for new and existing facilities located within the Metro
boundary. See the attached draft Licensing Standards for Landscape Waste and Yard Debris
Processing and Reload Facilities and the Regulatory Concerns table.

2. Facilities located outside the Metro boundary could also apply for a Metro license. Local
government zoning codes may require (as a condition of land use approval) that facilities
locating outside the Metro boundary apply for a Metro license and comply with the licensing
program standards.

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda
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3. Metro will work with processors and local governments to ensure a coordinated program
where information and technical assistance is shared in a cooperative problem solving manner.
Technical assistance may include teams consisting of local government and Metro staff (e.g.
land use and solid waste planners), DEQ. and others with special expertise. These coordinated
efforts will provide a forum for communication and problem solving measures that address
both local and regional concerns related to these facilities.

Local Goyernments

1. Local governments amend zoning ordinances and development codes, es needed, to include
clear and objective facility siting standards.

2. Local governments amend zoning ordinances and development codes to require all new
facilities to apply for a Metro license and participate in the licensing program.

3. Local governments to amend collection franchises to require all yard debris collected through
curbside programs be delivered to only licensed facilities.

ProceSSQrs

1. Processors apply for a Metro license, make use of available technical assistance (if needed),
and comply with licensing standards.

2. Processors continue to participate in program evaluation to ensure that the licensing program is
effective.

BACKGROUND

During the past year. local government representatives. yard debris processors, and the DEQ have
been meeting with Metro to explore options to help reduce siting and operational concerns
associated with yard debris compost facilities.

This regional discussion group. known as the Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group,
has explored two approaches: 1) a umodel ordinanceu for local government adoption, consisting of
facility siting and operational standards; and 2) a Metro licensing program.

A review by local government planners revealed that the model ordinance approach may be
ineffective and very difficult to implement at the local level. In addition, the model ordinance
approach would not be applicable to existing facilities. The group then discussed and proposed a
more effective, regional approach that involves a Metro licensing program. The discussion group
voted unanimously to forward the conceptual licensing approach to the Metro SWAC for their
consideration. SWAC reviewed the concept (November 16, 19941 and sent it back to the
discussion group for further refinement.

Since then, the discussion group has worked on refining the licensing proposal. The attached
draft Licensing Standards for Landscape Waste and Yard Debris Processing and Reload Facilities is
the result of 1he group work.

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda
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On May 18, 1995 the regional discussion group recommended that the Metro licensing program
proposal and licensing standards be sent to the Metro SWAC for their consideration. The proposal
was supported by a majority of the processors and local governments in attendance, with the
Washington County recycling representative opposed to the proposal.

Washinyton County explained (at the June Sth sroup meeting) their vote in opposition for the
following reasons: 1) There Is significant land outside the Metro boundary in Washington County,
and 2) There is concern regarding local government ability to have franchised haulers take
curbside yard debris to only licensed facilities. The Washington County representative preferred
that zoning issues be addressed with local government land use planners, and that jurisdictions
volunteer to be in the regional licensing program.

The discussion group advised that a future workgroup be assembled by Metro to bring together
local government land use and solid waste planners and processors to more closely explore zoning
and land use issues that impact yard debris processors. This should be done as an element in the
licensing program to implement the recommendation to adopt clear and objective local government
zoning standards.

The following is a list of tha Yard Debris Processing Facility Discussion Group participants:

proce$SO[S

Don Chappel, American Compost
Charles Danner, Danner Nursery
Dan Devis, River Cities One Stop Recycling
Ralph Gilbert, East Co. Recycling
Howard Grebhorn, Lakeside Reclamation
Jeff Grimm, Grimm's Fuel
Dan Holcomb, Oregon Soils Corp.
Steve Jessop, Scott's Hyponex
Jim Lackey, American Weste Recovery
Dan McFarlan., McFarlane's Bark
Chuck Minsinger, Minsinger's Floral Nursery
Rod Oakes, Wilsonville Wood Waste
Tim Parri, Best Buy In Town
Randy Wubban, All-Wood Recycling
Lorette and Duane Stroup, S&H Logging
Greg White, Tualatin Valley Waste Recovery
Lainy Zehr, Universal Wood Recycling

Enclosure #5 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda
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Lynda Kolta, Gresham
Mark Schoening, Lake Oswego
JoAnn Harrigal, Milwaukie
Lee Barratt, Portland
Randy Johnson, Portland
Daryl Worthington, Troutdale
William Harper, Tualatin
Dennis Koellermeier, West Linn
Ron Oberg, Clackamas Co.
Ken Spiegel, Clackamas Co,
Susan Ziolko, Clackamas Co.
Kathy Kiwala, Washington Co.
Lynne Storz, Washington Co.
Andraa Friedrichsen, Clark Co.

!LEa
Dave Kunz

Haylers
Tom Miller, Miller's
Sanitary
Dave White, ORRA

Industry

Barry Naone, Fred Meyer
Steven Diddy, 8FI



Licensing Program Regulatory Concerns

The following table summarizes the key regulatory concerns regarding the proposed Metro licensing program •

ISSUES METRO •••••• ••
LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEQ

.
»

••••••••••••••••••••
T ••• • > ........

Siting Siting by private initiative. Metro sets Siting by private initiative. Local None
up regional workgroup to review governments work with regional
zoning issues. workgroup to review and discuss

zoning issues.

Licensing Metro license required for all facilities Land use permit process - ensure that None
within Metro boundary. Voluntary zoning ordinances and development
outside boundary. codes do not effectively prohibit these

facilities.
The program will include problem
resolution through intergovernmental Facility designation· haulers take
cooperation. technical assistance and curbside yard debris to only licensed
enforcement measures (see next page facilities or reload operations.
for detailsl.

Operetionel Addressed through the license Many operational concerns are not None
Standards agreement. addressed through the land use permit

process.

LIcense Fees Fees are set by Metro Council. NA NA
Recomendations in the draft licensing
standards are that fees should not
exceed $300 per year.

Collection Metro will not direct yard debris to local governments provide franchised NA
processing facilities. haulers with a list of approved,

licensed facilities where they may take
curbside yard debris for processing or
reload.



., 'ln$ldeM~ Bounder(
'.:' .': :.... ...:...... ". . '. ..' '.

OUlllide Mew Bounder(
'. ",

:, PEa
........ ,.... "

.,

.'"
Problem Resolution
end Enforcement Intergovernmental Coordination

Metro. local governments, DEQ share
information on facilities. If nuisance
complaints warrant Metro action, local
governments can request assistance
from Metro. Metro may independently
monitor facilities and take appropriate
action in cooperation with the local
jurisdiction. Processor will be closely
involved.

Technical Assistance
Metro, local governments, DEQ and
the processor work together to resolve
issues through a facilitY and
operational review.

Enforcement
If issues can not be resolved. Metro
can take enforcement action as
follows:

• Request corrective action
• Notice of Intent to assess fines.
• Contested case proceeding.
• Findings of

compliance/noncompliance.
• Temporary restraining order

(emergency action'.
• Injunction.
• Suspend or revoke the license.

Conditional Use Permit
As a condition for land use approval,
zoning and development ordinances
may require new facilities to participate
in the Metro licensing program. If
facilities do not comply with the
licensing agreement, the local
government can find them in violation
of their conditional use permit.

Zoning
Typical land use zones outside Metro
are Rural and' Exclusive Farm Use
zones (EFUI. These zoning
designations typically have restrictions
on either feedstocks or product. These
restrictions do not encourage the siting
of municipal yard debris processing
operations that sell a product to the
pubfic.

• Rural zone, - Facilities are subject
to significant restrictions of the
rural. zone designation and other
conditions of approval.

• EFU zone, - Facilities are not
allowed in EFU zones. except when
permitted by the local land use
authority as a commercial activity
in conjunction with a farm.
Subject to statutory and Goal
limits. Counties may define
commercial activities more
restrictively than state law.

Complaint driven process. Odor, air,
and water quality issues. Enforcement
includes a DEQ Compliance Order.

DEQ has indicated support for the
Metro licensing program and is willing
to participate in a cooperative problem
resolution process.



M E M o R A N o u M

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

METRO

June 14, 1995

Solid Waste Advisory Committee

KeUy Shafer Hossaini
Deborah Ad/llllS

1995 Household Survey

As part of a larger public involvement effort for the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan update,
Metro contracted with the Gilmore ReseMch Group to conduct a survey of single-family households.
Approximately 1,000 of the region's single-family households were asked various questions about
garoage and recycling services.

Objectives

The objectives of the survey were as follows:

1. To solicit opinions from a broad aoss-section of the region's citizens, particularly those
not normally involved in solid waste issues.

2. To receive feedback on general questions relating to Metro's current update of the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

3. To compare the resul1s from a previous surveyl completed in 1990.

4. To gather information that will be helpful in designing education and promotional
programs.

The results of the survey are being used to help define the public's attitudes and perceptions about
the indirect costs and benefits of specific programs. This information will be used to complete the
analysis of potential solid waste practices.

Methodology

A representative cross-section of respondents living in single-family housing (one to four units) were
interviewed in the three-county area. .The actual phone contacts took place during May 1995. For
data analysis, the sample was divided into four areas: Portland, All Other Multnomah County,
Clackamas County, and Washington County. A total of 1,002 completed interviews were collected,.

\1990 Recycling Attitude and Awareness Surv!!Y, Gargan & Associates, 500 single-family household
respondents.
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coded, and entered into a computerized data file. This information was then analyzed and will be
released in report form within a few weeks. Some preliminary information is available now,
however, and is summarized below.

Curbside Recycling

In the 1990 Melro survey, 61% of the respondents were aware of the cumside recycling program
and used it either regularly or pllriodicaIly. This number incrllased to 86% in the 1995 study.

In the 1995 study, the following proportion of respondents with curbside recycling service indicated
that they regularl; utilize that service to recycle the following materials. Only data for the three
counties is available for the 1990 study.

----:- -
, -', , .... " n' ' " ' , '_< .•' • .; ~er . - , "

" '

Material TUN> 1990 1995 1990 1995 1990 1995 1995 1990 1995
Cardboard 43% 55% 40% 50% 37% 54% 57% ' 40% 53%
Newsna.,.;r 74% 76% 62% 78% 64% 77% 75% 67% 77%
ScranPa~ NA 35% NA 37% NA 43% 39% NA 39%
Pa""rboard NA 27% NA 17% NA I 24% 23% NA 23%
Plastic Milk JUCl5 NA 56% NA 49% NA 56% 56% NA 54%
Glass 60% 62% 55% 59% 64% 61% 61% 61% 60%
Aluminum 35% 41% 35% 34% 40% 41% 39% 37% 39%
Tin 53% 57% 48% 48% 56% 55% I ' 52% 53% 53%
Yard Debris NA 41% NA 52% NA 45% 49% NA 46%

Yard Debris

The following table depicts the changes in how households handle yard debris. Respondents were
allowed to choose as many options as applied.

Yard Debris Ontion 1990 1995
Cumside Collection NA 51%
Backvard Comooslina 37% 41%
Add it to Garba"" 28% 6%
Take to a Recvclina Center 8% 6%
Haul to the Dump 14% 3%

'These figures only include households that use curbside recycling service for a given material on a re!Jliar
basis.
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CoUec!ion and Hauling

Overall, 92% of the households in the 1995 survey reported that they pay for regular garbage
coUection.

By geographic area, the results were as foUOINS:

Clackamas
Washin on
Portland
Other Multnomah

Of those with no regular coUection service:

89%
94%
93%
92%

• 43% responded that the service is too expensive
• 28% use someone else's service
• 26% responded that they did not generate enough waste to warrant subsaiblng.

Twenty-eight percent of the households self·hlluled to a landfill or transfer station in the past year.
By geographical area:

Households that seIf·hauled In the past year had rernodelinglbuilding waste (52%), general
household dean-out (47%), and yaId wllSte (34%). Eighteen percent of the households thatself·
hauled waste delivered weekly household waste lit least once during that year.
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Geographica1ly, the percentage of households that had taken weekly household waste to a landfill or
transfer station in the past year was as foUows:

·"iAieai, %/HouseholdS,

Clackamas 14%
Washington 17%
Portland 21%
Other Multnomah 15%

Hazardous Waste

In the 1995 survey, 43% of the households surveyed responded that they had taken their household
hazardous waste to a local hazardous waste facility or a special coUection event at some point in the
past. GeographicaUy:

..,,-
o e
'2 : 60%
:l:;)
~ b 50%

:!!*0-40%
.J:: ..
Q Q

~ .!:! 30%
o ~

:: eX 20~
o ..
! i 10%: ;:
:;) 0%

Funding

51%

Clackamas Washington

Are.

Portland

51%

Other Multnomah

The 1995 survey asked if the household would prefer an advance disposal fee on hazardous
products for funding household hazardous waste programs, or if they preferred to continue with the
current practice of including the fee in gatbage bills. Sixty percent of the households reported that
they would support the ac\vance disposal fee method. Of those that either supported the advance
disposal fee, didn't have a preference, or weren't sure, 54% said that they would support such a fee
even if it were only implemented in the Portland metropolitan area.

The survey also asked if the household would be willing to pay for adding plastic bottles to curbside
collection. Fifty percent indicated that they would. Of those, 27% would be willing to pay as much
as one doUar a month more for curbside service. These proportions do not vary significantly
between geographic areas.
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Chapter 5
Regional Solid Waste Policy

Introduction

This chapter presents the overall policy framework within which the specific solid waste
goals, objectives, and actions described in the RSWMP were developed. II alsa
PfBYidas Ihe basis klr futllre ",laM iRS! aRd de6isiaR FRakiRg by IAe MalFa Ca1lR6il,
eswR1ies, aA~ sities iR IRe FefJi9R.

These. policies_, wheR 6eFR",leleEl, will reflect the region's vision for managing solid
waste. The goals, objectives, and policies are not mutually exclusive. That is, any
decision regarding solid waste will need to be made with review of all applicable policies.

History

The RSWMP policies are i&-built upon It:le slrwslllFe af seliE! waste decisions and plans
adopted during the past two decades. The most significant benchmarks of Metro and its
predecessors include:

1973 Metro's predecessor, the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) requests funding
from the state to develop a Solid Waste Management Plan for the metropolitan
region.

1974 The MSD adopts a solid waste management plan (also called the "CORE
MEr plan).

1978 Metro is reconstituted as a directly-elected metropolitan government With
responsibility for solid waste management, and authority to fund its activities
through fees, bonds, and borrowing state funds.

1986 A waste reduction plan is adopted by Metro.

1987 Formal revision otthe 1974 Solid Waste Management Plan as a "functional"
plan is initiated. The new document is called the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan (RSWMP).

1988 The Metro Council formally adopts and the DEQ approves the RSWMP.
Included are goals, policies, and a chapter on general-purpose landfills. Other
chapters are completed over time.

1989 The Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) orders Metro to implement
either the worle: plan in Metro's 1986 Waste Reduction Plan or the EQC's
alternative. A Waste Reduction chapter is adopted that replaces the 1986
Wasta Reduction Plan and incorporates elements of the EQC Order.

SoH
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1990 Chapters on plan development and special waste are adopted and added to
the RSWMP.

1991 A Yard Debris Recycling Plan is adopted and incorporated into the Waste
Reduction Chapter. A chapter on illegal dumping is adopted. A plan for
transfer stations in Washington County is incorporated into the facilities
chapter. A chapter on local government solutions is adopted and added to the
RSWMP.

1992 A chapter on hazardous waste is adopted and added to the RSWMP.

1993 The Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee reviews the solid waste revenue
system and makes recommendations to the Metro Council.

19954 Major revision of sections of the RSWMP related to waste reduction, facilities,
hazardous waste, and solid waste revenues is completediRilialee,

Regional Solid Waste Plan Goals and Objectives

Tl:1e pr-elimiRal'}' geals aRe ebjeslives Iislee l:1er-e are seiRg eevelepee By Il:1e regieR's
Selia V\taste AS'lis9Pj CSFRFRittee (i':VAC). S\~/AC will fe~\'aFei its fiRSI rSGSFRFR8Raati9A8

te t~e Metre CQl;IRsii.

Any plan of this scope must have a guiding vision. The preceding history clearly
illustrates an evolving solid waste policy that recognizes the values inherent in protecting
the region's environment, providing adequate levels of waste collection and disposal
services, and efficiently allocating finite fiscal resources.

The vision of this plan can be summarized as follows:

Solid waste is viewed by citizens of the region as a resource to be
managed. We understand that the conservation of natural systems - soil,
water, air, and biological diversity - sustain both economic prosperity and
life itself, and that the protection of our natural systems requires changes
in consumption of resources. In order to build a sustainable future
together, we recognize the link between integrated waste management
and the conservation of resources as an integral part of the regional
decision-making process.

The overall goal of the RSWMP is:

Continue to develop and implement a Solid Waste Management Plan that
achieves a regionally balanced, environmentally sound, cost-effective,
technologically feasible, and a solid waste system acceptable to the
WLbIi.kpwelisly sGseptasle selia waste system.

5 -2l
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As used in this plan, goals are value-based statements about what is desirable to
achieve in the long run. They are broadly worded and express ideals. The objectives
are more specjficfeslI&ed milestones which lead to goal attainment. Performance
benchmarks, presented in Chapter 9, are measurable characteristics of the solid waste
system that will be used to monitor the success or failure of objectives as they are acted
upon.

System-Wide Goals and Objectives

Goal No 1· Geal ~Ie. 1 lbe Environment, Solid waste management practices -that are
enVironmentally sound, conserve natural resources, and achieve the maximum feasible
reduction of solid waste being landfilled are implemented by the region.

Objective 1 1 GbjestA.<e 1, The guiding policy for waste management in the region
is based on the following priorities:

Reduce the amount of solid waste generated;

Reuse material for the purpose for which it was originally intended;

Recycle material that cannot be reused;

Compost material that cannot be reused or recycled;

Recover energy from solid waste that cannot be reused, recycled, or
composted so long as the energy recovery facility preserves the quality of
air, water, and land resources; and

Dispose of, by landfilling, any solid waste that cannot be reused,
recycled, composted or from which energy cannot be recovered.

Goal No 2 Edycation, Residents and businesses of the region are knowledgeable of
the full range of waste management options, including waste prevention and reduction,
that are available to them.

Objective 2 1 Provide for public education regarding the cost and benefits of
alternative waste management practices in a coordinated fashion such that
duplication is avoided and consistent information is provided to the public.

Obiective 2 2 Ce...el9p a plaA '9 lUnvolve the public in five-year updates of the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. More frequent Plan revisions may be
made as conditions warrant

Objective 2 3. Standardize waste reduction services within the region to the exlent
possible to minimize confusion on the part of residents and businesses, and
construct cooperative promotion campaigns that cross jurisdictional boundaries.

Goal 3 Economics. The costs and benefits to the solid waste system as a whole are the
basis for assessing and implementing alternative management practices.

s-J..j.
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Objectjve 3.1 System cost (the sum of collection, hauling, processing, transfer, and
disposal) is the primary criterion used when evaluating the direct costs of altemative
solid waste practices, rather than only considering the effects on individual parts of
the system.

Objective 3 2 The economic and environmental impacts of waste reduction and
disposal altematives are compared on a level playing field in order that waste
reduction altematives have an equal opportunity of being implemented.

Objective .3.3. After consideration of technical and economic feasibility, Metro and
local govemments will support a higher system cost for waste reduction practices to
accomplish -the regional waste reduction and recycling goals.

Objective .3.4. Govemment and private industry will work cooperatively to identify,
explore, and confirm the cost and reliability of emerging solid waste technologies.

Objective .3.5. Implement a system measurement program to provide data on waste
generation, recycling, and disposal sufficient for informed decision making and
planning.

Goal NO.4 - Adaptability. A flexible solid waste system exists that can respond to
rapidly changing technologies, fluctuating market conditions, major natural disasters,
and local conditions and needs.

Objective !o1. Implement an integrated mix of waste management practices to
provide for stability in the event that particular altematives become viable.

Objective !o2. Govemment regUlation is the minimum necessary to ensure
protection of the environment and the public interest without unnecessarily restricting
the operation of private solid waste businesses.

Objective !o3. Facilities that handle, process, buy, and sell source-separated
recyclables remain in private ownership in order to maintain greater fleXibility to
rapidly respond to changing market conditions.

Objective !o4. Integrate local solid waste solutions into the solid waste management
system.

Objective !o5. Solid waste facilities may be publicly or privately-owned, depending
upon which best serves the public interest. A decision on ownership of transfer and
disposal facilities shall be made by Metro on a case-by-ease basis. aRe ~e weigl:tee
agaiR&t sFiteFia establisl=led SR" s9RtaiReEt iR t~e PlaA.

Goal NO.5 - performance. The performance of the solid waste system will be compared
to measurable benchmarks SR aR aRRlIal ~a6i6.

5-~
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Goal No 6 - plan Consistency The Regional Solid Waste Management plan shall be
integrated with other Metro State. local government. community and planning efforts
and shall be consistent with eXisting Metro policies for managing solid waste

Objective 6 1 The RSWMP shall be consistent with the adopted Region 2040
plan and the Regional Framework plan wheo it is adopted

Objective 6 2 The RSWMP shall maintain consistent wjth the Stale of Oregon
Integrated Resource and Solid Waste Management plan

Objective 6,3 Each city and county shall provide appropriate zoning to allow
planned solid waste facjlities or enter into inte~overnmental agreements with
others to assure SUCh zoning \l\lhether by outright permitted use. conditional
use or otherwise, appropriate zoning shall utilize only clear and objective
standards that do not effectively prohibit solid waste facilities

Objective 6 4 Metro and local governments shall work together to ensure that
solid waste facilities and services are a positive contributions to the region

a. For any community providing a solid waste "disposal site' as defined
by ORS 459 280(1) and (2) Metro shall collect a fee to be used for the
pUrPOse of community enhancement

b Solutions to the problems of megal dumping and to other adverse
impacts caused by changes in the waste management system shall be
cooperatively developed

Objective 6 5 The RSWMP shall be recognized through city and county
comprehensive plan policies and ordinances governing the siting permit review
and development standards for solid waste facilities,

Waste Reduction Goals and Objectives

Goal No. 7 Regional Waste Reduction Goal. The regional waste reduction goal is to
achieve a 50% recycling rate by the year 2005. Per capita disposal rates and
reductions in waste generated attributable to waste prevention programs are also
acknowledged to be key waste reduction indicators. The region's interim goal for the
year 2000 is the 50% recovery rate as defined by State statute.

Goal No. 52 Opportunity to Reduce Waste. Participation in waste prevention
and recycling is convenient for all households and businesses in the urban portions of
the region.

Goal No 93 Systainability. Secondary resource management is a self-sustaining
operation.
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Objective .9..1. Include both direct and indirect costs in the price of goods and
services such that true least-cost options are chosen by businesses, governments,
and citizens when making purchasing decisions.

Objective 9.2. Develop mMarkets for secondary matenal are stable and provide
sufficient incentive for separation of recoverable material from other waste and/or
the post-collection recovery of material.

Goal No. 104 Integration. Develop an integrated system of waste reduction techniques
with emphasis on source separation, not to preclude the need for other forms of
recovery such as posl-collection material recovery.

Facilities and Services Goals and Objectives

Goal No. 11 Accessability. There is reasonable access to solid waste transfer and
disposal services for all residents and businesses of the region.

Objective 11..1. Extend and enhance the accessibility of the infrastructure already in
place for the management of the waste stream for which the RSWMP is responsible
These responsibilities include all wastes accepted by general. and limited-purpose
landfills, construction and demolition wastes household hazardous waste and
hazardous waste from conditionally-exempt generators ,

Objective 11.2. Provide reasonable access through new transfer or reload facilities
if it becomes evident that tile leasl Gesl waste reduction practjcesaltemalilJes and
existing transfer and disQOsalinfrastructure will be unable to keep pace with the
future demand for disposal services.

Goal No. 12 Recovery Capacib'. A regionally-balanced system of cost-effective solid
waste recovery facilities provides adequate service to all waste generators in the region.

Goal No. 13 Toxies Reduction. The toxicity of mixed solid waste to the environment,
residents of the region, and workers who collect, transport, process, and dispose of
waste is reduced by keeping hazardous waste out of the mixed solid waste collection
and disposal system.

Objective .13..1. Manage hazardous waste based on the Environmental Protection
Agency's hierarcfly of ·reduce, reuse, recycle, treat, incinerate, and landfill:

Objective 13.2. Educate residents of the region about alternatives to the use of
hazardous products and proper disposal methods for hazardous waste.

Objective .13..3. Provide convenient and safe disposal services for hazardous waste
that remains after implementing prevention and reuse practices.
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Goal No. 14 Disaster Management. In the event of a major natural disaster such as an
earthquake, windstorm, or flood, the regional solid waste system is prepared to quickly
restore delivery of normal refuse services and have the capability of removing~ recycling,
and disposing of potentially enormous amounts of debris.

Objective M.1. Provide both accurate and reliable information for use in predicting
the consequences of a major disaster and an inventory of resources available for
responding to and recovering from disasters.

Objective M.2. Develop a response phase plan that coordinates emergency debris
management services and maximizes public health and safety.

Objective M.3. Develop a recovery plan that maximizes the amounts of materials
recovered and recycled and minimizes potential environmental impacts.

Objective M.4. Provide for innovative and flexible fiscal and financial arrangements
that promote efficient and effective implementation of response and recovery plans.

Objective M.S. Ensure the coordination and commitment of local, state, and federal
governments and the private sector.

Goal No 15 Facility Regulation Metro's methods for regulatory control of solid waste
facilities will include a system of franchising contracting owning and/or licensing to
ensure that disposal and processing facilities are provided and operated in an
acceptable manner

Revenue System Goals and Objectives

Goal No. 16 Revenue Equity and Stability. The Metro solid waste revenue system is
adequate, stable, equitable and help achieve the goals of the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan.

Objective .1.6.1. eqllity. Charges to users of the waste disposal system will be
directly related to disposal services received. Charges to residents of the Metro
service district who may not be direct users of the disposal system should be related
to other benefits received.

Objective .1.6.2. Re\'ElRlle ,o,e!eqllaGy aRe! Stallility. There will be sufficient revenues
to fund the costs of the solid waste system.

Objective .1.6.3. MaRagemeRt Goals. The revenue system will help the region
accomplish management goals such as waste reduction and environmental
protection.

S:SHAREIP&TS\94PlAN\JUNElCH5_0614 DOC
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CHAPTER 7

RECOMMENDED SOLID WASTE PRACTICES
TO THE YEAR 2005

Introduction

This chapter presents a set of recommended solid waste management practices that is
designed to meet the overall goal the RSINMP as pFessFilaed iR CRapter Ii:

Continue to develop and implement a Solid Waste Management Plan
that achieves a regionally balanced, environmentally sound, and
publicly acceptable solid waste system.

The recommended practices are also designed to achieve ettest spesilis sets ef goals
and objectives lia1ali..deliRed in Chapter 5 fer fellr aFeas: tRe selid 'lJaste sysleFR as a
'JJRele f'Syste", "'AEf.-). 'Ataste ReswGtieA, ~a6i1ftje6 SA" 88Plf is8S, aA~ the RetJeRW8
SysteRci.

This Chapter will prOVide an overview of the strategies underlying the recommended
practices, a description a resellRtiRg of how the practices were developed and adopted,
aRG-detaiis regarding each of the practices, and Rew tRey sRalllae iFRpleFReRled
implementation plans.

Overview of Recommended Practices

The recommended practices embody sixfiye broad integrated strategies as the best
methods tQ..eHchievli..~he RSINMPPlaA goals:

• Invest In waste reduction before building additional transfer and disposal
ItitiOR capacjty.MalRtaiR tllree "9h~RalnRller statleRl. If the recommended
practices are implemented iRslitl,ited iR IRe FegiOR and regieRal growth is within
expected ranges, the existing three transfer stations should provide enough transfer
capacity for the next ten years.

• Expand the opportunity to recycle. The past decade shows that when residents
are prOVided convenient recycling services they will recycle. ,AJtRellgR IReFe ar:e
9f:teA UaFR8F6 '9 8'18F69m8 te FRake t~8 S8FViS86 eJfisieRt SRd seat eff.est"\'., the Ib.ia
·opportunity" approach has proven successful. Many of the RSINMPPlaR
recommendations in the RSINMPfIlap, partiCUlarly filLiR-the business sector and
building industries'Fadel, continue this strategy. The primary focus is tQ..9IH'llakll...iflg
services available to all generators.

• Emphasize the Waite Reduction Hierarchy. The PlaR's reseFRFReRdatieRs
e~p~a8~. \As waste FedwGti9R t::lieFarGt:ly iR a'tQ mater ways: r:iF8t, the Tt::le PlaR
BRYisieRI a A.major new regional effort on waste prevention is envisioned in the
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RSWMPF!Iae. Waste prevention, including reuse, is highest on the hierarchy
because it not only preserves landfill space but it also conserves the largest amount
Qf.FIl96t-natural resources. II is, Ae'll8'18r, Eliffisllil Ie El8'1elep sempraA8Rsi¥8 wasl8
pr8v8RlieR pregrams. In contrast. As a rasllll, the regional emphasis over the past
five yeal'i has been on recycling and recovery activities.

The RSWMPPJan also recommends continued su~port for source-se~aration8fforts
before turning to ~ost-collectjon recovery methods.

The PlaR FessgRiz8S '!=Iat AeON waste pFeveRtieR pFGgrams will ABse Ie lae astilJely
mSRiteFeEt aRB 8'/ah::lateB Ie 8RBl=Ire their eJfestilJ8R8SS.

SeseREl, tAe PlaR resemmeREls 8eRtiRllsiRg Ie sllPllerl f!iuellree _sellaratieR
efforts... BaJa,s tYFRiRg Ie pest sellestieR Fes9ve~f FRetReds.

This rSSSFAFR8RElatiaR is eased SR 99th lasal Rsgativ8 e*peFieRs8s witA past
ssII881isR Ilr98essiRg aREl tAe 8SRtiRlliRg Ilssiti'le eXllerieR8es witA ::SsSllree_
separatisR e#er:ts tRat R3\f8 f3FQf:lblseEi Rigl=l '1b1alit}f FeSaV8FeB mateFials sAEI m9Fe
sllstaiRallle waste raElllstisR Ilre!ilrams. IAe PlaR alss res9gRjaes tAat iRsreasiRg tAe
availaBility af (aest sellestjQR preseesjAi SI;ISI:I 3S dS' waste Fase"an' faGilities is
im~sE!aRt fer ge'Reratsrs wAera S911ree sesaratisR is RSt ssst effesti'le. -

• Maintain flexibility and encourage innovation. ThHhe Jl:I&-RSWMPPlaRH
recognize.5ils that waste reduction in the region is entering a new era. Many of the
successful programs and services brought on=-Iine over the past five years involved
the implementation of relatively well=-proven Ilre!ilram iEleas aREl techniques such as
weekly residential curbside recycling lliR Ilr9!ilFams. Several recommendations iR tAe
PIaA, particularly those involving waste prevention, expanded business recycling,
and organics recovery, will require tASll!ilAtfljl development over the next several
years. The philosophy behind the recommended practices in these areas is to allow
fleXibility Rst sRly to encourage develo~ment of innovative solutions and avoid
imposition of inappropriate practices~ lllli 19 aGlively eRSSllra!ile Ele'lelSllmeRt sf
iRR9vative selldti9RS.

• Set interim target dates, define roles and responsibilities, and focus on
implementation issues. Since the RSWMPPIaA allows for a large degree of
flexibility in its implementation, it is important to set and majntain target dates to
track accountabiHty to RSWMPPJan aSSllra tAat tAe PlaR will lie asssllRtallle te ilB
objectives. In addition, the RSWMPPIaR clarifyies who will be responsible for
implementing programs, aRe tAe mesAaRisms (iRSlllEliR!il fuREliR!il) lly wAisA IlrsgFam
will lie imlllemeRlee.

• Adyance cosHffectiye practices for managing the region'S waste.

Residents Qf the regiQn strongly su~port waste reductiQn practices At the same time
hQwever they alsQ ex~ect that gQvernments will ~rQmQte cost-effective ~rograms,

RecQmmended ~ractices in the RSWMP are QneS that are nQt expected tQ significantly
increase the Qverall CQsts that residents pay for the management of waste Practjces
that WQuid likely be mQre CQstly in the current system, such as the collectiQn Qf
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residential food waste. are included as recommendations contjngent on the future
development of new techniques that would reduce the costs of the practice

Development of the Recommended Practices

A selies at tIhree roundtables invoMng approximately 200 citizens were held at the
start of the planning process. Citizens were asked their views about how the region
should handle organic food waste, residential waste, and business waste. Consistent
with their comments,_ a set at draft recomniended practices were constructed over
several months in a collaborative effort that involved the Solid Waste Advisory
Committee and its Planning Subcommittee, Metro staff, independent consultants and
other interested parties.

PreHminary recommendations The draA set at FesammeRded praGtises were developed
through a process that:

• Assessed current waste reduction and disposal trends;
• Examined new or alternative expaRllell waste management practices paleRtially

ayaiiaDle Q¥eF the Ae)d teA yeaM:
• Modeled the impact of waste management practices on r:ag;aRal disposal tonnage'

.ao.d.aRQ waste rlEtwGtieR r:ates; aRs
• Screened out practices high in cost or low in tonnage impacts.

These preliminary recommendations were then subjected to a number of discussions
involving SWAC, the SWAC Planning Subcommittee and Metro staff. An important
focus of the discussions was to..determine..iRiflg-the appropriate roles and responsibilities
of local government, haulers, Metro and others in the private sector to implement the
practices. The discussions also resulted in amendments to the Hst of practices to
ensure the region would make a concerted effort to ream..mak&-the targeted waste
reduction goals.

This RSWMPP!ae deyelopment process helped tQ clarify FiRally, tf:le llisslissiaRII
GlaFifiell the distinction between the RSWMPPlaR's "recommended practices" and
"altemative" practices to..lhat '/fallill allow for local flexibility in meeting R$WMPPlaR
goals and Qbjectives. The consensus was that the recommended practice should serve
as a performance standard that alternative practices wi!Lwalllll be required to equal.

The draft recommendations were then folded into a completed draft of the entire 
RSWMPand presented for review and comment in a public involvement process that
included the general public, local governments, DEQ, individuals from solid waste
industry and others in the private sector, public interest groups, and Metro CQuncil.
[Note: This process is still in progress.]
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Purpose of the Recommended and And& Alternative Practices

The PlaR'S ·recommendedpractices· in lhe RSWMPPlaa are intended to provide a path
to achieve...~the region's adopted goals and objectives (Cha~ter 5). The purpose of
adopting recommended practices is to:

• Identify areas of regional jnterestC:llllc:erll. The RSIM,,1PPIaA identifies several
areas - particularly in promotion and education - where regional coordination and
cooperation are required for successful program efforts.

• Set expectations regarding what can be accomplished. For those practices that
invollle waste reduction, the recommended practices are designed to achieve
specific leyels of expected iRleRlleGi as FeeseRa;le estimales ef IlFe!!Fam
performance.

• Provide a strategy or approach that~GOUkIalso .erve as the basis of an
alternative practice. The recommended waste reduction practices were specified
in enough detail to alioweR3lljBc:al estimation of expected performancefor mlldeliR!!
tile imlla~s Ilf tile IlFa~ise. Each of these practices, however, embodied a more
fundamental waste reduction strategy capable of being implemented in more lhan
one way.

While the recommendations are intended to apply regionallY,the RSWMPPIaA
acknowledges that/ocal conditions may require tRe-development Qf.alternative
practices. As discussed above, tile PlaR allllllts a '1iew tllal alternative waste reduction
practices lIl.lW..Reell til demonstrate the same level of expected performance as the
recommended practices.

Recommended Practices
Descriptions and Implementation RSWMPPIaR

This section prOVides information on recommended practices in the following areas:

• Residential Waste Reduction

• Business Waste Reduction

• Building IndustriesTrallee (Construction and Demolition) Waste Reduction

• Solid Waste Facilities and Servic.. - RegUlation and Siting

• Solid Waste Facilities and Servic.. - Transfer and Disposal System

Brief descriptions of the practices are described in the text that follows and in the
descriptive tables and timelines accompanying the text. The text and tables together
provide the following:
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• Key Concept and Approach for Each Recommended Practice. -What is the
basic strategy behind the practice? VVhat problem or opportunity does the practice
address?

• Key Elements of the Recommended and Alternative Practice. aRd Alwmatl¥e
Key IilemeRIa. -VVhat specific programs or activities make up the practice?

• Role. and Re.ponslbllltle.:. -VVho will take primary responsibility for seeing that
the practice is implemented? VVho will assist?

• Implementation "'Mechanisms. -VVhat groups sf ds6isisR makeR! will be involved
in putting the practice into place?

• Key 4...Qates and ils.ues. -When will the practice De elllleGteEt te be adopted?

Description of Implementation Tables. The accompanying tables list the
recommended practices and their key elements, and identify who will take primary
responsibility for a task and who will assistas ellllessEt te eRly assistiR!I. While those
parties who provide assistance are critical to implementing many of the practices,
identifying a responsible party is particular1y important where implementation of a
practice will require a commitment of resources (either funds or staffing). A "Primary
Implementation Mechanism' is also identified to ilillmiRate describe what decision
making processes will be necessaryiR'/el",eEt iR !IettiR!I the IlFaGtise iR Illase.

The tables set out a basic implementation plan for each of the recommended practices.
Depending on the practice, implementation elements may indude:.-pilot programs,
program planning and revision phases, target dates for implementing the practice and
scheduled evaluations and assessments. The lower right hand portion of the tables'
timeline shows how major elements of the monitoring and assessment plan (e.g. waste
characterization studies) line up with the implementation schedules for the
recommended practices. 'mlllemeRtatieR ssheEtlllel.

The tables were matRIl was also designed to communicate several other ideas:

• The first three quarters of FY 1994-5 are heavily shaded to indicate they have
passed and the last quarter of FY .1i94-95 and FY .1i95-96 are lightly shaded to
denote that many govemment resource commitments for this time period have
already been made.

• Dan< bars are used to represent new or expanded program efforts. Note that
expanded efforts are identified as already underway for many practices.

• Implementation of several of the recommended practices (especially organics
management) are contingent upon other practices having been successfully
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implemented. The table..matFiK uses filled circles [e.g. 81--to indicate an ordinary
target date and unfilled circles [e.g. CD] for target dates of practices that involve such
contingencies.

Residential Waste Reduction Practices
Table.1.A and 1.B

The recommendations identify five practices of regional concern:

1. Education and InfolTl'lation for Waste Prevention
2. Expansion of Home Composting •
3. Expand and Increase Participation in Existing Residential Curbside Programs_*
4. Development of New Collection, TraRsfer. aAIi Cisp9sal Technologies
5. Curbside Collection and Processing of Residential Food Wastes_*

• Additional technical specifications and perfonnance information is available in the technical
appendices regarding /hifls§ practice£

1. Education and Information for Waste Prevention

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Because of the natural resources saved, waste prevention programs provide the
greatest environmental benefits of all waste management alternatives. Waste
prevention education, especially for school age children, provides a strong base
upon whjch to build for bllillliRg a resource conservation and recycling ethic.

Waste prevention strategies in the residential sector are in a relatively early
stage of development. Coordination withiA the F8giSA on the development
sSR&tFll61i9A of educational and promotional programs mateFials will be is an
important objective. The lle'~eI9pmeRt 9f a A.common regional approach will
also increase the effectiveness of regional media campaigns.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PractjceKey i!lemeAte sf tI=le PFa61ise:

Three types of programs are eKpe61eQ ts wilLbe implementediRstitwtell:

a) Regional media campaigns that emphasize waste prevention practices

b) Expansion of local education programs and a.shift to a greater emphasis on
waste prevention

c) 'Earth-'i'/Nise' purchasing and waste prevention programs targeted to
households
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The waste prevention practices ,#eFts plaRR's will build upon current education
and promotion efforts that emphasize recycling activities. The strategy will be to
re-focus the messages communicated on ltlat sf 'Naste prevention. Since these
programs will be new, the programs will be evaluated early on and modified as
necessary to improve their effectiveness.

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro and Local Governments will cooperatively develop and conduct regional
education and promotion campaigns Metro will be responsible for the annual
regional media campaigns A funding plan for the campaigns will be developed
by Metro. local governments, and the private sector The media efforts will be
patterned on current recycling campaigns with inventive story Ijnes and wj!! UBI

radio television, and print media

Metro will also support waste preyention efforts through the Recycling
Information public outreach program the "Earth-Wise" purchasing program and
integrating waste prevention programs into household hazardous waste
education

Metro and local goyernments will work cooperatively to deyeiop and djstribute
educational materials for both schools and households Metro wjl! research and
provide technical assistance on the most effective methods to teach and educate
households about Haste preyention techniques Local governments haulers.
and Metro will coordinate the implementation of these model education
programs

Both Metro and local governments will continue to provide waste preyention
components in school waste reduction education programs Local goyernments
will provide technical assistance with setting up school recycling programs and
coordinating the deyeiopment and distribution of educational materials to meet
local needs

2. Expllnd Home Compostlng

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

The existing home composting program has been well received by the pyblic and
wiJl..G9wls be expanded, with an emphasis on targeting households that are not
now participating in home comPOsting. Monitoring and evaluating the
effectiveness of the program iLwilllle &sR&is'Fes a priority. Evaluations will help
determine the most effective ways to reach sf Fea61:liRgthe targeted households
and the amounts of yard debris being diverted from disposal.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey I!leRulRts sf tl:le F1ra6ti6e:

a) Composting workshops will be held semi-annyally (spring and talll
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b) Metro hQme compost Qd.emonstratiQn sites will be developed to serye iA-all
parts of the regiQn

c) Five=-year (1995-20001 phased iR bin distribution program will be based on
results of current pilot programs

d) PromQtion and education will be provided on how composting complements
but does not replace curbside yard debris programs

• AlteFRatille Key Elements Qf Alternative Practices:

a) Establish bans on vard debris Va"" deMs baRS at curbside or disposal sites
(where service alternatives ilC.I..avaiiable)

b) Extend the horne compost program of workshops demonstration sites,..and
bin distributions for an additional live years

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
pertoanance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
plan" fQr expected perfQrmance in terms Qf tons of waste dispQsed

• Roles and RespQnsibilities:

Metro will fund and manage the bin distribution program provide the workshop
training andmajntajnjaq the horne compost demonstration sjtes Local
governments wj!l assist in identifYing community areas to target for djstribution,
as well as coordinating and providing volunteer services Metro and IQcal
governments wj!l share the responsibility for monitoring and evaluating the
perfQrmance of the program

3. Expand and Increase Participation In Existing Residential Curbside Programs

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

The recQmmended practices are based on +IleFe aFe two basic approaches to
increase...iRg-residential recycling. One appF9aGh is tQ imprQve the perfQrmance
of eXisting recycling services. The other a seG9Rd is to add new materials to
those presently being collected.

• Key Elements Qf the Recommended practicel(ey ~leFReRta af the PraGtise:

a) Weekly curbside collectiQn (Qr equivalent) of yard debris illil&-scrap paper
for single-:family households

b) Provide Rrecycling containers fQr at least four materials at all multi:family
complexes (scrap paper included where space allows)

c) RegiQnal education arnl&-promotion campaigns tQ support single-family and
multi-family curbside recycling
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d) Target low-participant neighborhoods with special education..aildJpromotion
efforts

• Additional Key Elements

a) programs that t+arget the reductiQn of yard debris in resilleRtial drop box
rentals (e g promote Use of drop boxes with compartments that allow
segregation of yard debris)

b) Programs that target reductiQn of yard debris in self-hayI loads at dispQsal
facilities (e g provide edycatiQnal materials on alternatives to disposal tQ
cystomers)

• A1temal'¥e Key Elements of Alternative practices:

a) Local flexibility 1l:Lifl-adctiRg-new materials (e.g. aerosols) Each local
government will decide when pyblic demand and markets warrant adding
materials tQ a cyrbside program

b) DispQsal bans Qn recyclables MateFialllaRs (where alternatives to disposal
are available)

c) Promote use of commercial refuse and recycling cQllection servicell. (e.g.
through landlord tenant laws) for hQyseholdll. not cyrrently sybscribing tQ
these services

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance eqyal to or greater than a&-the recommended practi~-SH

Chapter 8 "Monitoring the plan"Ies!lRjsal A IllleR";!! '\ for expected
performance in teons of tons of waste disposed

Other alternatjye practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
Plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste disoosed.

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Haylers local governments and Metro will continYe their active partnership to
develop and provide recycling services The partners will develop and condyct
edycation and promotion campaigns that increase participation in single and
mylti-family recycling services

Metro will be responsjble for annyal regional media campaigns !hat promote
recycling. The media efforts will be similarlQ current regional recycling
campaigns (for scrap paw milk jygs and aerosol cans) that utilize radio
television and Print media Metro will also continue to sYPPort local
governments' residlt!ltjal recycling edycation and promptjon efforts throygh
programs sych as Metro Challenge
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Metro and IQcal gQvernments will deyelQp and conduct special educatiQn effQrts
and promQtiQn campaigns targeted tQ neighbQrhQQds Qr types Qf hQusehQlds
haYing IQW perfQrmance Qr participatiQn rates Metro wj!! cQnduct the research
necessary tQ identify these targets and the reaSQns contributing tQ the IQW
performance These prQgrams CQuid use print media. persQnal Qutreach Qr other
means Metro will alsQ support curbside reCYcling effQrts through the Recycling
InformatiQn Qutreach program.

Metro wj!! alsQ research the strength of mar1<ets and market capacity for
materials that might be added to curbside programs Local gQyernments may
chQQse tQ add such additiQnal materials to Curbside programs as markets
deyelQp

4. Development of New Collection, TraAsfer aRIl gisposal Technologies

• Key Concept and Approach Qf the Recommended Practice:

The amQunt of materials collected in curbside programs is beginning to exceed
the available compartments on collection vehicles. Commingling of recyclables
has been aVQided in the Metro area because of concerns it will reduce material
quality. However, MetrQ area househQlds and collectQrs may nQW have enQugh
experience in providing clean materials that selective commingling may be
pQssible (and necessary) if additional materials are tQ be added to curbside
programs.

QM..P,RotReF emerging technology is the co-collectlon of refuse and recyclables
Qn the same truck. Separate collectiQn vehicles appears prQhibitively expensive
for SQme programs such as cQllection Qf ROR reGYGlablB orgaRiG fQQ.d...wastB.
Collecting bagged food waste together with yard debris OR IRB samB IR,lGk blsell
10 GolloGl rONSB may be a more cQst-effective approach, partiCUlarly if cQmbined
with "one-stop dumping.·~

Because of the uncertainties Qf this technQlogy at this time tThe recommended
approach is to continue inyestigatiQn and examinatipn of new ppportunities Ret
rOGOmmoREI alloptioR_-rather than recpmmendatiQn of any particular practice fQr
adoption bwt '9 ;sRtiAwe iR'J8stigati9R SAO 8xamiAatisR ef AB,,"" eppeRbiRitiss.

• Key Elements:

a) Continue cOQperative development of promising new technolQgies. EslJ:
~examples iRGlblElB:_--Co-collectiori Qf waste materials (e.g. yard debris and&
refuse)

b) Alternative cQllection pickups for different materials (e g recyclables pne
week and refuse the nextl

c) Selective commingling pf cQmpatible materials (e g mixed plastics)

d) Weight-based collection rates (e g househpld refuse cans weighed at
curbside and charges made "by the pound")
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at- ~CsllestisR apprsa6Res 6SlliEi iR611lEle 6sllestiRg baggeEi F8siEleRtial fasEi
Vitae'S! tegett:ler 'Nitt:. yam Glst-Fis is tbe same sellestjee tFl;Jsk

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro in cooperation with the private sector and local governments wjl! examine
the potential modification of transfer or processing facilities as needed to
accommodate new collection technologies If opportunities looks promising.
demonstration proiects with local governments and haulers wjl! be conducted
(e g using transfer stations as dual tipping sites for refuse and yard debris or
other recyclables)

Haulers and local governments wjl! be responsible for developing and
implementing any transition to new truck tvpes (e,g co-collection vehicles) within
their franchjse systems

5. Curbside Collection and Processing of Residential Food Wastes

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

With the success of curbside recycling programs, food wastes now represent a
very large fraction of the remaining residential waste stream, _This
recommended practice prsgraAl will provide a method of collecting and
composting source-separated food waste f(OfI11 single family dwellings,

• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey EleAleRts sf tRe Prasti6e:

a) Si~ and developAleRt ef regional processing capacity for 6eAlAler6iai
business food waste prior to development of residential programs

b) Residential programs phased-in and dependent on results of pilot programs
to be conducted during 1995-2000. Implementation would OCCU( during 2000
2Q05..

• -Additional Key Elements

a) ColiectiRg baggeEi residential food wastes together with yard debris

• Roles and Responsibilities:

A residential food waste prog(am will be implemented following development of
ocganics processing capacitY fo( businesses

Metro local governments haulers, aod processors etReB! jR IRe pFivate seGlsr
wjl! investigate and conduct pilot projects to deteanine feasible collection -2M
processing practices and markets fo( end p(oducts.

Metro and DEa wjl! be responsible for selling processing facility standards to
enSU[8 the environmental acceptabilitY of the facilities
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LQcal gQvemments will assist in jhe develQpment Qf prQgrams by wQrking tQ
sQlve siting issues assQciated with processing facilities. Haulers and IQcal
governments will be respQnsible for wQrking Qut necessary changes in cQllectiQn
eQujpment franchise arrangements Qr cQllectjQn routing.

Business Waste Reduction Practices
Tables 2.A and 2.8

The recommendatiQns identify five practices Qf regional concem fQr the business sectQr:

1. Waste ppreventiQn and rRecycling ~ucatiQn,HnfQrmatiQn, &.aru1 Mmarket
!1GeveIQpment*

2. Expanded. sSource= sSeparated (Ppre-coliectiQn) Rrecycling*

3. CQllectiQn and Qff-site recQvery Qf source-separated food and non-recyclable paper"

4. Regional processing facilities for mixed dry waste"

5. Fiber:-based fuel

• Additional technical specifications and performance information is available in the technical
appendices regarding thi§s/l prectices.

1. Waste Prevention and Recycling Education, Information, and Market
Development

• Key CQncept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Implement an aggressive waste preventiQn effort coordinated with recycling
educatiQn and market development programs for businesses throughout the
region. The practice is intended tQ achieve measurable reductiQn in the amQunts
Qf paper and packaging used by businesses by providing evaluations Qr "audits'
Qf a business' waste

• Key Elements of the RecQmmended PractjceKay elemaRls af IRa Pr=asiisa:

a) Waste preventiQn diversiQn, and procurement evaluatiQns will be cQnducted
with a gQal Qf reaching a"alllaliR!il BQ% Qf all businesses by the year 2000
Evaluations will be targeted tQ specific types Qf businesses and their
suppliers EnQugh services will be e>.<alllaloR6 mllsl ba available to ensure
eRabla reaching the gQal

b) Model waste prevention prQgrams for different types Qf businesses

G}- 'Nasla ~FaveRlioR, di'JaR6ioR, & ~F9S11F9meRl a...alllalioRs wilR a !loal of gg'l4
of all bllsiRassas by IRa yaaF 2ggg
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c) Coordinated regional and local media campaigns emphasizing waste
prevention

d) 'Earth-Wwise" programs including promotion campaigns, model procurement
polices for targeted generators, and recycled product guides that assist the
deyeiopment of markets fQr recycled materials

e) Analysis of hQW businesses can substitute recycled feedstQck in
manufacturing processes

• MimMS Key Elements Qf Aijematiye Practices:

a) Disposal ~ans Qn recyclsbles (where alternatives to disposal are available)

b)- ImpllmeRtaligR gf the 'Nasle e¥alllatioRs may be 60RElIl61eElllsiRg a "aAsly of
186t:1RiEtW86 aRQ fRsU:leEls. I!)(amples sewld iRGlwde develepmeAt a' a
G8RtFali28Q P991 sf s'Jalwat9F& availaBle eFt s9RtraGt to Metro, ~awleF& OF lesal
gSV8FRFR8RtS. CepsREliRg 9Ft lesal S9RsitioR6 3R.::Ilt:te tJ'~e sf 'iii aRe
bl=lsiR86S8S, altemativ86 t9 9R site 8vaiwatiaR6 s9wlEi be empleyeEi.

Other alternatiye practices may be adopted that achieye the same
perfQanance as the recQmmended practice See Chapter 8 "MQnitQring the
plan' fQr expected perfQrmance in terms of tQns Qf waste disposed

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Responsibility for cQnducting the waste eyaluatiQns ("audits') will be determined
by a regiQnal wQd< group cQmposed of IQcal gQyemments Metro. haulers. and
Qther private sector and YQluntMr grQups lbe plan which is deyeloped may use
a variety Qf techniques and methods Examples could jnclude deyelooment of a
centraliZed pool Qf evaluatQrs ayailable Qn cQntract tQ Metro haulers or IQcal
governments Depending Qn IQcal conditiQns and the type Qf size and
bUsinesses alternatives to Qn-site eyaluatiQns could be employed. Examples
could include self-audils conducted by businesses and submitted to haulers Qr
IQcal gQvernments as part of a waste management plan.

Metro and IQcal governments will coordinate all media waste preyentjon
campaigns Metro will be responsible for the annual regiQnal media campajgns
lbe media effQrts will be similar tQ current regiQnal recycling campaigns (for
scrap paper milk jugs and aerosQI canal that uljlize radio teleYisiQn, and print
media

Metro will develop mQdel waale preyention programs for different typea of
busjneasea that can be uaed by the proyider Qf the waate eyaluationa Metro will
cQntinue deyelQpment Qf the Recycling InformatiQn Qutreach program aa a
regiQnal f8!!Qurce Qf infQrmatign about recycling and waale preyentjQn
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Metro will also integrate its "Buy Recycled". model procurement polices,..and
recycled products guide programs into the waste evaluation effort Waste
evaluations will a!&e-provide an gpportunity to identify new materials fur
recycling If new materials can be identified. Metro will SUppgrt the markets fgr
these materials through technical gr financial assistance to the processors and
end users gf the recovered materials

2. Expansion of Source-Separated (Pre-sCollection) Recycling

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Recyclable paper remains a very significant part of the waste still being disposed
by businesses. The recommended practice is to collect fQsllses SFI ssliestiFig
paper~ still being dispgsedRst alreaay !leiRg resyslea. Containers (glass lin.
aluminum. PET and HOPE) are included in the recommended practice because
additional costs and tonnage impacts are favorable.

The recommended practice as msaelea aFia sllesifiea_---fIlaY-~not be
adopted exactly as modeled and specified in the technical appendices (See
Appendix A). The practice is, however, to serve as a standard against which
alternative approaches_-will be assessed in terms gf waste diverted from
dispgsal.

• Key Elements gf the Recgmmended Practicel(ey I!lemeRts sf tl:1e Prastise:

a) Collection of paper and containers (Gglass, tin, aluminum, PET, and HOPE)
from businesses Ret SblFF8Atly reseiviAg resysliRg s8P"fises

b) Appropriate recycling containers (e.g. roller carts, bins, acc cages) provided
to all small businesses

c) Education &-arulpromotion of recycling services including IlrslJiaiFig waste
evaluations tof targeted businessesgeFieratsF&

d) Business recycling recognition programs

at- Other alteFRative pr:aetises tl=tat asl=liev8 tl=le same peFfgFFAaASe 3S tl=te
FesammsAEJeEJ prastise.

• Altemati\'e Key Elements gf Alternative practices:

The fgllgwjng alternatives tg the recgmmend practices are similar tg approaches
that have been cgnsjdered by Igcal ggvemments in this and gther metropglitan
areas Lgcal ggvernmenls will evalyate sRBBse the degree tg which they
advance recycling

a) \teIIlRtaF)': Provide businesses economic incentives to recycle through thit
design gf collection rates
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b) Regwlate GeRerateF. Require bSusinesses reEjwireEl to participate in a
semmiRgleEl collection J;lrogram for paper and containers

c) Regwlate eellester: Require collectors_-to provide recycling services for
paper and containers

d) Include small businesses in residential curbside programs

e) Disposal bans (where alternatives to disposal are available)

f) Require Sbusinesses reEjwireEl to have waste reduction and recycling plans

g) Collect yard debris from selected businesses through residential cyrbside
programs

Other alternative J;lractices may be adoJ;lted that achieve the same
J;lerformance as the recommended practice See TesRRjsal ,A,eeeREljx A
Chapter 8 "Monitoring the Plar." for eXJ;lected J;lerformance in terms of tons of
waste disposed.

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Local governments wi!l develop business recycling services They will also take
resJ;lonsibility for inyolvjng business waste haulers J;lriyate ree,yclers and
bysinesses jn the deye1oJ;lment of programs that achieye the expected leyels of
performance

Metro wi!l proyide technical assistance to local goyernments on waste
generation waste characterization and recycling behaYior of businesses in their
areas Metro wi!l also continue to develoJ;ltechnical and educational materials
fur its targeted generator strategies that wi!l be proyided to local goyernments
haulers and businesses to assist in developing recycling services.

3. Collection and off-site recovery of source-separated food and non-recyclable
paper

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Collection and off-sile recovery of source-separated food and non-recyclable
paper from businesses IF costs do not substantially exceed the current cost tQ.ef
collectiRg and landfilliRg-ef organics as waste and there is no reliance on
exclusive facility franchises or flow control.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey ilemeRls ef tRe PrastiGe:

a) Sit§iRg am1& develop.emeRt ef processing capacity for regional organic waste

b) CollectieA from larger food generators (.e g major groceQl stores) within three
to fiye years(sRert term)
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c) IRGlllEle sSmall generators (e g fast food establishments) will wookl-be
provided service ieGllDlllFateEl ietll tile seA'ipes after the processing facilitjes
are W8f&-well established (lllR!! tBFA'l)

• ,A,lteFRatP.<e Key Elements of Anernative Practices:

a) Waste prevention practices (e,g. grQcery store program that provide food
that can no longer be sold to charities)

b) On-site composting where appropriate (e g schools or other large institutiQns
with available space and other resources)

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance as the recommended practice See ChapterS "Monitoring the
plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste diSPOsed.

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro will develop technical assistance materials about organics generators (e g.
grocery stores and restaurants) and prQcessing technologies. Metro. haulers
local gOVernments, and the private sectol"§ will conduct demonstration or pilot
projects as necessary to resolve QuestiQns about the feasibility and practicality of
a business organics processing system These pilot proiects will also determine
whether there are end mar1<ets for the processed material Issues to be
addreSSed will include the use of transfer stations as reload operations and the
development of product Quality standards that ensure mar1<etability of compost
products

Beyond pilot studies the private sector will be responsible for the siting and
development of processing facililjes Metro and DEa will be responsible for
seltjng perfQnnance standards to ensure the environmental acceptability of the
facilities. Local governments will assist in the development Qf programs by
wQrking to solve siting jssueli associated with processing facilities, including the
adQption of clear and Qbjective zoning standards that do not effectively prohibit
the siting of facilities

Haulers and local governments, with technical assistance from Metro as
requested will be reSpOnsible working out necessary long-term changes in
collectiQn ElQuipment franchise arrangements or coliectiQn routing
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4. Regional processing facilities for mixed dry waste from business and

buildinlJ trades

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Because of high.transfer station disposal costs and the market SUFFent tliStl
values fer gtrecovered materials, there are strong economic incentives tQ..fer
develop_ment of dry waste processing facilities. The recommend practice is to
rely on the private sector fer ttle LJnE!er elEistins Metro plans anE! pelisies, ttle tg
develop...pment of additional dry waste processing capacity. relies on pri',rate
iRitiati\·s.

• Key Elements of the Recommended Practicel<ey Elements of ttle Prastise:

a) pevelop sSufficient capacity to serve entire region

b) provide rReasonable access for all haulers

c) Majntain current Metro fee waivers on recovered material' processing
facilities pay fees to Metro only on disposed residuals

d) Support and develop mMarkets for recovered materials through technical
anE! finaRsial assistance to processors and end users of recovered materials

e) Consider policies that could allow vertical integration ,A,lIew '/Verlisal
intesratien alleweE! as a Metro pelisy' allew and processing facilities to accept
materials from more than their own company

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Private initiative will be relied upon to provide mixed dry waste processing
facilities There are currently three major private dry waste processing facilities
in operation with two facilities planned At the present time it is not known
wbether these facilities wjl! be sufficient to proVide the capacity and access
demanded by haulers Metro wjl! be responsible for monitoring progress in this
irU..

Metro will process and review applications for orocessing facility franchises In
reViewing the appHcatiQns Metro Will consider an allllHsatien's consistency with
the RSWMPP!ae and ability tQ reach recovery levels required under the
franchise rules.

Metro wjl! monitor the SQlid waste system tQ determine if the private sectQr is
providing sufficient iH!ll-accessjble dry waste processing capacity throughQut the
regiQn If lack Qf private activity is primarily due to llRmaR!l' market factors (e g
disPQsal CQsts are IQwer CQst than processing) but Qverall system benefits would
be greater with mQre processing. Metro wj!! consider what public actions might
be taken to pursue RSWMPPiae goals agRge fer SF djr:eGlI" grQvisa FReEe
PFGCessj89 seA'isB
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5. Fiber-based fuel

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Post-eollection recovert and processing of paper. ~astics. and other
material into a "fiber·based fuel" is an acceptable "last resort" for materials that
would otherwise be disposed.

• Key Element of the Recommended PractjceKey elemeRt6 ef tile FlFa6liGe:

~Continue to support deyelopment of fibeN>ased fuel facilities when
economically feasible as an alternative to landfilling

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro wjll examine the need for as well as ;wHechnjcal and economjc
feasibility of fiber-based fuel facilnies SR aR aRRllallla6j6.

Building Industries Trades (Construction\ and Demolition)

Waste Reduction Practices
Table 3

The recommendations identify fQuLfi¥e-practices of regional concern for the building
industriestFaQes:

1. Develop_meRt sf targeted technical and educational programs

2. Ensure availability of oQn-site source separation at construction sites where
practical and cost-effective:

3. Develop Mmarketli Ele'i8IBpmeRt to support recycling rather than energy recovery

4. Develop_meRt sf regional dry waste processing facilities for construction and
demolition waste from sites where separation and collection of recyclables is not
practical or cost effective pEl66illie

• Additional technical specifications and perfonTlance information is available in the technical
appendices regarding this praclic6.
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1. DevelopmeRt ef targeted technical and educational programs

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Efforts to remove barriers to recycling activities in the building jndustriestf:ade8
sector through research and educational programs have proven rellla'*oallly
successful. WideJy-distributimng .ll!.this information to the construction industry
and the public is one method to increase epperlwRity fer waste prevention.

• Key Elements of the Recommended practiceKey ElellleRts Gf tile F1raGtise:

a) "Earth-Wwise" building program to train builders about salvage waste
reduction recycling and buying recvcled along wjth other environmental
building practices, iRslwEliRg prGgrallls prGIllGtiRg wse Gf FesysleElllwilEliRg
mateFials iR Rew S9RstrustieR

b) On-site audits at construction and demolition sites to promote waste
prevention practices

c) Technical assistance and educational information for builders and others on
waste prevention practices for building trade waste

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro wjl! continue tQ provide technical assistance Qn building industry practices
that promote waste preventiQn and recycling Metro. in coQperatiQn with local
gQvernments haulers and builders. will continue promotiQn and education
campaigns taraeted tQ both construction industry and hausehQI
purchasjngllewl8llelEls IlwrsllasiRg their services - e g the "Earth-WiSE!" labeling
campaign promQting environmentally sQund bUildjng prodycts and CQnstructiQn
practices.

Local governments haylers bYilders and Metra will WQrk together tQ develQp on
site aydits designed for increasing waste preventiQn and recycling These aydits
will be coordinated with IQcal gQvemment efforts tQ ensyre availability Qf an-site
recycling services

2. On-site source-:separatlon of recyclabltl at construction and demolition sites

lfA:a,,. ,AetiGai aA" C.I' .".MI¥.
• Key Concept and ApprQach of the Recommended Practice:

On-site source separation of recyclable materials at construction and demolition
sites iLGlIR Be a very effective method of diverting significant amQynts Qf wood
metal drywall and cardbQard frQm disposal lllateRal.. IoI9'Ne\'er. site lilllitatieRs
3Ad la~9F 69Sle FRay make G911eGliQA 8' Mix.s1 Fe&yGlal.ilel &REI praGEJ66iRg at a
lllilleEl waste fasilit)' IllGre SGlt effeGtiYe. The iRteR! Gf tAe recommended practice
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wilLi&-t9-ensure that lRe-2D:.Ii1Lsource-seoaration services are available to
generators who want to Uso them Ilas Ille eppeRIlBit)' Ie Gllees8.

• Key Element$ of the Recommended PracticeKey elemeAts e# IIl8 F'FaGllGe:

a) Local governments ensure availability of on-site services for two or more
materials

b) Promotion of and education about on-site recycling collection services

• Additional Key Elements:

Develop educational materials that ~arget new recoverable materials for source
separation when markets are available in the building industriesWlles waste
stream: roofing and tarpaper, carpet. and film plastic.

• AlklmawJe Key Elements of Altemative Practices:

Waste prevention practices ($ a reduce use of ypnecessll[y packioa materials by
buildjna indu,stor S\lllp1iers)

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
pertormance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
Plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste disposed

• Roles and Responsibilities:

LOcal governments haulers Metro and the building industry will work together
to develop and implement strategies that wjl! ensure that the opportunity for pn
site recycling is available on construction and demoliljon sites

3. Deyelop mMarketa dl'vllellAlIA' to support recycling rather than energy
recovlry

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Reuse and recycling are higher on the solid waste RlIlIl6tillB management
hierarchy because these practices retain mpre of the value ofprev~
manufactUring efforts and conserve the most natural resourceslla~'e 1e>""eF
eB'JiFeBmemal impaGtI. Wood is one of the largest components in the building
industriestFaliel waste stream and the majority of it is currently being used for
~llllmell. Markets for wood as a fuel are driven by other primal)' fuel supplies
such as natural gas. If prices of those fuels fall, the stability of recycling in the
building industryiRllwstl' .'tFeliel FeG}'GliBg could be undermined.
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• Key Elements Qf the Recommended practiceKey ElemeAts of I~e Praslise:

a) SuPPOrt salvage practices and markets fQr reused building materials

b) Support development Qf industries using recycled constructiQn and
demQlitiQn materials

• AlteFRaliIJe Key Elements Qf Alternative Practices:
Enhance Im~fflye Realise incentivell tQ res;ycle materials relative tQ djyertjni
materials to recQvery. For example. IQwer Metro feeS Qn disposed resjduals from
dJ:y waste proceSlljni facilities eft lft&lefi&15 fllBs'/erea fer l!fle~r relali...e te
FeeyeHBg

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
perfQnnance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "MonitQring the
plan" for expected perfonnance in tenns of tQns Qf waste dispQsed

• RQles and Responsibilities:

As part Qf its waste characterizatiQn program, Metro will estimate the quantity
and grades of salvageable WQQd available in the Metro area frQmCQnlltructiQn.
demQlitiQn, and salvage projects

Metro in coQperatiQn with private busjnesses and the Clean WashingtQn Center.
wjll identify an inventQry Qf products that can be manufactured using recycled
WQod Metro wi!l provide this infonnatiQn tQ WQod procellSQrs and apprQpriate
manufacturers in the pacific NQrthwest tQ stimulate new industry and prQduct
develQpment

Metro IQcal governments, and building industries wjll establish a seBifisalioA
pF9gFiRl faE "Earth \og£s" seRelfYilj9R sgeteast9f8 aRd prge9S69E1 lhe program
tQ wiIklrQmQte salvaging and recycling wood before recovering for energy --Ibi&
prAlj1f1R1 caB be madel'S after U,e Bxjstie9 Fflgieeal sampSEl PFSS\;Jst staadaEd

aAg seljfieatj9R pFGgfim

4. Development of regional dry wa.te processing facilities for building industries
slIRelFUstioR aRli lieAllllltlllR waste from sites where separation and cQllection
of recyclables Is not possible

• Key CQncept and ApprQach Qf the Recommended Practice:

Because Qf space limitatiQns and other factQrs. nQt all constructiQn sites are
suitable fQr Qn-site salvage Ij e collect for reUlle) and recycling. Recovery
facilities that accept mixed constructiQn waste prQvide an additiQnal QppQrtunity
fQr recycling constructiQn waste.
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• Key Elements of the Recommended PractjceKsy ElsAlsets ifUle praGlise·

a) Develop sufficient capacity to serve entire regjon

b) Provide reasonable acgt,s for all haulers

c) Maintain current Metro fee waivers on recovered material· processing
facilities pay fees to Metro only on disposed residuals

d) Support and develop markets for recovered materials thrOugh technical and
fieaesial assislaese to processors and end users of recovered materials

e) Consider policies that could aliow Al!m!rvertjcal integration as a Melrg pgli!j1'·
and aJlew.processing facilities to accept materials from more than their own
company

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Private initiative will be relied upon to proVide mixed drv waste processing
facilities. There are currently three major private dry waste processing facilities
in operation with two facilities planned At the present time it is not known
whether these facilities will be sufficient to provide the capacity and access
demanded by haulers Metro wjl! be responsible for monitoring progress in this
a.rea.

Metro will process and review applications for processing facility franchises In
reviewing the applications Metro will consider ae applisati~e's consistency with
the RSWMPP!ae and ability to reach recOVery levels reQuired under the
franchise rules.

Metro will monitor the solid waste system to determine if the private sector it
provides jesrsufficient and accessible dry waste processing capacity thrOughout
!he region If lack of private activity is due primarily to pFiAlaFily market factors
(e g disposal costs are lower cost than processing) but overall system benefits
would be greater with more processing Metro will consider what public actions
might be taken to arrange for or directly provide more processing service

.. Key Elements of the Recommended practiceKey ~leFRsets gUile PraGlise:

(See #4 lleller ResgFRFReellell 811sieess PraGlises)
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Solid Waste Facilities and Services

Regulation and Siting
Table.

The recommendations identify two practices of regional concero for the regulation and
siting of solid waste facilities and services' fer If:le tllliidiRglrades:

1. Yard debris processing system

2. Establish organic waste regulatory system

1. Yard debris processing system

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Increase the stability arn& environmental acceptability of yard debris processing
facilities in order to lower barriers to siting and operation iRSIlFe If:ley saR tie siled
3Rd eperale&l.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey IilemeRls af If:le Praslise:

a) Establish facility performance standards for licensing yard debris processors

b) Metro licensing program for yard debris processoD

c) Local governments require use of Metro licensed facilities by their franchised
curbside yard debris collectors

d) Adapt IlRifaFm slaRdards fclr fasility siliRg

e) Local governments adapt clear and objective siting standards that do not
effectively prohibit the siting of facilities

l)- biseRse ar lleFmit yard detiRs IlrasessaFe

.. AI19FAative Key il9FReRls:

lij- Melre fraRsf:li8e8 fer yard deM8 preSeS8QFe

Other aiterowe practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance a8 the recommended practice. See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
Plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste disposed

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Processors local govemments Metro. and DEQ will wad< to establish the siting.
environmental and perfonnance standards that will be the basis for a stable and
environmentally i'cceptable yard deMs processing system.
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Metro wjl! establish and maintain a licensing program for facilities. LQcal
gQvernments will SUPPQrt this effort by having their yard debris cQlIectQrs use
these facilities. LQcal gQvernments will alsQ be respQnsible for ensuring that their
zQning cQdes include clear and Qbiective siting standards that dQ nQt effectively
prohibit the siting Qf facilities

2. Establish organic waste regulatory system

• Key CQncept and ApprQach Qf the RecQmmended Practice:

Regulation tQ ensure F1rsvide envirQnmentally sQund and publicly acceptable
processing facilities fQr business and residential foQd wastes.

• Key Elements Qf the RecQmmended PracticeKey Elell'leRls sf tRe F1raslise:

a) Establish facility perfQrmance standards fQr franchising Qrganic waste
prQcessing facilities

Gt- .A,as~ I,jRiferm staRaaFEls fer fasility sitiR!j

b) Develop a Metro regulatiQn system for processQrs Qf fQQd and Qther Qroanic
waste This system CQuid include a Metro franchise with performance
standards similar tQ the standards proPQsed for yard debris prQcessing
facilities If"FaRsRise llrsgraRl fer prssesssrs

c) Local governments adopt clear and objective siting standards that dQ not
effectively prohibjtthe siting of facilities

• Roles and RespQnsibilities:

Processors local governments Metro and DEC will build upon the work dQne
regarding yard debris processing facilities tQ establish the siting. environmental
and performance standards that will the basis for a stable and enVironmentally
acceptable organic waste regulatQry system.

Metro will establish and maintain a franchise program fQr these facilities Local
governments wjl! assist in finding 10catiQns in which processing facilities can be
sited.
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Solid Waste Facilities and Services
Transfer and Disposal System
Table 5

The recommendations identify four practices of regional concem for the transfer and
disposal system These practices are contingent upon growth forecasts and adoption
and successful implementation of the recommended waste reduction practices.;

1. Maintain existing system of 3-three..transfer stations. Build no new transfer stations.
No redirection of haulers trom Metro South to Metro Central.

2. Maintain the existing system of private general and limited-purpose landfills

3. Maintain options for haulers to choose among disposal altematives

4. Allow rReload facilities sited owned and operated by haulers for consolidation of
loads for haul to Metro transfer stations to serve areas distant from transfer stations

~ CsetjRI;I8 Ie pr9Yide djsIAIS! seEvisss liE ,",sldssl:,,;"", aed bwsjees68s tl:Jat GRgstie te
self t:tawl tt:\ejr 'Uast, Ii biAster statjeAI (moved to next pagel

1. Maintain existing system of 3-thrH..transfer stations. Build no new transfer
stations. No redirection of haulers from Metro South to Metro Central.

• Key Concept and Approach ofthe Recommended Practice:

Most of the region's waste is delivered to the three transfer stations (Metro
South, Metro Central, and Forest Grove), rather than being directly hauled to
landfills. These three stations have sufficient capacity to handle the future
demand for transfer services under the projected economic growth and waste
reduction impacts of the recommended practices.

• Key Elements of the Recommended practice"'ey !!lemeRts of tile PraGtise:

a) Successful implementation of waste reduction practices to reduce demand
for transfer services

b) Modifications to existing facilities as required to maintain service levels

c) When necessaor !implement wasts rSQIlGtioR praGtic;es aRQ waste handling
practices (e.g. restriGtieRs OR self Ilalliers) sufficient to reduce demand on
transfer'tacilities

d) Modify the existing stations as needed to coordinate with any changes in
collection technologies (e.g. co-collection of waste and recyclables)

e) Examine service options to include reuse recycling and disPQsal for
households and businesses that se!f-baul their wast.
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• Allemative Key Elements of Alternative practices:

a) In the event waste reduction efforts do not perform as expected or growth is
greater than expectedafEl iRaEleqllate, options to be evaluated on a case-by
case basis. depending on tonnages and cost. will include:

1) operational changes to existing facilities

2) redirection of haulers from MelFe SerA!'! te Mew CeRll'al any transfer
station that is eXceeding capacitY

3) remodeling of existing facilities

4) adding reload capacity

5) building a new transfer station

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste disposed

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro wj!l review service levels on a regular basis to determine if any of the
alternative elements listed above need to be implemented. Metro's Capital
Improvement RSWMPPJ;m wj!l include plans for any modification to the existing
transfer stations needed to maintain service levels.

2. Maintain the existing system of private general- and limited-purpose landfills

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

There is sufficient regional landfill E1ielleeal capacity for at least the next ten
years.

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Assuming there are no closures of existing landfills or restrictions on their use.
the private sector will continue to supply the general--and limrted-pu[Qose landfill
space reQuired by the ~ion

Metro will continue to competrtiyely procure disoosal services for the region's
solid waste that must be deljyered to a general-pu[QOse landfill.

7-~

Enclosure #7 to SWAC 06/21/95 Agenda



3. Maintain options for haule,. to chao.. among disposal alternatives

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended Practice:

Industries, manufacturers. and other generators of waste not classified as
"municipal solid waste" (e.g. special wastes, or residual from dry waste
processing) have a.need for disposal services other than that supplied through
Metro transfer stations. The approach is to continue to allow contractual
arrangements (i.e. non-syslemRQRsysleR'l licenses, designated facility
agreements) with disposal facilities that can proVide service to those with special
needs.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PractjceKey ~leR'leRls 9f~. F'FaGlise:

a) Designated out~-region landfills for accepting ,eFlaiR Ijmiled types of wastes
(e g special wastes)

b) Franchised in-region system of private landfills and processing facilities

c) Non-system user licenses for individual haulers delivering limited types Qf
waste (e g special wastes) to other facilities

• RQles and Responsibilities:

MetrQ will continue its system of designated facilities and nQn-system licenses to
proVide services fQr thQse with special disposal needs

4. Reload facilities

• Key Concept and Approach ofthe Recommended Practice:

The recommended practice is tQ allow relQad facilities sited owned and gperated
by haulers for consgljdatign of IQads fgr haul tg Metro transfer stations tg serve
areas distant from transfer statiQns Reload facilities could assist in maintaining
existing service levels (j e time spent waiting in line or time reayired to drive to a
facmty) They can illsQ ~rovjde lome additional material recovery or
opportunity to divert materials to dry waste recovery facilities.

• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey ileR'lIRts '"~e F'FaGlise:

a) Addition of reload capacity to existing private processing facilities to serve
areas distant from existing transfer stations or to address capacity problems
at existing facilities

b) Relgad gptiQns tg be eyaluated gn a case-by-case basis depending Qn Mure
tQnnage and CQsts

c) New relQadfacility gWOershjp and gperatign determined gn a case-by-ease
.bnia
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• Additional Key Elements:

d) Low=-Ievel recovery activities (manual "dump and sort" activities and other
low technology methods) at reload facilitiesfasilites

... J'.ltemati'le Key EleFReRts:

at- ReleaEl eptieRs te be e','alllateEl eR a sase by sase basis ElepeREliAg eA futllFe
teRRages & aeS:sests

a} I'Je'l: Felaad fasilities, OyJneEShjp and seemlieR dBtermjeeEl eA a sase by
sase basjs. tlwilt aR~ a~eFated by iAEliviElwal RalolleFS

Note· These items have been moved to the previous page

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro will review servjce levels on a regular basis to determine if any of the
alternative elements listed above need to be implemented

Solid waste Facilities and Services

Household Hazardous waste (HHW) Collection Services

The recommendations identify five practices of regional concern·

1. Continue to provide hazardous waste collection services to the region's households
and conditionally exempt commercial generators at Metro South and Metro Central
transfer stations.

2. promote household hazardous waste prevention and reduction through adult and
school education programs

3. Promote existing facilities to increase the number of customers served in total and
by geographic areas

4. provide service to outlying areas not convenjently served by permanent
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE collection facilities

5. Secure alternative funding sources for HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
collection services
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1. Continue to provide hazardous waste collection services to the region's
households and conditionally exempt commerc;al generators at Metro South
and Metro Central transfer stations.

Practices for this section have not yet been written.

2. Promote household hazardous waste prevention and reduction through adult
and school education programs.

• Key Concept and Approach oOhe Recommended practice:

People will change their behavior through effective education and buy fewer toxic
products, Children, as the next generation of consumers shQuld be educated
abQut alternatives and can Qften mQtivate adults tQ "dQ the right thing'

• Key Elements of the RecQmrnended PracticeKel' IilsR3ssls sf Ills PFaGtjss'

A. Develop effective regiQnal promQtiQn and educatiQn programs and media
campaigns to mQtivate the public tQ reduce the quantity and tQxicity of
waste generated as well as promQte responsible use and dispQsal Qf
these products

1, CQnduct education prQgrams such as school presentatiQns and
workshops for adults.

2, Use cQllectiQn events as an oppQrtunity tQ educate HOUSEHOLD
HAZARDOUS WASTE generatQrs about toxic waste preventiQn

3. Use city and county newsletters hauler fivers and Qther means tQ
cQmmunicate the message Qf HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS
WASTE PreventiQn tQ the public,

4, CQntinue Metro's "Alternatives tQ pesticides' adult educatiQn
program CQQrdinate this activity with the hQme cQmpQsting
education efforts described earlier in Chapter 7,

5, CQntinue to use the Recycling InformatiQn telephQne prQgram tQ
distribute household hazardous waste Prevention information

B. perfQrm periodic evaluations (e g waste characterizatiQn stUdy) tQ
determine whether fewer hQusehQld hazardQus wasteHHW products are
being generated and disposed.

C. Adopt policies to encourage the reduced use Qf tQxic prQducts by Metro
facilities services and IQcal gQvernment Qffices and services
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• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro and Local Governments will cooperatively develop regional programs and
media campaigns that wj!! Use print media and personal outreach as described
at/eye under "key elements' above Metro will continue the •Alternatives to
Pesticides' program, conducting workshops and distributing printed infonnatiQn
to aduit horne gardeners Metro will distribute toxic waste prevention literature at
satellite househQld hazardQus waste!#iW collection events and through the
Recycling InfQrmation public Qutreach program Metro will also perronn periodic
evaluations to detennine the effectiveness of education and promotion efforts

Local GQvernments will promote household hazardous waste prevention through
city and county newsletters hauler flyers and other means,

Both Metro and lOcal governments will work within their government agencies to
adoptl2Olicies that encourage the reduced use of toxic products.

2. promQte existing facilities tQ inCrease the number of customers served In tQtal
and by geographic areas.

• Key Concept and Approach of the Recommended practice'

The two existing facilities are the regional base of operations for household
hazardous wastel=Jl=JW collection services They house the staff eQUipment and
processing capabilities that are used for satellite household hazardoys
wastel#lW collection events and services, Becayse the two existing facilities
can accommodate more cystomers Metro will seek new ways to maximize their
UG

• Key Elements Of the Recommended Practicel<ey Eleflleels at llle praGlis8'

a) NO new fixed full-service facilities of the type at Metro SOyth and Metro
Central,

b) promote the use of the two pennanenl facilities to residents by distribyting
discount coypons to residents newspaper ads feature articles and other
effective means

c) ContinYe to analyze facility yseand the effectiveness of promotional efforts,

• Roles and Responsibilities:

Metro wjll promote the use Of its two permanent facilities as described aboye.
Metro wj!l also continye to analyze the effectiveness of these efforts and develQp
new ways to reach the public
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3. prQYide service to Qutlying areal nQt cQnyenlently served by permanent
hQusehQld hazardQus wisteHHW cQllectiQn facilities

• Key CQncept and Approach Qf the Recommended Pradice;

Residents whQ live the farthest trQm the twQ permanent facilities are the least
likely tQ use them WelHQcated and promQted full-service satemte callectiQn
events are an effective way to provide equitable service tQ outlying areas
Flexible service community events are another means Qf providing requested
Collection services efficiently· As experience and efficiencies improve mare
effedive ways of deljyering collection services to targeted areas will emerge.

• Key Elements of the Recommended Practicel(ey elemeBtlj sf tile PFasliije'

a) prQvide service to aut1yjM areas nat conveniently served by permanent
hQusehQld hazardQus wasteHH'N calledian facilities through regulady
scheduled. full-service satellite callectiQn events.

b) provide new services to identified outlying areas with regularly scheduled.
flexible service Qptians (e g. paint only neighborhQod events targeted
groups special events) that are spQnsared by local governments and
neighbQrhaod assQciatians

c) MQnitQr the cost and efficiency of all types of cQlledian events and services.

d) Develop a database of customer characteristics Who use the facilities and
satellite services

e) Maintain a cooperative agreement with local governments in the entire
Metro region to evaluate the program and to identify future service needs.

• Roles and Responsibilities;

MetrQ wi!l provide collection services. develop new types of services as
appropriate and monitor the cost and efficiency of programs effQrts Metro will
also develQp a database of customer characteristics.

Local GQvernments and Metro wjll meet at least twice a year to plan the types
and locations of collection events and to evaluate programs and identify future
service needs.

4. Secure alternative funding source. for hQUllhQld ballrdQU. walteHHW
cQllectiQn "rvlcD.

• Key Concept and Approach Qf !be Recommended Practiccr

HausehQld hazardous wasteHHIA/ collectiQn services are expensive to provide
The minimum $5 handling fee currently charged at the two permanent facilities
covers a small portion at operating costs As disposal fee revenues decrease
due to effectjye waste redudiQn and recycling programs new revenue sources
must be secured to pay tor HHW Collection
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• Key Elements of the Recommended PracticeKey EleFBeRls sf lhe praslise:

A. Continue to collect a minimum $5 handling fee at the two Metro
permanent HHW collection facilities to help off-set expenses, but review
annually whether Metro should continue to collect the fee.

B. Meet on a scheduled basis fjwjce yearly or more often) to plan funding of
appropriate services Planning should accommodate budgeting
schedules. regional and local promotional campaigns and event logistics

C. Funding priorities should include (in prioritY order)'

1. The two permanent collection facilities'

2. Full-service satel!ite collection events other services to outlying
areas and pilot proiects'

3. other community events and services for residents located closer
to the permanent facilities

D. Go to the Oregon Legislature to secure a state-wide advance disposal
fee on designated HHW products in order to stabilize funding and staffing
for full-service satel!ite collection events If a state-wide advance
disposal fee is not adopted return to the Metro Council with a proposal to
adopt a region-wide advanced disposal fee

E. Seek additional levels of grant funding for full-service satellite collection
events from the DEC.

• Alternative Key Elements'

A. Examine alternative funding arrangements including'

1. Retailer licensing fee:

2. private sponsorship and grants:

3. Public sector (i e sewage treatment water and fire districts)
sponsorshiP and/or in-kind Support.

B. Examine the following long-term options to improve service convenience:

1. Curbside collection of selected HHW materials Such as paint and
batteries

2. Product "take-back" reguirements for retailers of HHW products

Other alternative practices may be adopted that achieve the same
performance as the recommended practice See Chapter 8 "Monitoring the
plan" for expected performance in terms of tons of waste disposed
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• Roles and Responsibilities;

Metro wj!! continue to collect fees from the two pennanent HHW collection
facilities and annually review wbetherwf:Jelf:Jr they should continue to be
colleeled Me!ro will also through ijs annual budge! process fund appropriate
collection services Metro wjl! wort to secure an advance disposal fee and seek
additional grants from !be pEa for full-service satellije collection events

Local Governments will mMt at least twice a year with Metro to plan funding for
appropriate services

S:SHARE'P&TSI94PlAN1JUNElCH7NEW7.SK
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• Linkage Principle. Funding mechanisms should be linked to services provided and/or
clearly related to objectives of the solid waste management system.

• Revenue Neutrality. Any fiscal changes sought by Metro should be revenue neutral at
the time of the change. Exceptions can be made if, upon appropriate findings and
authorization, new levels of funding are required to implement programs,
recommendations, or objectives of this Plan.

• Cost ot Service. Metro's fees and charges for services and programs should be based
on the cost of prOViding the service to recipients: or on a fair value of the benefit when
the cost of service cannot reasonably be calculated.

• Departures trom CostoOt-Service. Departures from a cost-of-service basis for pricing
may proceed only after a determination. based on appropriate findings. that System
Financing Criteria or policy objectives are significantly compromised by a cost-of
service approach.

• Phasing. In the long run, As different elements of the financing system will have
differing degrees of acceptance and implementability, Metro should phase in portions of
the financing system as they are ready for implementation.

• Public Education. It is important to establish understanding and acceptance of the
reasons for change and its effects. Accordingly, Metro should communicate this projeel
to its broader audience of customers and the public at large. A period for public review
and comment should be set aside prior to final Metro aelion on any new and
substantive change in system financing method.

• Use of Funds. To the greatest possible extent, revenues derived from the solid waste
system should be used only for funding solid waste activities.

• Waste Sublect to Metro Charges. The following criteria determine whether disposed
materials may be subjeel to Metro charges: (1) waste that is generated within the Metro
boundarv and disposed at a facility authorized by Metro to receive waste: (2) waste,.
regardless of location of origin. that is disposed within the Metro boundarv. This policy
applies to all waste including residuals from solid waste processing facilities.

Principles on Specific Financing Solutions

The followin!l principles for financing the Metro solid waste system are adopted by RSWMP:

• Usage Charge.. Services that directiy benefit the customer using the services should
be financed by usage charges based on the amount of service consumed. Usage
charges should be set according to the cost of providing service to the customer.

• Surcharges. Surcharges on disposal are an appropriate means of recovering non
variable costs of integrated system management after all appropriate cost-saVing
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measures have been taken and when other financing mechanisms fail the Revenue
Adegyacy criterion.

• System Benefit Charges. Enterprises that benefit directly from activities of Metro
which divert materials from disposal should contribute to the funding of these activities.

• Generator Charges. There are certain solid waste programs and services which
benefit all residents (persons and businesses) in the region. All residents of the region
should share in the cost of these programs and services.

• Product Charges. Metro should employ charges on specific products that make
identifiable, extraordinary burdens on the disposal system: or which may be more
valuable if reused or recycled. These may be used to send economic "signals·
regarding the true environmental cost of disposal, or as policy tools to encourage waste
reduction goals such as prevention and recycling.

The Building Blocks of a Solution

The complexity of balancing revenue adequacy with equity, stability, waste reduction
incentives, and the other criteria for an acceptable solution means that the solid waste system
at Metro may require several financing "legs' in the future.

The Metro solid waste revenue system stands on only one "leg": disposal charges on mixed
waste (tip fees). Tip fees will continue to provide the bulk of funding for solid waste disposal,
but the extent to which they subsidize non-disposal elements must be reduced if equity,
stability, and other policy goals are to be realized.

This section identifies several funding options-or "building blocks" of a solution-that should be
examined for implementation. The section includes options that are recommended and not
currenUy recommended.

1. Usage Charges on Mixed Waste (Current System)

• Financing Principle

Services which provide direct benefits to the customer using the services should be
financed by usage charges based on the amount of service consumed. Usage charges
should be set according to the cost of service.

• Definition

A usage charge is a fee based on the amount of services consumed. Nearly all of
Metro's solid waste system is currenUy financed through a usage charge at Metro
facilities (tip fee) and a usage surcharge (Regional User Fee) at certain non-Metro
facilities. Usage charges can be levied through variable or non-variable (flat) rate
schedules. The choice of appropriate schedule depends on the cost of service and
other pricing objectives. Through FY 1994-95, both of Metro's tip fee and Regional
User Fees were flat rates per ton.
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• Performance of Usage Charges Under Key Evaluation Criteria

a) Revenue adequacy: Usage Charges (tip fees) at transfer stations are adequate
means of financing Metro's operational costs to transfer, transport, and dispose of
MSW. Metro's surcharge on usage (Regional User Fee) has been adequate to
finance Metro's non-variable costs of integrated system management in the past,
but its effects on the stability of the rate base make its adequacy in the future
unlikely.

b) Stability. High disposal costs cause generators to seek alternatives to disposal, and
the consequent erosion of the revenue base tends to de-stabilize the revenue
system. Usage charges must be in proper alignment with the price of alternatives if
the revenue stream is to remain stable. While policy objectives (e.g., to reduce
disposal) may capitalize on the effect of high usage charges, the existence of the
system itself in the long-run should be weighed against price effects.

c) Equity. Usage Charges (tip fees) are equitable in that they affect only voluntary
transactions. The flat. Regional User Fee based on the per-ton costs of integrated
system management is not equitable because, through FY 1994-95, it was not
based on the cost of service by waste type or generator type.

d) Incentives. A high tip fee provides price incentives for waste reduction and
diversion because high disposal costs will cause households and businesses to
seek alternatives to disposal if those altematives cost less that the cost of disposal.

• Recommendations

A usage charge is an appropriate means of recovering variable costs and certain fixed
costs of service provision. It is recommended that Metro continue to make use of user
charges to fund MSW transfer, transport, and disposal operations unless there are
significant changes in the underlying cost of providing these services.

2. System Benefit Charges to Solid Waste Enterprises

• Financing Principle

EnteJP,;ses that benefit directly from activities of Metro which divert materials from
disposal should contribute to the funding of these activities.

• Definition

This option encompasses charges which are levied on materials (or enteJPrises which
handle materials) that have been diverted from disposal by reason of Metro's solid
waste management activities. Two closely-related suboptions fall in this category:
surcharges, and license or franchise fees. Their primary difference is the degree of
formality in the arrangement between the enteJP,;se and Metro.

a) Surcharge. Metro may regulate facilities that receive solid waste for disposal,
treatment, or processing. Insofar as Metro has implemented policies and programs
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that have caused waste to shift to facilities that are not currently regulated, and
insofar as the unregulated facilities do not share fully in the cost of Metro's
programs, a charge on enterprise activities at these facilities would be an equitable
means of recovering costs of ,programs.

b) Ucense orFranchise. A license or franchise formalizes the relationship between a
private enterprise and the regulatory agency, compared with the arrangement
described immediately above. Licensing or franchising can account for specific
conditions between the enterprise and the agency. A license or franchise fee is a
charge for the ability to do business under the relationship. This type of fee can
broaden the rate base by obtaining revenues from non-disposal operations. As
above, the justification for this type of fee is that processors and other operators
benefit from Metro's policies that divert valuable materials from the waste stream.

• Performance of System Benefit Charges Under Key Evaluation Criteria

a) Revenue adequacy. System Benefit Charges are not designed for comprehensive
program funding. Revenue adequacy means that the funding mechanism should
provide sufficient revenues for program application above administration and
collection costs.

b) Stability. System Benefit Charges are stability-enhancing in that they would
diversify the revenue base, but are not alone sufficient to guarantee revenue
stability. Because many solid waste enterprises employ new technology, there is
inherent uncertainty in the revenue stream that would emerge from this system of
charges.

c) EqUity. System Benefit Charges are equitable when designed to affect only those
enterprises (or portion of enterprise activity) that have benefited from Metro's solid
waste management activities that have diverted waste from disposal. System
Benefit Charges help to cover the costs of these activities from beneficiaries of the
activities rather than from ratepayers that remain in the disposal system.

d) Incentives. System Benefit Charges can reduce the incentive to engage in
enterprises that provide an altemative to disposal by reducing profits. See the
discussion under Recommendations, below, for rate design considerations.

• Recommendations

License or franchise fees can be implemented in several forms: a charge for operation
(similar to a business license fee), a surcharge on actiVity levels, or a mix of the two.
Charges on activity levels can be levied on a gross or net basis. Charges on a gross
bases (e.g., on tons of cubic yards delivered, or a percentage of the transaction price)
has the advantage of simplicity but the disadvantage that a firm wor1<ing with a marginal
or new technology cannot avoid the charge unless exempted. Charges on a net basis
(e.g., net business income, residual material) do not necessarily disadvantage new
firms (which typically have low or negative profits, especially it wor1<ing with a new
technology or infant mar1<ets), but increases the administrative reporting burden and
may be a disincentive for efficient operation. The appropriate form of implementation
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should be detennined after an evaluation of the economic effect on the enterprises,
and the impact on Metro's solid waste management policies.

3. Special Disposal Fees

• Financing Principle

Employ surcharges on specific products that make identifiable, extraordinary burdens
on the disposal system; or which may be more valuable if reused or recycled. These
surcharges'may be used to send economic ·signals· regarding the true environmental
cost of disposal, or as policy tools to encourage waste reduction goals such as
prevention and recycling.

• Definition

Special Disposal Fees (SDFs) are a family of fees levied on specific products or
classes of products. The basic idea is to build the cost of certain solid waste
management programs into the prodUct price, rather than attempting to recover these
costs at the time of disposal. SDFs are price-guided incentives which can support
several management objectives:

a) Encourage source reduction
b) Encourage recycling (supply of materials)
c) Encourage use of recycled materials (demand for materials)
d) Intemalize the full waste-management cost of production and consumption
e) Provide funds for disposal of "problem" wastes or products with excessive residuals
f) Provide funds for remediation of environmental damage

An SDF is usually a charge added to the purchase price of an item at some point in the
chain from manufacture to distribution. The intent is to build the full life-cycle costs to
the economy and environment into the price of the product. The market price of
batteries or pesticides (for example) does not account for the full cost of handling and
disposal of the hazardous residual when the product is discarded. SDFs may be
designed to reflect these costs in the price at the time of purchase.

Three broad types of SDF may be identified, based on the product class for which it is
most appropriate, and the management objectives of the program it is designed to
fund. These are:

a) Advance Disposal Fees (ADFs): an SDF on products with inherently hannful or
excessive residuals.

b) Deposits: an SDF on products with a potentially reusable, recyclable, or
recoverable residual.

c) Utter fees: an SDF on products which, due to their nature, are often improperly
disposed.

• Perfonnance of SDFs Under Key Evaluation Criteria
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a) Revenueadequacy. SOFs are not designed for comprehensive program funding.
Revenue adequacy means that the funding mechanism should provide sufficient
revenues for program application above administration and collection costs.

b) Stability. SOFs are stability-enhancing in that they would diversify the revenue
base, but are not alone sufficient to guarantee revenue stability.

c) Equity. Properly designed, SOFsare equitable in that they affect only voluntary
transactions. To avoid regressive effects, special consideration should be given to
products that are generally considered necessities, but would otherwise ba
candidates for imposition of an SOF. For example, exemptions on medicel
containers from advance disposal fee on plastic containers.

d) Incentives. Price-guided incentives are a primary objective of an SOF system.
Properly designed, SOF can reduce use of products having special disposal
problems and/or unpriced environmental impacts in production or consumption.

• Recommendations

Metro should employ charges on specific products that make identifiable, extraordinary
burdens on the disposal system; or which may be more valuable if reused or recycled.

4. Generator Orientation: Generator Fees

• Financing Principle

There are certain solid waste programs and services that benefit all residents (persons
and businesses) in the region. All residents of the region should share in the cost of
these programs and services.

• Definition

Certain costs are not necessarily tied to direct consumption of services, but are
required to manage an integrated solid waste system. Examples include the costs of
infrastructure, planning, mandated actions, and public health that are induced by
residence or busineslactivity in the region, but not by use of the disposal and/or
recycling system. A concept termed "Generator Fee" is a type of general charge to
generators of solid waste designed to recover non-variable costs which must be
incurred regardless of the level of usage by the generator. In this manner, generator
fees act in the same way as customer (or connection) charges as used by most utilities.

• Performance of Generator Fees Under Key Criteria

a) Revenue adequacy. Most or all non-variable costs could feasibly be recovered
through a generator fee system. Under a revenue neutral design, there would be
no net change in regional remittances to Metro at the time of conversion to a
generator fee system.

9-7
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b) Stability. The principal advantage of generator fees is their stability under changing
conditions, as compared with financing non-variable costs through the tip fee.

c) Equity. Equity must be designed into a generator fee system. There are three
basic equity issues with generator fees: (1) how to define and identify generator
types or dasses (e.g., households, businesses) so that fees may be linked to
benefits received; (2) the basis for allocating costs to generator types or classes to
ensure that the generator is assessed fairly and appropriately; (3) the rate structure
that assesses costs among members of each class in an equitable manner.

d) Incentives. Generator fees may work against incentives to reduce, reuse, and
recyde because they are fixed charges which do not vary with use of the disposal
system. Thus, the design and use of generator fees must take into account the
tradeoffs between revenue stability and waste reduction policies.

• Recommendation

Generator fees are recommended where implementation can achieve significant
coverage in a cost-effective manner. A key issue in implementation is the mechanism
by which generators are reached for assessment, billing, collection, and enforcement.
If third parties are involved in this prOcess, the billing can be "through" -in which the
third party is simply a collection vehicle; or "to"-in which the third party incurs an
aggregate generator fee on behalf of its clients. In the latter case, the fees should be
designed to enable the third party to pass charges on to generators in its client base.

"Through" options are recommended; "to" options are not. The following billing
vehicles are recommended:. bill through the property tax bill, bill through utility billings,
bill through jurisdictions, bill through haulers. The following billing vehicle is not
recommended unless cost-effective implementation is possible: dedicated billing
system.

5. "Public Good" Orientation: Taxation

• Definition

Under a tax·based system, some or all costs of programs are supported by general
fund revenues which are raised by taxation. Taxation is justified by the "pUblic good"
asped of service provision. The scope of the tax base may be broad or narrow:

a) Broad·Based Taxes. These are taxes that have wide incidence. Examples include
property, income, payroll, and sales taxes. These options are not recommended for
the following reasons: the weak or non-existent link between revenue sources and
uses for solid waste management; extremely difficult to satisfy key evaluation
criteria such as waste reduction incentives; inconsistent with financing solid waste
disposal as an enterprise fund; the Metro charter requires a vote of the people to
implement broad-based taxes, and this option is currently under stUdy by the
agency as a long-term solution to financing general government.
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b) Niche Taxes. These are taxes which have narrow incidence. No specific
recommendations are made with regard to niche taxes.

• Recommendation

This concept should be held in reserve for further study if other approaches prove infeasible.

9-9
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SolidWaste Advisory Committee
June 21,1995

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Chapter 9: Metro Solid Waste System Financing

Summary

This chapter has been abstracted from Solid waste Revenue System
Study, approved by SWAG in January 1994. Some editing and change
of language has been incorporated for clarity and to update facts. The
substantive additions are underlined on page 9-2 of the current chapter.

1. Cost-of-service-based pricing as a design principle.

2. Departures from cost-of-service pricing only after appropriate findings
and action by Metro CounCil.

3. Including a formal period for public review and comment (prior to
referral to Metro Council) as a standard implementation principle.

4. Geographic origin of waste generation as a basis for determining
appropriate charges for services and programs:

a. Waste generated within the Metro boundary, regardless of where
disposed.

b. Waste disposed within the Metro boundary, regardless of where
generated.

5. Surcharges on disposal (for example, the Regional User Fee) as an
appropriate funding alternative. (This language corrects an oversight in
the original report.)



Solid Waste Advisory Committee
June 21, 1995

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Chapter 8: Monitoring the Plan

Status Report

This chapter addresses how the plan will be monitored over time.
Metro staff, with support from its consultant, is currently finishing
estimates of the impact of the following long-term waste
management practices:

1. Additional recycling due to Business Waste Prevention programs

2. Additional material from bans on yard debris in C&D dropboxes and
residential self-haul to transfer stations.

3. Additional organics from businesses (contingent on successful pilot
programs).

4. Residential organics recovery (contingent on feasible solutions to
collection and processing)

5. Additional materials from source-separated business recycling
programs

6. Additional materials recovered from C&D waste.

7. Additional delivery to MRFs over limited purpose landfills to increase
post-collection recovery.

8. Recovery at reload facilities.

Results will be in the final draft for the July meeting of SWAC.



Solid Waste Advisory Committee
June 21, 1995

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Chapter 8: Monitoring the Plan

Expected Performance Year 2005
Key RSWMP Indicators

Current Level Plan
Year 1995 Year 2005

Recycling Rate 39% 50%
Recovery Rate 42% 54%
Disposal Rates

Single Family Households 29.7Ibs/HHlweek 23.3 Ibs/HHlweek
Multifamily Households 23.7 Ibs/HHlweek 19.1 Ibs/HHlweek
Businesses 20.0 Ibs/emplweek 16.7Ibs/emplweek

Disposal Per Capita 0..76 tons/caoita/vr. 0.63 tons/capita/yr.



Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

DRAFT Solid Waste Regional Benchmarks DRAFT

Note: Numbers are being revised.

I
Year 1995 I Year 2000 I Year 2005
Baseline Indicator Indicator

System Benchmarks
Recycling Level 39% 45% 50%
Recovery Level 42% 50% 54%
Per Capita:

Generation* 1.34 tons/capita 1.37 Tlcapita 1.37 T/capita
Recycling" 0.58 tons/capita 0.66 T/capita 0.74 Tlcapita
Disposar 0.76 tons/capita 0.72T/capita 0.63 Ticapita

SW Hierarchy
Prevention nJa 1% 1%
Recycling 28% 32% 35%
Composting 6% 7% 10%
EnergylFuel 8% 8% 8%
Disposal 58% 52% 46%

Facility Benchmarks
')UI~41l\liti:iiiii~il'~:i;liqjl~IQQqTtYfi'.....•.••.."'.' '.' ...'., :X1;1l1~i~1l11T/yr/

Transfer Stations 793,000 Tlyr 683,800 Tlyr
MRFs 109,000 Tlyr .. 198,500 Tiyr

;~~j~j-t;;$i;~/J~~;lli~ii;··.,·,·.·,,·.,,·,·:·,'··,···;i~~;~~i;
Multnomah County 18.6 minutes .. 19.0 minutes
Clackamas County 18.1 minutes 18.0 minutes
Washington County 23.2 minutes .. 23.3 minutes

i/;Oiii~fIlj~$i:iWl'Wai!(~Xt::~~ij;t!l!l:!!:1Yi::lfEi; """""'~"",'",',·.·.'.'.'.•.•.•.,..·,Nil~l!;l!Q!!JtfYl!('<
Food 215,000 Tlyr 181,000 Tlyr
Recyclables 350,000 Tlyr .. 299,800 T/yr
Yard Debris 58,000 Tlyr .. 41,800 Tiyr
other 359,000 Tlyr 393,200 Tlyr

Disposal Benchmarks
\l:$lrig~il?iiiiilY'i$@;;;;WM1W~l$:"~J#gr,~~,T";:~i~#Il\l~fr

Food" 9.1 #/HHIwk 8.4 #/HHIwk 4.7 #/HHIwk
Recyclables" 9.7 #/HHIwk 8.8 #/HHIwk 8.8 #/HHIwk
Yard Debris" 2.9 #/HHIwk 2.7 #/HHIwk 1.8 #/HHIwk
other" 7.9 #/HHIwk 8.0 #/HHIwk 8.0 #/HHIwk

l@"ti!wNiii1(Y;;;;i;;!¥in¥i;;i¥ljg~~ti~M¥;%'~ig~;·;;;;t¢'{tQI1~t
Food" 7.4 #/HHIwk 7.4 #/HHIwk 7.4 #/HHIwk
Recyclables" 9.0 #/HHIwk 5.3 #/HHIwk 5.2 #/HHIwk
Yard Debris" 1.9#/HHIwk 1.1 #/HHIwk 1.1 #/HHIwk
other" 5.4 #/HHIwk 5.4 #/HHIwk 5.4 #/HHIwk

;;;Bjj~JilH\~;;;;hYi'gg;t~QiJiW~;1'11it~1fl~;S1!l!'t;it«jj1~:f
Food" 4.5 #/ernplwk 4.2 #/emplwk 3.9 #/emplwk
Recyclables" 8.0 #/emplwk 5.8 #/ernplwk 5.3 #/emplwk
Yard Debris" 0.7 #/emplwk 0.7 #/emplwk 0.7 #/emplwk

;t;~~i#!9I!i~~i)'H%i;~~'7";!!Wl?':=-;~~@i~~1~i~Nt;S
C&D per capita" 0.18 tons/capita .. 0.16 T/capita

·8ase1ine to be verified or established within one year of plan adoption.*. Under revtson.



Solid Waste Advisory Committee
June 21,1995

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Chapter 8: Monitoring the Plan

Qualitative and quantitative aspects of the solid waste system will be tracked
and reported on a regular basis: phasing and implementation, performance on
measurable benchmarks, and effects on individual generators, waste streams,
facilities, and programs.

Measurement is designed to assist with three general elements of monitoring
RSWMP over time:

1. Tracking Implementation of the Plan

• What jurisdictions have done which plan elements?

• "Program Monitoring"

2. Management of Plan Resources

• How well do RWSMP programs (recommended practices, regulations,
education and promotion) perform with respect to their individual objectives?

• "Program Evaluation"

3. Performance of the Plan

• How well do a set of quantifiable benchmarks measure up against numeric
planning targets?

• Support the implementation, assessment, and corrective actions described in
Adoption and Implementation chapter of the plan.

• "Regional Benchmarks"



Solid Waste Advisory Committee
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Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Chapter 8: Monitoring the Plan

Description and examples of each of the three elements of measurement:

1. Program Monitoring

• Tracks the level of implementation by jurisdiction, material, and service level.
• Qualitative "checklisr approach.

2. Program Evaluation

• Determines effectiveness of individual programs and adherence to
objectives.

• Focuses on recommended practices, policies, projects, and facilities as the
unit of analysis.

• Provides program-specific feedback, but not aggregate (system) effects.
• Monitor "key· programs only.

3. Regional Benchmarks

• Precise and reliable indicators of system trends.
• Measure aggregate (system) effects, but not program-specific information.

• Three families of Regional Benchmarks:

1. System Benchmarks
o Easily calculated and understood indicators of change.
o Examples: recycling & recovery rates; per-eapita disposal.

2. Facility Benchmarks
o Provide facility-specific information.
o Delivery, recovery, and landfilled tonnages; access measures.
o Examples: tonnage to transfer stations; landfilled yard debris.

3. Disposal Benchmarks
o Track change in generator behavior.
o Track disposal by material type.
o Examples: pounds of food waste disposed per week per household;

pounds of mixed paper disposed per week per employee.




