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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

/\ (; E Pq [) /\ —-— REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Date: December 22, 1981
Day: Tuesday
Time: 7:30 PM
Place: Council Chamber
TO ORDER
CALL
Introductions.
Written Communications.

Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
Consent Agenda (Items 4.1 thru 4.6)

4.1 A-95 Review

4.2 Minutes of Meetings of November 24 and December 3, 1981.

Services Committee Recommendations:

4.3 Resclution No. 81-291, For the Purpose of Establishing
the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee Bylaws.

4.4 Confirmation of Solid Waste Rate Review Member Appointment.

Coordinating Committee Recommendations:

4.5 Resolution No. 81-290, For the Purpose of Adopting a Pay
Plan and Classifications for Zoo Seasonal Visitor Services
Workers.

4.6 Resolution No. 81-292, A Resolution Relating to Retirement
and Adopting a Defined Contribution Pension Plan.

Ordinances:

5.1 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 81-123, An Ordinance
Relating to Personnel and Establishing Personnel Rules
Relating to Zoo Visitor Services Employees and Outside
Work. (First Reading) (7:35)%*
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5 Ordinances (cont'd):

5.2 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 81-124, An Ordinance
Relating to Rulemaking and Declaratory Rulings; Amending
Ordinance No. 81-105; and Repealing Metro Code Chapters
5.01 and 5.03. (First Reading) (7:45)%*

5.3 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 81-125, An Ordinance
Relating to Public Contract Review; and Repealing Metro
Code Chapters 5.05 and 5.06; and Amending Metro Code
Chapter 2.04. (First Reading) (7:55) *

5.4 Ordinance No. 81-122, For the Purpose of Establishing a
New Rate for St. John's Landfill and Amending Code
Section 4.06.010 and Ordinance No. 81-106. (Second
Reading) (3 R(015))) =

6. Other Items Requiring Council Action:

Services Committee Recommendations :

6.1 Confirmation of Recycling Support Fund Recommendations.
(81 20>

6.2 Approval of Metro Operations Contract with Portland
Recycling Team. (8:35) *

Coordinating Committee Recommendation:

6.3 Approval of Two (2) Sole Source Contracts for Resource

Recovery. (8:50)*
e Reports:
7.1 Executive Officer's Report. (9:00) *
7.2 Committee Reports. (9:15)%*

ADJOURN (9:30) *

*Times listed are approximate.




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

AAE]1Q() /\ (] E Pq [) /\ ‘-- REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Date: December 22, 1981
» : ,Déw Tuesday
! Time: 7:30 PM

Place: Council Chamber

CONSENT AGENDA

The following business items have been reviewed by the staff
and an officer of the Council. In my opinion, these items meet
with the Consent List Criteria established by the Rules and Pro-

' cedures of the Council. The Council is requested to approve the
recommendations presented on these 1tems.

/(;( (4 "//UV

Ekecutive Offider

4.1 A-95 Review
4.2 Minutes of Meetings of November.24 and December 3, 1981

4.3 Resolutidn No. 81-291, For the Purpose of Establishing the
Solid Waste Rate Review Committee Bylaws.

4.4 Confirmation of Solid Waste Rate Review Committee Member
Appointment.

4.5 Resolution No. 81-290, For the Purpose of Adopting a Pay Plan .
and Classifications for Zoo Seasonal Visitor Services Workers.

4.6 Resolution No. 81-292, A Resolution Relating'to Retirement and
: Adopting a Defined Contribution Pension Plan.
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Agenda Item No. 4.1
December 22, 1981

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST,, PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

The
not

l.

Date: December 22, 1981
To: ' Metro Council
From: Executive Officer

f@gmdhg.A'gs Review Report

following is a summary of staff responses regarding grants
directly related to Metro programs.

Project Title: Willamette Building (#8110-4)

Applicant: Portland Development Commission ,
Project summary: A low cost loan (3 percent for 10 years)
will be used to renovate the historic Willamette Building
in Portland's Yamhill District. ‘
Federal Funds Requested: $300,000, Department of Housing
and Urban Development '

Staff Response: Favorable Action

" project Title: 1Indian Health Program (#8110-5)

Applicant: Urban Indian Council, Inc. .
Project Summary: Funds will be used to provide
comprehensive health care to the metropolitan area's Indian

'~ population and other users. Services include primary care,

dental care, mental health care and a supplemental
nutritional program. ‘

. Federal Funds Requested: $302,694, Department of Health

3.

4.

and Human Services

.Staff Response: Favorable Action

Project Title: Garcia Health Center (#8111-1)

Applicant: Virginia Garcia Memorial Health Center

Project summary: Funds will be used for a migrant health
center which provides primary medical and health care :
services to migrant and seasonal farm workers in Washington
County and surrounding areas.

Federal Funds Requested: $275,000, Department of Health
and Human Services

Staff Response: Favorable Action

Project Title: Fire Fighting Forces (#811l1-2)

Applicant: Oregon State Department of Forestry

Project Summary: Funds will be used to organize, train and
equip local fire fighting forces to prevent, control and
suppress forest fires.

Federal Funds Requested: $45,400, US Forest Service
Staff Response: Favorable Action
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5. Project Title: Forestry Incentives (#8111-3)
Applicant: Oregon State Department of Forestry
Project Summary: Funds will be used to provide technical
assistance to land owners to increase timber production.
Federal Funds Requested: $36,800, US Forest Service
Staff Response: Favorable Action

6. Project Title: Agriculture Conservation (#8111-4)
Applicant: Oregon State Department of Forestry
Project Summary: Funds will be used for a technical
assistance program for farmers and woodland owners. The
program will be directed toward the solution of critical
soil, water, energy, woodland and pollution abatement
problems on farms and ranches. '
Federal Funds Requested: $96,000, US Forest Service
Staff Response: Favorable Action o

MCH/srb
4785B/D2




MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL

' Agenda Item No. 4.2
“'December 22, 1981

OF . THE METROPOLiTAN’SERVICE DISTRICT

‘NOVEMBER 24, 1981

Councilors in Attendance

Presiding Officer Jack Deines

Vice Presiding Officer Betty Schedeen

Coun. Cindy Banzer
Counh. Craig Berkman
Coun. Ernie Bonner
Coun. Mike Burton
Coun. Bruce Etlinger
Coun. Marge Kafoury
Coun. Corky Kirkpatrick
Coun. .Bob Oleson
Coun. Jane Rhodes

Coun. Charles Williamson

In Attendance_

Executive Officer Rick Gustafson

Staff in Attendance

Andy Cotugno
Philip Fell
Richard Hertzberg
Jill Hinckley
Mike Holstun
Warren Iliff

John LaRiviere
Sonnie Russill
Caryl Waters
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The meeting was called to order by Presiding Officer Deines.

There were no introductions, written or citizen communications
to Council.

4. Consent Agenda.

The consent agenda consisted of the follow1ng.

;4.1 Mlnutes of Meetings - October 22 and November 5, 1981.

4.2 Resolution No. 81-287, For the Purpose of Recommending a
- Continuance of the City of Hillsboro's Request for
Acknowledgement of Compliance with LCDC Goals.

4.3 Resolution No. 81-288, For the Purpose of Commenting on
the Transportation Improvement Program and on the Deter-
mination of Air Quality Consistency for the Urban Areas
of Clark County.

4.4 Approval of Contract for Design of Penguinarium Remodel.

Motion that the consent agenda be approved; carried unanimously.
(Kirkpatrick/Schedeen) : o : ’

5.1 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 8I—121, For the Purpose of
Amending the Regional Waste Treatment Management Plan and
Submitting the Plan for Recertification.

John LaRiviere reviewed his recommendation with the Council.
Motion to adopt Ordinance No. 81-121.. (Schedeen/Kafoury)

: There was no one present who wished to speak during the public
hearing.

Chairman Delnes asked what impact the populatlon pro;ectlons
had made.

John LaRiviere stated there was an overall increase of about.
- five percent.

6.1 Executive Officer's Report.

Executive Officer Gustafson reported that there would be a
special legislative session beginning on January 11, 1982.

6.2 Committee Reports.

Coun. Banzer reported there would be a specn.al Servicés Comm1ttee‘
meeting on December 1 to discuss an increase in the St. John s rates
and the Solid Waste Full Implementatlon Program.
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Coun. Bonner remlnded all Councilors of the spe01a1 joint
meeting of the Development Committee and JPACT to review the first
draft of the Regional Transportation Plan, December 2. :

Coun. Burton stated there would be a special Coordinating Com-
mittee on December 2, just prior to the Development/JPACT meeting.
He also stated that the Bi-State Task Force would meet on December 3,
from 1:30 to '4:30.

Coun. Kirkpatrick reported that the Energy Task Force had been
unsuccessful in obtaining ‘additional grants, -but would be worklng
with the OSU Extension Division on joint programs.

Coun. Kafoury reported that the Futures Committee and at the
most recent City Club meetlng, Robert Theobold had mentioned consi-
dering sponsoring a seminar and asked for response from those
interested. Approximately 100 people indicated interest in such a
‘program.. :

Coun. Kirkpatrick stated that Neil Pierce, speaking at the .
League of Oregon Cities Convention, recognized Metro for its effi-
ciency in government. :

The meeting adjourned at 8:05 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Sue Haynes, Clerk of the Council



MINUTES' OF THE COUNCIL v
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
DECEMBER 3, 1981

Counciiors in Attendance:

Presiding Officer Jack Deines
Coun. Cindy Banzer

Coun. Craig Berkman

Coun. Ernie Bonner

Coun. Mike Burton

Coun. Bruce Etlinger

Coun. Bob Oleson

Coun. Jane Rhodes

Coun. Charles Williamson

Councilors Absent:

Vice Presiding Officer Betty Schedeen
Coun. Marge Kafoury
Coun. Corky Kirkpatrick

in Attendance:

Executive Officer Rick Gustafson

Staff in Attendance:

Tim Cauller
Doug Drennen
Andy Jordan,
Dan LaGrande
Sonnie Russill
Caryl Waters
Norm Wietting

Visitors in Attendance:

Beth Blunt, League of Women Voters
Don Carlson
Darlene Carlson
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"Council Mlnutes

12/3/81

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Deines.

There were no introductions, written or citizen communications
to the Council. :

4.~ Consent Agenda.

The consent agenda for this meeting COnSlSted of the following:

4 l Resolution No. 81-289, For the Purpose of Confirming
the Appointment of the Deputy Executlve Officer.

: Motlon that the Consent Agenda be approved; carried unanimously.
(Rhodes/Berkman) :

5.1 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 81- 122, For the Purpose of
EStabllShlng a New Rate for St. John's Landfill and Amending
Code Section 4.06.010 and Ordinance No. 81-106. (lst Reading)

‘Motion that the ordinance be adopted. (Rhodes/Williamson)

Norm Wietting stated that in October, 1980, Metro entered into
a contract with Genstar for the operation of the St. John's Landfill. ‘
The contract contains an escalation clause which stated the rates
must be reviewed each October and adjusted according to the consumer
price index. Mr. Wietting further explalned the rate study from
Wthh the new rates were developed.

Coun. Burton suggested that since the rates must be adjusted
again in October 1982, and in January, 1983, (when the transfer
station becomes operational), perhaps the Council should consider
adjustlng to a higher rate now and ellmlnatlng one of the other
increases in the next 12 months.

_ Coun. Berkman expressed his concern that sufflclent contingency
be built in to the rates.

A Executive Officer Gustatson stated that a monthly profit and
loss statement is prepared on landfills and if there are several
months which show a loss, the staff would recommend that the Council
increase the rates. : :

‘Coun. Williamson stated that Council should consider increasing'
the rates higher now so that the next increase, which is expected to

be substantlal, would be a little eas1er to accept.

General discussibn.v

There was no one present who wished to speak durlng the publlc ‘
hearing..

Further discussion of the increase in rates will occur at the
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December 8th Services Commlttee meetlng

5.2 Ordlnance No. 81-121, For the Purpose of Amending the Reglonal
- - Waste Treatment Management Plan and Submlttlng the Plan for
Recertification.

A vote on the previous motion (Schedeen/Kafoury) 1nd1cated that
the adoptlon of the ordlnance carried unanimously. :

6.1 Executlve Offlcer s Report.

Executive Offlcer Gustafson introduced Don Carlson, newly
app01nted Deputy Executive Officer.

Mr. Gustafson reported:

1. The Solid Waste staff had assisted the Lions' Club
in finding a warehouse to store recycled telephone
S books until there is again a market for them.
~-2.. The Council Retreat will be at the Aero Club on
December 12. After discussion with the Council,
it was determined that the Retreat would be from
9:00 AM until 3:00 PM, with an executive session
at 1:00 PM to discuss the negotiations with
- - Wheelabrator Frye for the Energy Recovery Facility.
3. He spent the day in Salem on 12/3 speaking with
 Legislators Myers and Heard regarding the environ-
~ment and energy hearing on December 17 and they
have agreed to entertain legislation to change the
“criteria for biomass plants from 25 MW to 80.MW.

6.2 Committee Reports.

Coun. Bonner reported that he has scheduled a meeting between
" the Development Committee and members of the Washington County
Commission and Plannlng Commission on December 16, at 4:30 PM. "

Coun; Banzer stated that the Serv1ces Committee rev1ewed the
‘Solid Waste Full Implementation Program on Tuesday night.

Coun. Burton stated that Budget season is upon us and some
budget items will be discussed at the Coordinating Committee
meeting on the 14th. ~ Coun. Burton also reported that the first
meeting of the Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee had taken place
and another is scheduled for January to prlorltlze items.

Coun. ‘Oleson stated that the reglonal jall fac111ty committee
~would meet on the 10th and they are now at the stage to decide upon
a site. : ,

Coun. Etlinger stated that a meeting would be held on December 8
. at the State Library to inform interested parties how to establish a
special district. Coun. Burton stated. that someone should advise
those parties that a special district is not the best way to handle
the 51tuatlon., o ,
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Coun. Williamson stated that some deéisioné would have to be
made by JPACT on future funding options. '

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM.
- . , Respectfully submitted,
| . o :

Sue Haynes,Clerk of the Council




TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 4.3
December 22, 1981

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer QLLQl
Establishing the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee By-Laws

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

B.

C.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt the attached Resolution
establishing the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee By-Laws.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of this Resolution will establish
the By-Laws of the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee which
formalizes the operating procedures of the Committee.

BUDGET IMPACT: None.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

TA/srb
4670B/283
12/09/81

BACKGROUND: Subsection 18 (1) of the Disposal Franchise
Ordinance requires the Council to appoint a rate review
committee to recommend solid waste disposal rates to the
Council and the Executive Officer. The By-Laws outline
the basic operating procedures of the committee such as
meeting frequency, voting privileges, officers and their
duties, etc.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: An initial draft of the Solid
Waste Rate Review Committee By-Laws was provided to all
Councilors prior to the appointment of the Committee, for
comment. The draft was also reviewed by the Rate Review
Committee. The comments of responding Councilors and the
Rate Review Committee have been incorporated into the
attached By-Laws.

CONCLUSION: Adopt the attached Resolution which
establishes the By-Laws of the Solid Waste Rate Review
Committee.




. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

. FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING RESOLUTION NO. 81-291

g )
THE SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW )
)

COMMITTEE BY-LAWS Introduced by the Regional

Services Committee

WHEREAs; Metro has adopted Ordinance No. 81-111
establishing a SOIid.waste disposal franchise system; and
WHEREAS,VSubééction 18(1) of Ordinance No. 81-111 requires
the Council to appoint a rate review committee to récommend waste |
‘disposai rates to the Council aﬁd Executive Officer; and |
| JIWHEREAS, By-laws are necéssary to governvthe operating
pfocedurééléf advisdry committees to the Council; now, tﬁeréfore,
| BE IT RESOLVED,
That the Council establishes the atfached By-laws to govefn

thé-opetating procedures of the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee.

: ADOPTED’by the Council of the Metropolitan Servi¢e District

this ___  day of _ , 1981,

Presiding Officer

TA/srb
4670B/283
12/09/81




BY-LAWS
OF THE

SOLID WASTE" RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE

"Article I Name

: ThlS Commlttee, established by the Metropolltan Service
District (Metro) Council, shall be 'known as the "Solid Waste Rate
Review Committee."” The Committee is establlshed pursuant to Metro

Ordinance'No.

81-111.

Article II _ Purposes

To gather and analyze information necessary to
recommend rates to be charged by solid waste
facilities franchlsed by Metro.

To recommend to the Executlve Offlcer and to the

-Council rates which are just, falr, reasonable and
‘sufflclent to provide proper servxce to the publlc.

To recommend to the Executive Offlcer and to the
Council any modification of the District's rate
setting methodology which would improve the rate
setting process in order to assure ‘that rates are

K equltably determined.

Artlcle III Rate Criteriat“

In recommendlng rates, the Commlttee shall glve due
con51derat10n to the follow1ng.

—".,Operatlng and non—operatlng revenues.
- . Direct and indirect operating and non-operating
expenses including franchise’ fees.

o= Nonfranchise profits.
- Reasonable return on 1nvestment exclu51ve of any-

capital investment in the franchise or any sum.
paid for the value of the franch1se or any other
intangible value.
- Any other factor deemed relevant by the Council.

The Commlttee may recommend unlform rates for some oOr

"all solid waste facilities or may recommend different
-rates .based upon the factors spec1f1ed in this
‘section. _




Article IV Membership of the Committee

‘A. . Membership shall include:

- One Certified Public Accountant with expertise
' in cost accounting and ‘program auditing.

- One Certified Public Accountant with expertlse
in the solid waste 1ndustry or publlc ut111ty
regulation.

- ‘One local government admlnlstrator with _
expertise in governmental financing, agency
budgeting and/or rate regulation.

- Two members of the public.

When selecting public members, preference shall

be given to persons with knowledge of economics,.
public utility regulatlon and SOlld waste
disposal. :

B. No representatlve or affiliate of the solid waste
industry and no employee of the DlStrlCt shall serve
on the Rate Rev1ew Committee. - :

Article V App01ntment and Tenure

“HA.'. The members of the Rate Review Committee shall be’
..~ -recommended by the Executive Officer and shall be
appointed by the Metro Council.

B.. ~Upon initial appointment one of the public -

' accountants, the local government ‘administrator and
one public member shall serve two-year terms. The
~other public member and public accountant shall serve
_one-year terms. Thereafter all members shall serve
‘two-year terms. SRR : L

C. | Absence unexcused by the'Commlttee'chalrperson from
’ three consecutively scheduled meetings shall

constitute removal of the member from the Commlttee._.

Artlcle VI Votlng Pr1v11eges

' Each member of the Committee shall be entitled to one
vote. The member must be’ present when the vote is taken.

Artlcle VII Meetings

" A. The Director of Solid Waste Department shall call the

Solid Waste Rate Review Committee into session upon a

rate adjustment request from a franchisee pursuant to
Subsection 19(5) (b) of the Disposal Franchlse
Ordinance, or upon request of the Council, Executlve
Offlcer or the Committee Chalrperson..,




B. When the Committee is called into session it shall
meet every two weeks, or establish an alternate
schedule as determined by the Committee until such
-time as the Committee's recommendations on proposed

- rates are finalized and forwarded to the Executive
Officer and to the Council.  Meetings shall be held
at Metro. The time of the meeting shall be scheduled
to best accommodate the 1nd1v1dual schedules of each
Commlttee member.,

C. A majorlty of members constitute a quorum. The act

- of a majority of the members present at each meeting
shall be the act of the Committee on all matters

except on the final rate recommendation. The final

rate recommendation must be approved by a major1ty of

the total membership.: ’

' D. . All meetings shall be conducted in accordance w1th
- Roberts Rules of Order, Newly Revised unless
otherwise provided herein.

'1E} .The Commlttee may establish other rules of procedure
- as deemed necessary for the conduct of business.

Article VIII Offlcers and Duties

The offlcers of the Committee shall be a Chalrperson and Vice
Chalrperson and shall be elected by the members of the Committee.

_ The Chairperson shall preside at all meetlngs he/she attends
and shall be responsible for the expeditious conduct of the

' Committee's business. The Vice Chairperson shall perform all dutles
of the Chalrperson in his/her absence.

Article IX Admlnlstratlve Support

, Metro shall supply staff as necessary to record actlons of the
Committee and to handle Committee correspondence and publlc -
1nformatlon concerning meetlng times and Places. ’

_Article X Reporting Procedures’

: The Committee shall make its reports, flndlngs and :
recommendations to the Executlve 0ff1cer ‘and Metro Counc11 through
its- Cha1rperson.

Artlcle XI. Amendments

_ These By-laws may be amended or repealed only by the Metro
' Counc1l.

TA/scb :‘_
3748B/238




TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 4.4
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council U
Executive Officer CDJ
Solid Waste Rate Review Committee Member Appointment

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

C.

ACTION REQUESTED: Confirm the candidate recommended by
the Regional Services Committee to fill the vacant
Certified Public Accountant position of the Solid Waste
Rate Review Committee.

POLICY IMPACT: Confirmation of the fifth member of the
Solid Waste Rate Review Committee fills the final position
on the Commmittee. Establishment of the Committee is
required by Subsection 18 (1) of the Disposal Franchise
Ordinance.

-BUDGET IMPACT: None.

II. ANALYSIS:

A.

TA/le
4532B/283
12/10/81

BACKGROUND: On October 22, 1981, the Council confirmed
all five Solid Waste Rate Review Committee members.

Ruth Handlin, however, declined her appointment to one of
the Certified Public Account positions to avoid a
potential conflict of interest created by the fact that
she recently obtained a position with Metro's auditing
firm, Coopers and Lybrand.

The Regional Services Committee recommends the appointment
of Robert M. Wynhausen to the vacant Certified Public
Accountant position. Mr. Wynhausen is a Certified Public
Accountant with Suran and Company, a Portland area
accounting firm. Mr. Wynhausen has expertise in cost
accounting, auditing and tax preparation. He would bring
a high level of skill and practical knowlege to the
Committee.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Alternative candidates for the
vacant Certified Public Accountant position were unable to
serve on the Committee at this time.

CONCLUSION: The Regional Services Committee recommends
confirmation of Robert Wynhausen to the vacant Certified
Public Accountant position of the Solid Waste Rate Review
Committee.




TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 4.5
December 22, 1981

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive OfficerC}/

Adopting a Pay Plan and Classifications for Zoo Seasonal
Visitor Services Workers

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of Resolution providing for
adoption of the Pay Plan and Classifications for non-union
Zoo Visitor Services seasonal workers formerly covered by
a Collective Bargaining Agreement with Service Workers
International Union, Local 49.

POLICY IMPACT: Pay Plan adjustments and classifications
require Council approval. The proposal provides for
adoption of the attached Pay Plan and Classifications for
Zoo Visitor Services seasonal workers as of January 1,
1982. '

The consequence of going from a labor contract to the
Personnel Rules allow pay increases to be based on merit
rather than seniority. ’ :

BUDGET IMPACT: Funds to cover the package increase are
within the Zoo budget. It is anticipated that during the
mid-year budget adjustment a request for transfer of
approximately $25,000 from Zoo Contingency will be made to

- cover this package. :

II. ANALYSIS:

AI

- BACKGROUND: The seasonal Visitor Services workers were

formerly covered by a labor contract which included six
classifications and six rates of pay. Employees
decertified from the Union. "Timing of the decertification
did not allow preparation of a salary schedule and
Classification Plan for consideration at the September 24,
1981, Council meeting when the other cost of living
adjustments were adopted. A Pay and Classification Plan

‘has been developed which reduces the number of

classifications from six to three and provides for a
seven-step Pay Plan. The Pay and Classification Plan
provides flexibility for management to appoint at
classifications and rates of pay consistent with the skill
level of the applicants. It also provides equitable pay
rates for long time seasonal employees who have returned
every year for the past 15 to 20 years. The new pay
schedule reflects a pay increase of eight percent
consistent with the cost of living adjustment awarded to
other Metro employees and is considered adequate enough to




allow for the elimination of a 3¢ per hour laundry
allowance previously paid under the labor contract.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Other salary adjustments were
considered, but the attached Pay Plan is consistent with
FY 82 wages in other comparable institutions.
C. CONCLUSION: Approval of the attached Resolution.
SW/srb/4537B/283

12/03/81




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A )
PAY PLAN AND CLASSIFICATIONS ) L -
FOR Z00 SEASONAL VISITOR = = )  Introduced by the Council
SERVICES WORKERS ) Coordinating Committee

RESOLUTION NO. 81-290

WHEREAS, Ordinance No.,815115(rersonne1 Rules) of the
District requires the maintenance of a Compénsation and Classifica-
tion Plan.for non-union Metro Regular, Temporary and Seasonalv
employees;.and
. WHEREAS, The'Seasonal_Visitor Services employees pay rates
and classifications ha#e'not been inciuded in the Metro Pay-énd
Classification~Plans; now, thereforé |
BE IT RESOLVED, | |
1.4 That'the Council-approvés addition of the attached
émendment to the Metro Pay Plan and Classificatioh Plan effective
.qanuary 1, 1982, for all seasonai Zoo'Visitor Seryices employees
formerly covered by.a Collective Bargaining Agreement with the -
S.E.I.U., Local 49. | |
| 2. That the Executive Officer is authorized to take all
steps necessary'and appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
Resolution. Funds to cover the costs of the provisions ofrthis
~ Resolution will be transferred from Contingency to Personal Services

‘within the Zoo fund during the mid-year budget adjustment.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service'DiStrict

this day of | , 1981.

Presiding Officer

SW/srb/4537B/283
- 12/01/81




SEASONAL VISITOR SERVICES WORKERS

After After After  After After - After
‘ Salary Beg. 12 Mo. 24 Mo. 36 Mo. 48 Mo. 60 Mo. 72 Mo.
Code Classification Range Rate ' 480 hrs 480 hrs 480 hrs 480 hrs 480 hrs 480 hrs

001 V.S. Workers 1 49 3.45 3.80 4.15 '4.50 4.85 5.20 5.55
002 V.S. Workers 2 49 3.80 4.15 4.50 4.85 5.20 5.55 5.90
003 V.S. Workers 3 49 4.15 4.50 4,85 - 5,20 5.55 5.90 . 6.25

7158A/96



Agenda Item No. 4.6
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Executive Officer (M
SUBJECT: Retirement and Adopting a Defined Contribution Pension Plan

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of Resolution adopting a
previously approved six percent employer-paid pension plan
for all Metro employees (except employees in PERS) in lieu
of a six percent cost of living salary adjustment.

B. POLICY IMPACT: Retirement benefits, plans and designation
of an Administrator require Council approval. Staff has
researched several plans, reviewed over 20 proposals and
selected Western Retirement Trust, administered by
Employee Benefit Service Corporation. The plan is a
qualified plan under IRS Regulations and has guaranteed
principal and interest (tied to short-term investments).
Approval of the Resolution will allow Metro to implement
this negotiated benefit approved by the Council
September 24, 1981.

c. BUDGET IMPACT: Allocation of funds to cover the cost of
. the six percent Metro Defined Contribution Plan was
approved by the Metro Council on September 24, 1981.

II. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The administration's goals for FY 82 salary
increases were: 1) to effect a pension plan "pick up" or
increases for all regular employees, both union and
non-union, 2) to terminate the old MSD pension plan and
bring all regular employees under the newer Metro plan
(except PERS employees), and 3) grant a COLA for the
difference between the pension benefit increase and eight
percent. In order to effect the pension "pick up" a new
funding agent was sought for the six percent employer-paid
contribution. Criteria was developed for the plan and
requests for proposals were distributed by Metro's Broker
of Record, Bill Lovejoy of Alexander and Alexander. An
evaluation was made of the over 20 plans submitted by
insurance companies and pension administrators. A
selection was made from the group of plans presented which
most fully met the criteria. Criteria included:
qualifications by IRS as meeting 401 regulations,
guaranteed principal and interest, service which provided
frequent and easily understood reports and fast turnaround
in processing terminations and retirement claims, modest

‘ administrative expenses, ease of administration which
would allow Metro to drop the plan or the administrator
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without termination penalties. Western Retirement Trust
administered through Employee Benefit Service Corporation .

with investments by the Bank of California met all of
Metro's criteria.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Over 20 other plans were
reviewed and rejected because of costs, lack of guarantees
on interest, penalties for early withdrawal, complicated
participant statements and distance between the
administering agency and Metro which causes undue delays
in processing terminations and retirements.

CONCLUSION: Approve the attached Resolution adopting a
Defined Contribution Pension Plan and appointing Metro's
Executive Officer as Administrator.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION RELATING TO
" RETIREMENT AND ADOPTING A
DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PENSION PLAN

RESOLUTION NO. 81-292

o ,Submitted by the Council
Coordinating Committee

WHEREAS, The Council has previously,approved a new.six
percent employer-pald pens1on plan for all Metro employees (except
v,employees in PERS) in lieu of a six percent cost of 11v1ng salary
adjustment; and |

~ WHEREAS, Staff has rev1ewed several such plans and has
recommended a plan con51stent with the Counc1l's prevlous action;
'now,‘therefore,‘ ?

BE IT RESOLVED,

" 1.  -That a six percent employer—pa1d deflned contrlbutlon=
.plan, as outllned in the attached Plan Descrlptlon, is hereby
adopted ‘and shall be effective as of December 1, 1981.‘
2. . That the Bank of Callfornla shall be the trustee of
the plan funds. _ _ 4 ,
3. That plan asset reporting:shall:be provided quarterly
| by. Employee Benefit Service Corporatlon.z | | |
| . 4. That the Metro Executlve Offlcer be and hereby is

authorlzed and d1rected to execute in the name and on behalf of
. Metro such agreement or agreements as may be necessary for the
»1n1t1at1on ‘and cont1nu1ty of the plan.
5. That'such sums of money'as.may’be7necessary according

to the sa1d agreement or agreements to prov1de beneflts and to meet




H

- the expenses ingurred'in the administration of the plén, shall, from

time to time, be paid out of Metro funds to the order of Employee
Benefit Service Corporation. ‘ ,

6. That the Metro Executive Officer be and hereby is
authorized,.directed and designated as administrator under said
agreement to administer the plan and the funds entrusfed to it under
éaid agreement for such plan. | o

| 7.  That the Executive Officer be and hereby is
authorized and directed to execute in the namevbf.and on behalf of
Metro any_amendments to the adoption agreement attached to the plan,
to meet the requirements of Section 401 (a) of therInternal Revenue
Code ofkl954, as amended. | |
8. That the Executive Officer be and hereby is

authorized to approve a master plan document cobnsistent with the ‘

Plan Description attached hereto.

AJ/srb
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PLAN DESCRIPTION

' SIX PERCENT DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN FOR EMPLOYEES OF

 THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT (Metro)

EFFECTIVE DATE: - December 1, 1981

ELIGIBILITY: All full-time regular empldyees of Metro -
_ ' are covered on the first day of employment.

EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION: = The employer contribution shall be six
percent of compensation.

VOLUNTARY EMPLOYEE ‘ o :
IRA CONTRIBUTION: Each employee shall be allowed to
_ contribute on a voluntary basis to an IRA.

VESTING: ' Each employee is 100 percent vested at all
. : co time in all accounts. A

DEATH, TERMINATION,

RETIREMENT : , The account balance(s) are payable in the
o - event of death, termination or retirement.

AJ/gl
4723B/283




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST., PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: December 15, 1981
To: Metro Council
From: Coordinating Committee

Regarding: Ordinance No. 81-123 (Personnel)

The Coordinating Committee proposes the following amendment
to Section 3 of Ordinance No. 81-123:

"b. Employees shall report any existing or
intended outside work to their department
head."

Subsection (b) becomes subsection (c).
This amendment is necessary to insure that department heads
are informed of outside work so that they may carry out their

responsibility of preventing that work which is inconsistent with
the provisions of Section 3 of the Ordinance.

CC:AJ:sh




TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 5.1
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive OfficerQV
Amendment of Personnel Rules

I. RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

B.

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Committee approval of
attached Ordinance No. 81-123

POLICY IMPACT: The requested action will finalize the two
unresolved issues remaining when the Personnel Ordinance
was adopted October 23, 1981. The issues are:

Seasonal Employment. The Seasonal Employment Program
for Visitor Services at the Zoo provides guidelines
and a clear policy for managing this program which
was formerly covered by a labor contract.

Outside Work. The proposed section provides
direction to employees in distinguishing between
appropriate and inappropriate outside work.

BUDGET IMPACT: None. The seasonal employment program
provides no additional benefits to what had been provided
in the labor contract. The outside work policy has no
budgetary impact.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: When the Personnel Rules were adopted

October 23, 1981, two unresolved issues remained; outside
work and the seasonal employment program for Zoo Visitors
Service Workers. The Zoo Visitors Service Workers filed a
decertification petition with the State Employment
Relations Board and the election resulted in a vote for no
representation. The timing of this action did not allow
time for amendment to the Rules before final reading
October 23 to include this group. Since that time rules
have been developed for the operation of this program.

The Employees Association met and discussed several
alternatives to the outside work language originally
proposed. They reached an agreement on the Oregon State
Bar Association language which is consistent with the
purpose of the language originally proposed.




C.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: (1) Establishing no new

Ordinance. This alternative was rejected because it is '
clear that the new Ordinance is needed since the areas

covered are not addressed elsewhere in the Personnel Rules.

CONCLUSION: Approve the attached Ordinance.




. o BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
@ o METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO PERSONNEL

) ORDINANCE NO. 81-123
AND ESTABLISHING PERSONNEL RULES ) : ' :

)

)

RELATING TO Z00 VISITOR SERVICES
EMPLOYEES AND OUTSIDE WORK
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT‘HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Purpose

a. The purpose of this ordinancé is to establish personnel
rules-pertaining to the conditions of employment of seasonal %00
‘Visitor‘SerQices employees and.to non-Metro employment of Metro
employees. | » »

b. Theée ruleé shéll'be codified as pért of the Personnel

hules adopted by Ordinance No. 81-116.

., e ‘Section 2. Employment Program for 200 Visitor Services
"Employees
a. . Definitions:

1) Seasonal Visitor Services Employee: Employees th
are employed,én a séasonal basis in the Visitor
. Services Départment of thé'Washingtqn Park Zoo, and
.whose period of'employmént is limited to a maximum of
six (6) months from date ofvhife unless extended
pursuant to ﬁhis Section.
2) Permanent Visitor Services Employee: Employees Qhé‘
are employed on a regular or permanent basis invthe‘»'
Visitor ServicesvDepartment of the Washington Park

200.

Ordinance No. 81-123
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Application of Personnel Rules: | ‘ - ‘

2) -

3)

This section applies to Seeeonal Visitor Serﬁices
employees, and does.not apply-to Permanentevisitor
Services employees.

Permanent Visitor SerVicee employeee shall be subject
to the provisions of Metro Personnel Rules (Ordinance
No. 8i—116) and all other personnel regulations |
applicable to permanent employees generally.

Seasonal Vlsltor Serv1ces employees shall be subject

to thls sectlon and to all other personnel

regulations not 1ncon51stent w1th this section.

Recruitment and App01ntment-

1)

2)

3)

Notwithstanding Ordinance No. 81-116, section 8(4),

promotional recruitment to fill Seasonal Visitor | ' '

Services vacancies is not required.
Recruitment to £ill vacancies shall include public

poeting of such vacancies for at least seven (7)

‘calendar days at the Zoo and at- the Metro Personnel

Office, and may include any other forms of
ahnouncement appropriate to atbract qualified
apblicants and to comply with affirmative action
goals.

An open competltlve list “shall be established by the
Zoo annually as the result of open recruitment and
oral interview. App01ntments during the season w111
be made from this list. The duration of the list

will be one year, unless it is exhausted before that '

' Ordinance No. 81-123
Page 2 of 7



time. Recommendation on appointments to f£ill vaéant
positions wili be made by the Director of the Zoo
from the list of qualified candidates. When an
emergency exists such that it would not be prudent or
practical to use such list, the ZooAmay'recommend an’
'appointment from another source. The Execut;ve
" Officer is the appointing authority for all positions.

d.  Status of Seasonal Employees: Seasonal employment will

terminate at_the end of each season or sooner dependihg upon the
needs of.the_Zoo. No commitments will be made by Metro to retain 
empioyeeé.beyond the season or period for which appointment was :
made. The term of empl0ymentbin any case may not.exceed six (6)
months or 1,040 hours without approval.bf.the Executive Officer who
may grant up to a six.(ﬁ) month extension; provided, however, thae
hours-wefked ehall not exéeed'2,080 over a twelve.(lz) month
pefiod.‘vCohtinuationrof‘employment'beyond said’period may only’
occur upon}appointment'to a regula; position autherized under the
currently'adopted budget or upon reemployment-for'a subsequent |
'season;i . | |

é.,, Benefits:

1) Benefits required by law such as Workers'
Compensatlon and 8001a1 Securlty will be paid for all
seasonal employees. No addxtlonal benefits will be
paid to seasonal employees..

2) ’Section 35 (Holidays) of Ordinance No. 81—116 shall
not apply to Seasonal Vlsltor Serv1ces employees, “and
designated holidays shall be con51dered as normal
workdays.

Ordinance No. 81-123
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f. Performance Evaluation: If employment extends beyond six

(65 months, a six (6) month personnel evaluation is required. The
purpose of such evaluation is to assure that the seaSOnal status of
the employee is beingbmaintained and’ﬁo evaluate the'work'
performed. ‘An evaluation of performance“is required before any
merit wage adjustment may beﬁgranted.
g..'_Promotion:
1) Eligibility for promotion to Visitor Services Worker
2 and 3 classifications shall be established by the
supervisor upon determination that an applicant‘o:
employee has acquired or possess the knowledge, skili
and ability required for the position and that vacant
vpositidns classified as.Visitor-Sefvices Worker 2 and

3 exist.

2) A seasonal employeé.working forty (40) hours pér week
employed for three cohsecutivé months will be aliowed'
to compete for regﬁlar positiohé on a.preferred bééis
along with regular employees if they have gone
tﬁrough a competitive process for the seasonai
,position currently held. If hi:ed into a regular
position; time émployed in a previous full-time
seasonal position may be counted toward the

_ accumulation of vacation ahd’peréonal holiday time-if

there has been no break in service. -

h. Wage Rates:
1) Visitor Services employees will be paid at a rate in-

the Pay Plan approved by the Council. o .

Oordinance No. 81-123
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2)

3)

f{ 4)

Wages shall be established on the basis of individual

qualifications and work assignment. "It will be the

'general practice to app01nt new seasonal employees at

- the beginning step of the Visitor Serv1ces Worket 1

salary range. Exceptions approved by the Executive

Officer may be made allowing hiring above the

'beginning step. Quallty of work and total hours of>

prev1ous work experience with the Zoo will be

considered in determining. the wage:rate or step for

' previous employees reemployed at the?Zoo in

subsequent seasons.

Eligibility for an initialtwage'inorease shall be

‘based on completion of 480 houre'of satisfactory

service in one calendar year atithe'beginning step,
and upon;recommendation by the Difector,bwith a
performance evaluation submitted to the Personnel
DlVlSlon. Ellglblllty for additional increases
;eqnires completion of 480 hou;s satisfactory service
at the preceeding step in one célendar year and a
recommendation of the ﬁepartmenE‘Di:ector'with a.

performanoe evalnation submittedftO'the Personnel

DlVlSlOﬂ-

. Section 32. of Ordinance No. 81-116 (Salary

Administration Guidelines) shall~not apply to

' Seasonal Visitor Services employees.

.

Ordinance No. 81-123
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i. Reporting and Hours of Work:

1)

Because the number of Seasonal'Visitor Services

employees needed at a given t1me depends upon weather |

'conditions, such employees may be relieved from duty

prior to the end of a scheduled workday or may be

directed to not report for'dutyvon a scheduled

' workday. The Director of the Zoo shall establish~

appropriate procedures for regulating reporting

~ during inclement weather.

) )

Je. Rest

.Work schedules will be posted, and will be subject to

subsection (1) above. No employee will be called to
work for less than three (3) hours in one day. »

and Meal Period:.

1)

A rest period of 15 minutes with pay will be provided

during each work period of four hours.

2)

A non-paid lunch period of one-half hour (30 minutes)\

 shall be provided; Whenever possible, such meal

- Period shall be scheduled in the middle of the shift.

Section 3.

Out51de Work

a. Employees shall refrain from engaging in any compensated

act1v1ties or outside employment (moonlighting) which may-

1)

2)
3)

Interfere w1th or adversely affect the performance of
said employee's jOb requ1rements as a Metro employeer

. Subject Metro to adverse cr1t1c1sm- or

Constitute an apparent or real conflict of interest
due to the nature, conditions, competition or some

other  aspect of the activity;,

Ordinance No. 81-123
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b. It shall be the responsibility of each depaftmént head to
ensure that employees in said Department. refraln from engaging in
any . act1v1t1es which may constitute a potent1al conflict of
interest, detract from the efficiency of the employee or otherwise

cause criticism of or embarassment to Metro.

"ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
’ ' L g . . R .

this . day of . , 1981,

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

- AJ/srb
4512B/283
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Agenda Item No. 5.2 & 5.3
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT S UMMARY
HOIR Metro Council
FROM : Executive Officer'QLLA

SUBJECT: Repeal of Rules

£ RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of two (2) ordinances
repealing public contract rules and rules relating to
rulemaking and declaratory rulings.

B. POLICY IMPACT: None. Ordinances are housekeeping in
nature.
(G- BUDGET IMPACT: None.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: Original Metro legislation applied the
State Administrative Procedures Act (APA) to the agency
and gave Metro rulemaking and declaratory ruling autho-
rity. Recent legislation repealed Metro's rulemaking
and declaratory ruling authority and took Metro out from
under the APA. Consequently, all of Metro's existing
rules are now obsolete and must be repealed or replaced
with ordinances.

Since Metro now lacks APA authority, our existing pro-
cedural rules governing rulemaking and declaratory
rulings should be repealed since they are no longer
useful. Our rules governing contract procedures should
be preserved, but converted to ordinances.

Metro also has contested case rules which are being
revised for adoption as an ordinance at a later date.

B ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: To retain the old APA rules
would be useless and confusing. To retain the contract
rules as rules would raise the issue of Metro's autho-
rity to enforce rules.

@ CONCLUSION: Approval of attached ordinances.

AJ:sh



Agenda Item No. 5.2
December 22, 1981

- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO: )
RULEMAKING AND DECLARATORY ) o _ .
RULINGS; AMENDING ORDINANCE 2) Submitted by the Council
" NO. 81-105; AND REPEALING ) Coordinating Committee
METRO CODE CHAPTERS 5.01 AND 5.03. ) - . ’

ORDINANCE NO. 81-124

The Council of the Metropolitan Service District hereby ordains:
Section 1. Metro Code Chapter 5.01 (Ru1e~No; 79~-2), relating
to rulemaking'procedureé, is hereby repealed.

Section 2. Metro Code Chapter 5.03 (Rule No. 79-4),vrelating
to declaratory ru11ng procedures, is hereby repealed.

Sectlon 3. Sectlon 3 (Admlnlstratlve Interpretatlon of the
- Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)) of Ordlnance No. 81-105, is hereby

amended to read as follows:

"(a) . When the UGB map and the legal description
of the UGB are found to be inconsistent; the
Executive Officer is hereby authorized to
determine and interpret whether the map or the
legal description correctly establishes the UGB
location as adopted and to correct the map or
descrlptlon if necessary. 1In determining where
the adopted UGB is located, the Executive
Officer shall review the record to determine
legislative intent and shall seek a legal
opinion from the District General Counsel. The
map location should be preferred over the legal
~description in absence of clear ev1dence to the
contrary.

"(b) A city, county or special district whose
municipal or planning area boundary includes the
property, or a property owner who would be
included or excluded from the urban area
depending on whether the map or legal
description controls, may request that the
‘Executive Officer render an interpretation under
this section. If the request is submitted in
writing, the Executive Officer shall make the
requested 1nterpretat10n within 60 days after
‘the request is submitted.

Ordinance No. 81-124
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"(c) Within ten days of rendering the
interpretation, the Executive Officer shall
provide a written notice and explanation of his
decision to each city or county whose municipal
- or planning area boundaries include the are
- affected, owners of property in the "area
affected, and the Council. '

"(d) Any party eligible to request an
‘interpretation under subsection (b) may
[petition] appeal to the Council [under
subsection (e) of this section] for a .
determination of where the UGB is located if
that party disagrees with the Executive
Officer's interpretation or if the: Executive
Officer fails to render an interpretation
requested under subsection (b). Such appeal
must be filed with the District within 20 days
- of receipt of the Executive Officer's
~interpretation or within 80 days after
submission of the request for 1nterpretation to
the Executive Off1cer, wh1chever is later.

"[(e) Petitions for a Counc1l determlnatlon of
- the location of the UGB under this ruling shall
‘be treated as a petition for declaratory

ruling. Petitions shall be submitted and
decided in accordance with Code chapter '5.03 and
not as a petition for locational adjustment
under Sections 4 through 16 of this ordlnance ]

ADOPTED this day of . 1981._

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

‘AJ/srb
4631B/283
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Agenda Item No. 5.3.
December 22, 1981

~ BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO PUBLIC ) ORDINANCE NO. 81-125

CONTRACT REVIEW ; AND REPEALING )

METRO CODE CHAPTERS. 5.05 AND 5.06; ) Submltted by the Council

AND AMENDING METRO CODE ) .Coordinating Committee
) : :

CHAPTER 2.04

i

' The Council of the Metropolitan Service District hereby ordains:
Section 1. Sections 2 and 3 of this Ordinance shall be
included in Metro Code Chapter 2.04 (Public Contract Review).

 section 2. ' Contract. Rev1ew Board Meetlngs.'

(a) 'The meetings of the Metropolltan Serv1ce District Contract
Review Board shall normally, but need not, be conducted at the same.
. time as, and-as a part of, the regular meetings oflthe Metropolitan
Serv1ce District Counc1l. | | | i v

(b) The rules of procedure adopted by the Metropolltan Serv1ce
D1str1ct Council for 1ts proceedlngs shall also glvern proceedlngs
of the Metropolltan Serv1ce D1str1ct Contract ReV1ew Board unless
they conflict with rules adopted by the Board.vv' |

-(c)' Subsections (a) and (b) of this Ordinance supersede'the_
rules adopted by the.Public Cohtract Review Board at_QAR

_ Chapter 127 ~Divisions 80 and 90.

Sectlon 3. Exemption of Contracts from Competltlve Blddlng.

(a) The Metro Contract Review Board flnds that the exemptlon
of certain contracts where the amount is less than $10,000 from |
competitive bidding requlrements may be allowed w1thout encouraglng
favorltlsm or substantlally diminishing competltlonAfor public
contracts and that exemption of such contracts from competitivel'
bidding proeedures will result'ia'substantial cost savihgs.:

Ordinance No. 81-125
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(b) The District may, in its discretion, let contracts for  the

vpurchase of goods, materials and supplles without competitive
blddlng if. the Dlstrlct has determlned that the awardlng of the
contract w1thout competitive b1dd1ng will result in cost saving8 and
the following conditions are c0mplied with: |
(1) The amount of the contract does not_exceed $10,000;
'is for a single project; and is'not a COnponent of or
related to any other project.
(2) When the amount of the contract does not exceed $500,
| the District should, where fea51ble, obta1n |
competitive quotes. o |
(3) When the amount of the contracttis more than $500,
| but less than $10, 000, the Dlstrlct must obta1n a
m1n1mum of  three (3) competltlve quotes. The
District shall keep a written record of the source ‘
and amount of the quotes received. ILf three (3)
quotes are not avallable, a lesser number ‘will
suff1ce_prov1ded that a wrltten.record is made of the
?e effort to obtain the duotes.‘ | |
(4) No contractor may be awarded in the aggregate, within
| the fiscal year, contracts 1n excess of $30 000
wlthout competltlve b1dd1ng.' In computlng the
aggregate under this'subsection,'awards under $500
shall not be included. ' |
(c) The District may in its discretion 1et public contracts,
not to exceed $25. 000 for road hlghway, or parklng lot malntenance

w1thout competltlve blddlng 1f the Dlstrlct obtalns a minimum of ‘

Ordinance No. 81-125
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three (3) competiEive quotes. The District shall keep a written
record of the source and amount of the quotes received. If three
(3) quotes are not available, a lesser number will suffice provioded
a written record of the effort to obtain the quotes is made.

(d) Subsections (b) and (c) above supersede the rule adopted
by the Oregon Public Contract Review Board at OAR 127-10-020. |

Section 4. CRB Procedure Amended

"Metro Code Section 2.04.003 (Ordinance No. 79-76, §3) is hereby

amended to read as follows:

"The Metro Contract Review Board may adopt
rules relating to the award of District
contracts. Such rules shall prevail when
in conflict with the rules of the Oregon
State Contract Review Board at OAR Chapter
127. Such rules of the Metro Contract
Review Board shall be adopted by ordinance.

Seetioh 5. Repealer

Metro Code Section 2.04.004 (Ordlnance No. 79-76, §4) and Metro
Code Chapter 5. 05 (Rule No. CRB 79- =1) and 5. 06 (Rule No. 79-2) are

hereby repealed

ADOPTED this day of » 1981.

Presiding Offieer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/srb
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TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

I.

L5

Agenda Item No. 5.4
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
Metro Council
Executive Officer C&UD

Establishing Disposal Charges to be Collected at the
St. Johns Landfill

RECOMMENDATIONS::

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend adoption of Ordinance

No. 81-122 for the purpose of establishing disposal
charges to be collected at the St. Johns Landfill. The
proposed rate for commercial solid waste will increase
seven percent from $9.73 per ton to $10.41 per ton and the
proposed rate for special waste (City of Portland sewage
sludge) will remain at $9.73 per ton. The proposed rate
will increase from $3.60 to $4.00 for cars, $4.50 to $5.00
for pickup trucks, $1.76 to $2.00 for extra yards above
the minimums and no increases for tires. These rates
include the Metro User Fee.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will establish
new disposal rates at the St. Johns Landfill beginning
January 1, 1982. The new disposal rates reflect all cost
associated with operating the St. Johns Landfill except
about $700,000 remaining in the final cover fund and the
cost of the 55-acre expansion which will be paid by all
waste generators within Metro, through Metro's User Fee.

BUDGET IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will provide
sufficient monies to operate the St. Johns Landfill and is
consistent with the adopted 1981-82 budget. Sufficient ,
revenue will be collected through the user fee to meet all
debt service associated with the expansion of the site.

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: For the past year, Metro has maintained and
operated the St. Johns Landfill. A rate analysis
performed in 1980, indicated that if Metro expanded and
operated the landfill the rate would be $10.70 per ton.

As a result, Metro assumed control of the operation at
St. Johns Landfill June 1, 1980. In order to continue
operating the landfill and to provide sufficient time to
prepare specifications for obtaining a long-term
contractor, it was necessary to obtain the services of an
Interim Contractor for the period June 1 to October 1,
1980.




Based on rates charged at St. Johns, when Metro assumed
control, an increase in rates was required. 1In September, .
1980, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 80-100
increasing the rates effective October 1, 1980, and

changed the method of charging for commercial solid waste

to a weight basis effective April 1, 1981.

Concurrent with the October 1, 1980 increase Easley and
Brassy/Genstar Conservation Systems - A Joint Venture
(Genstar) commenced a five-year contract for the operation
of the landfill. Based on an escalation clause in that
contract all items increase in price annually. The
projected increase for the first year is estimated to be
about nine percent.

The increase in contract items as well as administrative
cost, Gatehouse operations and other contract obligation
are increasing faster than the projected seven percent
increase in rates but the increases are partially offset
because as volume increases at St. Johns Landfill the per
ton rate paid to Genstar to operate the landfill decreases.

The anticipated increase in volume will result from

several major changes in the Metro area solid waste

system. These include a projected rate increase at

Rossman's Landfill in Oregon City to $13.50 per ton on
January 1, 1982, closure of Rossman's Landfill in mid to

late 1982, an increase in the digested sewage sludge from ‘
the City of Portland and the opening of the Clackamas
Transfer & Recycling Center (CTRC).

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Several alternatives were
considered regarding both the amount of the increase and
the effective date.

The first alternative is to delay an increase in the rates
at St. Johns Landfill. Under this scenario it is
anticipated that an even larger portion of the waste
currently using the Rossman's Landfill would shift to

St. Johns and other sites in or near the Metro area. This
would put a greater burden on the expected lives of the
other landfills while increasing the life at Rossman's.
This would delay the implementation of Phase III methane
gas collection system to be installed at Rossman's to
control the odors in the surrounding area. It is
anticipated that about 65 percent of any shift in waste
away from Rossman's would go to St. Johns. If the
quantities did not increase the future rate would have to
be higher to recover any loss in revenues.

The second alternative is to implement a uniform rate,

which is currently anticipated to coincide with the

opening of the CTRC, immediately. This would have to be ‘
accomplished through the Metro User Fee, as Metro does not

have authority over the base rate at Rossman's Landfill.

- D -
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The Metro Code allows for inert material to be disposed
free of charge if it will be used in the operation of the
site. Since other types of non-inert materials are used
in the operation, the no-charge policy was extended to
include these materials. The proposed rates reflect this
policy as it pertains to the use of dried digested sewage
sludge as a final cover. The projected rate of $9.73 for
the City of Portland's sludge includes all cost to Metro
to accept and dry the material from about a 16 percent
solids content to about 50 percent. The difference
between $10.41 per ton for commercial solid waste and the
$9.73 for City of Portland's sludge is the anticipated
savings to Metro in not having to purchase about 13,500
cubic yards of topsoil as final cover.

RATE IMPACT: The proposed rate will result in an increase
of about .04¢/Month in a residential customer's garbage
bill for one can weekly service. The seven percent
increase in disposal rates is significantly less than the
rate of inflation.

For those who deliver waste to the landfill in cars, the
rate will be $4.00 per load up from the existing $3.60 per
load. Rates for pick=-up truck loads will increase from
$4.50 to $5.00 per load. This increase is about

11 percent and more accurately reflects the cost of the
public receiving station.

CONCLUSION: It is recommended that rates be adjusted,
effective January 1, 1982, to reflect all operational cost
associated with the operation of the St. Johns Landfill.
The Regional Services Committee and the Solid Waste Policy
Alternatives Committee have reviewed the proposed rate
adjustments at St. Johns and both have unanimously
recommended that the adjustments become effective

January 1, 1982,




- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING ORDINANCE NO. 81-122
A NEW RATE FOR ST. JOHNS
LANDFILL AND AMENDING CODE
SECTION 4.06.010 AND ORDINANCE

NO. 81-106

' THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRiCT'HEREBY ORDAINS:
Section i: |
Metro Code Section 4.06.010 as amended by Ordinance Nos. 80-96,
80-100 and 81-106 is hereby amended to read:

"A base disposal rate of $9.08 per ton of solid
waste delivered is established for disposal at
the St. Johns Landfill. Said rate is in
addition to user fees collected at the St. Johns
Landfill pursuant to Code Section 4.03.020. The
minimum charge for commercial vehicles shall be
one ton. The following disposal charges shall
be collected by the Metropolitan Service
District from all persons disposing of solid
waste at the St. Johns Landfill:

. BASE RATE METRO FEE TOTAL RATE
VEHICLE CATEGORY $/TON  $/CY $/TON  $/CY $/TON $/CY
COMMERCIAL ,

Compacted $9.08 $2.68 $1.33 $0.34 $10.41 $3.02
Uncompacted . 9.08 1.14 1.33 0.20 10.4T 1.34
City of Portland : :

Sewage Sludge 8.40 6.55 1.33 0.20 - 9.73 6.75

BASE RATE METRO FEE TOTAL RATE
PRIVATE

Cars 3.55 0.45 4.00
Station Wagonsi 3.55 0.45 4.00
vans 4.55 0.45 5.00
Pick-ups? 4.55 0.45 5.00
Trailers 4.55 0.45 5.00

*

lpased on minimum load of two cubic yards.
2ror the first two and one-half cubic yards, each additional cubic
yard is $2.00.

Ordinance No. 81-122
Page 1 of 3




VEHICLE CATEGORY ‘BASE RATE METRO FEE TOTAL RATE

TIRES** : | ‘

Passenger

(up to 10 ply) $0.55 $0.55 -
Passenger Tire ‘

(tire on rim) 1.25 : 1.25
Tire Tubes 0.55 ' 0.55

Truck Tires
(20" diameter
to 48" diameter
or dreater than

10 ply) 1.75 4 ' : 1.75
Small Solids 1.75 1.75
Truck Tire

(tire on rim) 7.00 7.00
Dual ‘ 7.00 7.00
Tractor 7.00 B a -~ 7.00
Grader 7.00 oY 7.00
Duplex 7.00 ‘ 7.00

Large Solids 7.00 - ‘ 7.00
**Cost per tire listed"
Sectioﬁ 2:

-Ordinance No. 81-106 Section 2, (uncodified) is amended to read:

The rate established by section 1 of this
ordinance shall be collected on the basis of
cubic yardage delivered at times when welghlng
equipment is inoperable.

Section’3:

The rate increase established by Section 1 above is néeded to
chargé users for the additional payments Metro has been obligated to
pay Genstar,'Inc. under its contract to'pperate the St. Johns
Landfili. Métfo's obiigation to pay under that cohtract increased
on October 1, 1981 pursuant to a price adjustment clause ih the
contract and thg.landfill users should pay this increased cost.

Because each month's delay in the effective date of the new rates:

Ordinance No. 81-122
Page 2 of 3



will result in a revenue loss to Metro, an emefgency is hereby
~declared to exist and the new rates established by Section 1 of this

Ordinance shall be effective January 1, 1982.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

TC/gl .
4481B/283

Ordinance No. 81-122
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FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 6.1
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officerpuy
Recycling Support Fund Recommendations

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A'

ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of the funding recommendations
made by the Recycling Support Fund (RSF) Evaluation
Committee and Executive Management (please refer to
attachments for detailed information on the
recommendations) .

POLICY IMPACT: Approval of these recommendations will
allow Metro to proceed with the distribution of the
$75,000 Recycling Support Fund (RSF) as part of the first
phase of the Waste Reduction Plan approved by the Council.

BUDGET IMPACT: Adequate funds are available in the
adopted FY 1981 budget for implementation and
administration of the RSF.

II. ANALYSIS:

A.

CI

RH:srb
4669B/283
11/25/81

BACKGROUND: 1In 1981, a sum of $75,000 was designated by
the Council to be used for improving the efficiency and
expanding the operations of recycling organizations in the
region. After the new Waste Reduction Coordinator was
hired in April, 1981, procedures were developed for
receiving proposals under the $75,000 RSF. After the
Council approved these procedures, a deadline of October
16 was established for submittal of proposals. Fifty (50)
proposals requesting approximately $600,000 were

received. A seven-member Evaluation Committee reviewed
the proposals and passed their funding recommendations on
to Executive Management. The recommendations are
contained in the attachments to this management summary.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The alternative considered was
to release part of the $75,000 RSF and carry the remainder
over to another point in the future. The alternative was
rejected because of the desire to get maximum impact out
of the total amount of money allocated by the Council for
the RSF.

CONCLUSION: Approve the RSF recommendations as detailed
in the attachments.
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ATTACHMENT A

ezt

PROPOSALS RECEIVED - AND EVALUATED

‘"Through the

$75,000 RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY.
A. Education/ 1.
Promotion 2.
3.
B, Market 4.

Expansion/ 5.°

Development 6.
7.
80
9.
10.

C. Drop-off
Centers/
Depots/ and 12.
Monthly )
Projects 13,

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23,
24.
25.
26.

D. Curbside
Collection 28,
. 29,
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39,
40,
41,
42,
43.
44,
45,
6.
a7,

48.
49.
. 50,

E. Misc,

11.

27.

PROPOSER b
Western Environmental Trade Assoc.
Assoc. of Oregon Recyclers
Assoc, of Oregon Recyclers

West Coast Polymers

West Coast Fibre Supply
pacific Rim Exchange
Reuseable -Paper Fibers

A&B Paper Co.

smith & Hill Systems Ltd.
Plastic to Plastic Recycling

Mult, Co. Community Action
Agency~-Gresham Senior Center
Redland School PTA~Redland
Recycling Center .

Millers Sanitary Service-Beaverton
Recycling Center

National Paper Salvage

“pilgrim Lutheran Church

Peace Mennonite Church

Skid Road/Burnside Community
Council

McFarlane's Bark

City of West Linn

SE Dropbox Service

St. Stephens Home & School Assoc.
Portland Recycling

City of Gladstone

sunflower Recycling

Sunflower Recycling

Clackamas Community College
Environmental Learning Center

West Beaverton Sanitary
Muriel Barry

Egger Garbage Service
Rockwood Community Group
Michael Whitmore & Assoc.
Mt. Hood Recycling

John Trout Sanitary Service
Cloudburst Recycling
Heiberg Garbage Service

Oregon City Garbage Co.

.DeMatteo Sanitary Service

Ron Amato Sanitary Service
Rossman Sanitary Service

L.L. Schnell, Inc.

Mary's Recycling

Adam Hahn Sanitary Service
Arrow Sanitary Service

Louis Turcol Sanitary Service
Ralph Wooten Sanitary Service
August Parno Sanitary Service
SE Recycling Service Corp.

James W, Dodson
sunflower Recycling
Charles Sax

AMOUNT

AMOUNT
REQUESTED RECOMMENDED
$12,250/23,140 -0-
$5,479.00 $3,521.10
$1,002.00 -0-
SUBTOTAL $3,521,.10
$15,000/25,000 $7,500.00
'$20,707.65 $7,242.65
$7,580/8,650 -0~
$2,085.50 $2,085,50
$25,000.00 -0-
$15,000.00 -0-
$8,000,00 ) -0~
SUBTOTAL $16,828.15
$2,500.00 -0-
$3,370.00 -0-
$1,000.00 $1,000.00
$10,000.00 -0-
$897.50/2,500 $312.50
$1,500/4,500 - $1,500,00
$10,585.00 $5,000,00
$22,385.00 $4,500.00
$25,000.00 © . =0~
$29,500.00 -0-
$3,800,00 -0~
$4,583,50 -0~
$2,350.00 $2,350,00
$8,100/12,000 $11,000.00
$3,500,.00 -0~
$5,084.00 $5,084.00

SUBTOTAL $30,746.50°

$5,000.00 $5,000.00
$8,522.00 " -0-
$6,850/12,050 -0-
$20,912.00 -0- .
$18,104,00 ~0-
$7,400/25,000 -0~
$9,450.00 =0~
$20,000.00 $10,000,00
$7,354.75/ -0~
$10,994/75 :
$25,116/40,582 -0-
$4,225,00 -0-
$600,00 -0~
$4,408.50 $2,204.25
$33,500.00 $2,900.00
$13,900/19,520 -0-
$600/11,525 -0-
$1,340/3,625 -0-
$3,960.00 ~0-
$600/7,725 -0-
$600,00 -0-
$3,800/34,000 $3,800.00
SUBTOTAL $23,904.25
$1,500/3,700 -0-
$575.00 -0~
$5,500.00 -0-
SUBTOTAL -0~
© $75,000,00

TOTAL
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CATEGORY

Education/
Promotion

ATTACHMENT B

PROPOSALS RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING

1.

Market Expansion/

Development

"Drop-off
_Centers/Depots/

and Monthly
Projects

Curbside
Collection

2.
3.
4.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

AMOUNT
PROPOSER ) *  RECOMMENDED

Association of Oregon _
Recyclers : $ 3,521.10

Subtotal $§ 3,521.10

West Coast Polymers $ 7,500.00
West Coast Fibre Supply o 7,242.65
Reuseable Paper Fibers ‘ 2,085.50

Subtotal $ 16,828.15

Millers Sanitary Service
Beaverton Recycling

Center o $ 1,000.00
Pilgrim Lutheran Church ' - 312.50
Peace Mennonite Church ‘ 1,500.00
Skid Road/Burnside

Community Council 5,000.00
McFarlane's Bark ‘ 4,500.00
City of Gladstone ‘ 2,350.00.
Sunflower Recycling 11,000.00

Clackamas Community College

Environmental Learning

Center 5,084.00
Subtotal $ 30,746.50

West Beaverton Sanitary $ 5,000.00
Cloudburst Recycling 10,000.00
Rossman Sanitary Service 2,204.25
L.L. Schnell, Inc. . 2,900.00
S.E. Recycllng Service Corp. 3,800.00

Subtotal $ 23,904.25

TOTAL $ 75,000.00




Attachment C-1

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

© 527 SW.HALLST,, PORTLAND, OR, 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: November 20, 1981
To: ' Regional Services Committee
© ’ From: ~ Executive Management

mgmdMg Recycling Support Fund® (RSF) Proposal -
o Evaluatlons

The seven member Evaluation Committee has met and reviewed the
proposals received under Metro's. RSF. Executive Management has
.- reviewed these evaluations. The following pages detail our
. ‘unanimous recommendations on the seventeen (17) proposals which
" were accepted for funding. Information is provided on:

1. Which proposals should be funded; .
2. The funding level for each proposal .and
3. Any special considerations or conditions
‘ _ stipulated by the committee and management.

Categorv A: Education/Promotion ’ Funding Level '

1. a. Proposer: Association of Oregon
: ' Recyclers $ 3,521.10
b. Project: Develop and distribute a recycling

education kit for publlc school
teachers.

c.  Conditions: Limit the scope of the project
: : to selected schools in the ‘
region and grade levels K-3 or
K-8; emphasize use of the kit
by teachers and organizing
school recycling programs.

Category A: Subtotal: ($3,521.10)

Category.B: Market Expansion/Development ‘ Funding Level

2. a. Proposer:» Reuseable Paper Fibers,
"Cornelius $2,085.50




Memorandum

Regional Services Committee

November 20, 1981 , ' .

Page 2 = ‘ ‘

(Category B: Market Expansion/Development Funding Level)cont.
b. Project: Purchase bins to use in

processing, storing, and
transporting materials at
existing recycling center/

market.
c. Conditions:
3. a. Proposer: West Coast Fiber Supply,
Beaverton ‘ - $7,242.65
b. Project: Purchase of baler to expand

and improve operations.

c. Conditions: Use of the baler must pro-
duce greater diversity of
materials recycled and
higher operational efficiency.

4. a. Proposer: West Coast Polymers, ‘
Portland . $7,500.00
b. Project: Contribute one-half of the

total amount of money ($15,000)
needed to purchase either a
shredder or dryer for use in
processing/recycling plastics
from residential sources.

c. Conditions: Company must supply matching funds
’ to purchase the piece of equipment
it desires; equipment must be used

for recycling consumer/residential
plastics; a promotion/education ef-

fort must accompany the expansion

- to recycling residential plastics.

Category B: Subtotal: ($16,828.15)




Memorandum

Regional Services Committee

November 20, 1981

Page

3

Category C: Drop-Off Centers/Depots and Monthly
" Projects , Funding Level

a.

Proposer:

Projeét:

Conditions:

Proposer:

|
‘Project:

Conditions:

Proposer:

' Project:

Conditions:

Proposer: °

Project:

Conditions:

*

Miller's Sanitary Service,

Beaverton  $1,000.00

Directional and instructional
signs for multi-material drop-
off center in Beaverton.

City approval of signs is
needed; wording and location

of signs must be specified.

Pilgrim Lutheran Church, .
SE Portland $§ 312.50

Safety items, glass crusher
and signs for monthly re-
cvcling project. '

Peace Mennonite Church, -
NE Portland ‘ » - $1,500.00

Site improvements at existihg,
recycling center.

Skid Road - Burnside
Community Council - $5,000.00

‘Renovation of site for ex-

pansion of recycling activities;
storage equipment for recyclables.

Funding must produce greater ef-
ficiency and organization in
recycling operation; larger
quantities of diverse materials
must be collected and marketed.




Memorandum -
Regional Services Committee
November 20, 1981

Page 4 ' | | - .

(Category C: Drop-Off Centers/Depots and Monthly

Projects » ‘Funding Level)conf.
9. a. Proposer: McFarlane's Bark Co.,
Clackamas - , $4,500.00
b. Prbject: Construction of fence at '

processing center. for
yard debris.

c. Conditions: McFarlane's must supply the
remaining sum of money re-
quired to construct the

fence.
10. a. Proposer: City of Gladstone $2,350.00
b. Project: Expansion and improvement

of 0il recycling depot.

c. Conditions: Any changes in the original
workscope must be approved
by Metro.

11. a. Proposer: Sunflower Recycling, $11,000.00
: . 'SE Portland

b. Project: Site improvements (paving,

: curb-cut, fencing, signs)
and equipment (rotating head
attachment for forklift,
bins, drop-box) for multi-
material drop-off/processing
center.

c. Conditions: A time-line must be established
for completion of all improve-
ments; regular reports on material
‘volumes must be submitted to Metro;
site aesthetics and cleanliness
should improve markedly; use of the
facility on a cooperative basis
with other recyclers must be
explored.




Memorandum

- Regional Services Committee
November 20, 1981
Page 5

(Categofy C: Drop-0Off Centers/Depots and Monthly

Projects Funding Level)Cont;
12. a. Proposer: Clackamas Community College
Environmental Learning :
Center, Oregon City: $5,084.00
b. Project: Establishment of a multi-

material recycling depot
and education center at

the College's Environmental
Learning Center :

c. Conditions:

‘ Category C: Subtotal: ($30,746.50)

"Category D: Curbside Collection

13. a. Proposer: Cloudburst Recycling, ’ '
. NE, NW Portland : $10,000.00
b. Project: . Collection vehicle and ro-

1

tating head forklift to
use in pick-up, handling
and storage of materials
gathered from existing
curbside program.

c. Conditions: Metro agrees to provide partial
funding toward the purchase of
a multi-material collection
vehicle and rotating head fork-
lift on the assumption that
the remaining work and money
to make the truck and forklift
operational are provided by
Cloudburst. Metro and Cloud-
burst must agree on a timeframe
within 'which to complete these
tasks. If Cloudburst does not




Memorandum

Regional Services Committee

November 20,
Page 6

1981

(Category D:

Curbside Collection

Funding Level)cont.

13.
c. Conditions:
; (cont.)
i
!
14. a. Proposer:
b. Project:'
c. Conditions:
15. a. Proposer:

b. Project:

Cc. Conditions:

(Cloudburst Recycling)continued

agree to this arrangement,
then full funding for either
the truck or forklift, de-
pending on Cloudburst'
choice, will be provided by
Metro. In either case, a
good faith effort must be
made by Cloudburst to cooper-
ate with other haulers in
providing curb-side recycling
service. Cloudburst must

~ provide Metro with regular

materials volume reports to
indicate the effect of the
equipment .purchases on the
effectiveness and eff1c1ency
of their program.

Rossman Sanitary Service,

Lake Oswego $2,204.25
Purchase of one 30 cu.yd.

drop box for storage of

newspaper picked up from

.on-going curbside collection

program.

L.L. Schnell, Inc.,

Clackamas County" $2,900.00

Trailer for use in curbside
pick-up of recyclables.

Attempts should be made to -
share this piece of equip-
ment with other haulers
doing curbside collection .
recycling.




Memorandum
Regional Services Committee
November 20, 1981

Page 7
1]
(Category D: Curbside Collection ' Funding Level)cont.
16. a. Proposer: ' West Beaverton Sanitary
Service, Beaverton ' $5,000.00
b.. Project: Purchase/construct a multi-

material collection vehicle.

c. Conditions: This proposal involves esta-
blishment of a curbside col-
lection program in Beaverton.
Specific program details must
be provided, such as: type
of truck and when it will be
ready for use; collection
routes and frequency; materials
to be collected; responsibility
for promotion; and other ele-
ments to be detailed when a

. contract is written.

17. a. Proposer: SE Recycling Service _
‘ Corporation, SE Portland $3,800.00
b. Project: . Storage equipment to use for

materials collected at drop-
off center and from curbside
collection routes

c. . Conditions: Regular volume reports should
be submitted to Metro as is
presently done.

~

Category D: Subtotal: ($24,054.25) -

' GRAND TOTAL: $75,000.00




Memorandum

Regional Services Committee
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In conclusion, staff, management and the evaluation committee
believe that, given the types of proposals received, the RSF
has been distributed equitably throughout the Metro region
among a diversity of recycling enterprises.

RH:pp




SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS:

METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: CURBSIDE COLLECTION
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‘West Beaverton Beaverton Purchase & construct truck for $5,000 X
Sanitary curbside' recycling
Muriel Barry Beaverton, Purchase of new pickup truck $8,522 news
Cedar Hills, - for commercial newspaper & cdbd
Cedar Mill, cardboard collection route
Hillsboro,
Tigard,
Lake Oswego
Egger Garbage Portland Equipment & materials for A= $12,050 news
Service establishing office paper & B= $6,850 cdbd
cardboard pickup programs in ' ofc
schools & businesses; promo- paper|
tion/education for these- w
programs; proposed at two ;:
levels jo7]
5
Rockwood Rockwood/ Purchase equipment i.e., shred- $20,912 yd 3
Community Group Gresham area der, van, chainsaw & cover debris g
expenses for community col- news o+
lection program CPO
glass (w2
cdbd
tin
furni-
ture
- [ ) ; ~;‘: ~ V'
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND
CURBSIDE COLLECTION

CATEGORY:
\9 ‘a5
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Oregon City Oregon City' Equipment and materials to set A= $40,582 X X news
Garbage Co. : : up curbside collection of multif B= $25,116 olass
materials in the Oregon City ' tin
area
DeMatteo Sanitary Milwaukie Paper racks for trucks and $4,225 X X news
a dropbox ’
Ron Amato Sanitary| S.E. Portland 2 paper racks for truck $600 X X news
Service
Rossman Sanitary Lake Oswego 2-30 yard drop boxes for stor- $4,408.50 X X glass
Service age of tin and newspaper tin
news
alum
L.L. Schnell Inc. Clackamas Co. Construction of a drop-6ff - $33,500 X X alass
N.E. Portland center in N.E., equipment for ‘ tin
curbside collection in Clack- news
amas, and promotion for both cdbd
oil 4
~ kraft
Mary's Recycling Mult. Co., Equipment to éxpand collection | A= $19,520 X cdbd
(Women's business S.E. Portland, from small, commercial B= $13,900 lass
enterprise) " City of Clack- businesses - ’ gews
amas :

-




SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS:

METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: CURBSIDE COLLECTION
< ’
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Michael Whitmore & N.W. Portland Wages for curbside collection $18,104 X X
Associates demonstration project; promo- ’
tion expenses, recycling bags
and truck purchase & fabrication
for public' awareness and
education.
Mt. Hood Recycling Region-Wide Partial payment of collection (a)=$25,000 X news
: vehicle (a); partial payment. on (b)=§7,400 cdbd
truck and maintenance, and ’ ofc
. promotion campaign paper
John Trout Sanitary] Portions of . Equipment for use in curbside $9,450 . . _ X news
Service et al Wash,& Mult Co. collection programs conducted glass
: by several haulers tin
alum
Cloudburst. NE, SW, NW Equipment and improvements to Ta)= $20,000 . X X
Recycling Portland collect, handle & store - (appx)
materials gathered from exis?- {b)= $20,000
ing curbside pickup programs a% (appx) '
&stablishment of recycling dropd
off center/storage yard in NE
Portland (b)
Heiberg Garbage S.E. Portland Equipment to establish a multi-| A= $10,994.75 X news
Service material curbside collection B= $7,354.75 ‘ glass
program in portions of S.E. ' - tin
Portland metal
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: CURBSIDE COLLECTION
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Adam Hahn Sanitary | Oregon City Purchase newspaper racks for a)= $600 X X news -
Service garbage truck{@) and/or b)= $11,525 ‘ cdbd
: . 3 drop boxes for stora?e of ’ glass
glass, tin & newspaper (b) tin
from curbside collection
route
Arrow Sanitary Gresham ) Purchase garbage can sticke?s) a)= $1,340
Service . and racks for garbage truckl(al; _
one dropbox for storage of b)= ?3’625 X X news
newspapers

from curbside collection

Louis Turcol

Sanitary Service S.E. Portland Garbage can stickers, newspaper | $3,960 X X news
rack, and dropbox for storage
of news from curbside

collection
Ralph Wooten S.W. Portland 2 paper racks for garbage truéﬁ{ a)= $600 X X news
Sanitary Service 2 dropboxes for glass & b)= §7,725 glass
= ’

newspaper storage
from curbside
collection service

August Parno Gresham Two newspaper racks for news- ' $600 ) -X X news
" Sanitary Service papers collected curbside : -
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: » METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND
- CATEGORY: CURBSIDE COLLECTION

< o x o o s 4 '° i
? . : ° o & &Y s & N gty
o° > 99%:e%° d #$950°° SO - & oL
&° < g% o™ ° v F M2 ¥
>° ‘ . ®° i Ce O % Q' C° ) Q" &’.
S.E. Recycling S.E. Neighbor- Purchase specially designed . °~ | {(a)= $34,000
Service, Corp. hoods truck for cuyrbside collection of _ :
. recyclables(@}; purchase 5 (b)= $3,800 X X tigss
dumpsters to update & increase gews
present equipment alum
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORf FUND

 CATEGORY: DROP-OFF~ CENTERS/DEPOTS & MONTHLY PROJECTS
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Mult. Co. : Gresham Dropbox for collection and $2,500 X X news
Community. Action - storage of newspaper ,

Agency - Gresham :
Senior Center

Redland School PTA{ Redland - east Improvements for existing re- $3,370 X glass
Redland Recycling| of Oregon City cycling center, ie., concrete tin
Center (slightly out of| floor, signs and fencing news

Metro region) -

Millers Sanitary Beaverton Directional & instructional $1,000 X X glass
Service - signs for recycling drop-off tin
Beaverton center news
Recycling Center . cdbd

oil
alum
A scp/mag|

National Paper S.E. 127 & Paving, fencing, and landscap- $10,000 X news
Salvage Division ing for existing recycling glass

center alum :
i
Pilgrim Lutheran S.E. 92nd & Split dropbox for newspaper & " Ta)= $2500 X glass
Church Cora ‘ cardboardf{a), safety items, ~ (b)= $897.50 tin
glass crusher, mechanical news
sweeper & signs f?r monthly cdbd
recycling.project b)
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY:_DROP-OFF CENTERS/DEPOTS & MONTHLY PROJECTS
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S.E. Dropbox - S.E. Portland Trailer, dropbox, and forklift $29,500 X X X .
Service for use in transporting recycl-
ables to markets from monthly
projects
St. Stephens Home & | 5.E. Portland Dropbox & sign for newspaper $3,800 news
School Association drives )
Portland Recycling | Lake Oswego High | 2 drooboxes for newspaper &. 54,583.50 hews
School cardboard at existing drop-off cdbd
center -
City of Gladstone Gladstone Expansion & improvement of $2,350 X oil
0il recycling depot
Sunflower Recycling | S.E. Portland Improvements on existing drop- A= $12,000 X tin,glasL
$1 off and storage center at 3 B= $11,000 lum
levels ' dbd
C= $8,100 ews
scp/mag
il ’
etal
Sunflower Recycling | S.E. Portland Rotating head attachment for $3,500 X same as
#3 forklift (included in proposal bove
#1; do not consider if #1 is
accepted) .
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: DROP-OFF CENTERS/DEPOTS & MONTHLY PROJECTS
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Peace Mennonite 19626 N.E. Purchase of truck{d) and im-. (a)= $4,500
Church Glisan provements (P) for existing {b)= $1,500 X Jlass
recycling center tin
alum
news
cdbd
Skid Road - Burn- Downtown Renovate basement to house ex- $10,585 . X glass
side Community Portland panded recycling project, pur- ' tin
Council chase truck, fund various pieces news
of equipment and costs of print- cbbd
ing promotion materials for alun
project involving the Burnside
community
McFarlane's Bark Clackamas, Improve present drop off & $22,385 X yard
Inc. Southern Metro processing site for all yard L debris
region type waste with road improve- .
i ments, fencing & relocation of
grinders
City of West West Linn Fund television eguipment for $25,000 X X X '
Linn ’ use in education program; site yard -
preparation & development costs: debris
6 dropboxes & loading equip-
ment
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SUMMARY

OF PROPOSALS: METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: MARKET EXPANSION/DEVELOPMENT'
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West Coast Region-Wide Equipment (grinder(a), shreddef?’ (a)= $25,000 X Lérious
Polymers dryer (C)) for expanding existing (b)= $15,000 tyves of
plastics recycling frém com- ! . consumer
mercial/industrial sources to (c)= $15,000 plastics
consumer/residential ones -
West Coast Beaverton ; Purchase baler, forklift, signs $20,707.65 X news
Fibre Supply to expand operation to glass, CPO
cardboard, and metals
Pacific Rim Oregon City & Cénstructi?g of unloading areéal (a)$,$7,580 X news
Exchange surrounding and scales!®) for existing (b)= $8,650 cdbd
area paper processing operation ’ kraft
Reuseable Paper Cornelius Purchase of 10 4'X4' steel bins $2,085.50 X news
Fibers B for glass and tin processing, 1 cibad
storage & transport at exist-" glass
ing recycling center tin
alum
A & B Paper Co. Gresham area Equipment to expand & mechanize $25,000 X excess
. processing operation for con- paper from
verting waste paper into vublishing
reusable paper companies
Smith & Hill region-wide Wages for one year to develop- $15,000 X glass
Systems Ltd a plastic milk jua recycling alum
program cggdtic
plas
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS:

METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: MARKET EXPANSION/DEVELOPMENT
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Plastic to region-wide Truck for storing and trans- $8,000 X gommercia}/
Plastic Recycling porting plastics - industria
Inc. blastics
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS:

METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND

CATEGORY: EDUCATION/PROMOTION
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Western Environ- Region-wide Publication, distribution and A= $23,140 X Commer.
mental Trade ) promotion of Waste Exchange : & Indus
Assoc. Bulletin, . B= $12,250 was tes
Association of Region-wide Develop and distribute a recy- $5479 X X
Oregon Recyclers cling education kit to every
public school in area
Association of Region~wide Construction and distribution $1002 . X X
Oregon Recyclers of 5 paper-making kits for use
o by schools and community ,
groups
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS:

CATEGORY:__ MISC.

METRO'S RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND
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James W. Dodson Portland Partial funding for research A= $3700 X variouJ
' project regarding generation organ.
of methane gas from wastes B= $1500 .| wastes
Proposal $#2 SE Portland Shredder/bagger to prepafe $575 X X tin
Sunflower marketable compost glass
Recycling : aégg
c
news
scp/mad
oil
metals
Charles Sax Region-wide Development and evaluation of $5500 X news
the BioTie, a biodegradable
tying device for bundling/
processing newspapers
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EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING OF

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1981:

4. Recycling Support Fund Recommendations.

Chairman Banzer stated that approximately a year ago, Couns.
Rhodes, Bonner and herself introduced the idea of establishing
recycling support funds for new or existing organizations who
would present a program for recycling. A number of proposals have
been received, reviewed by the staff and the staff's recommendation

will be discussed. Although this has not been advertised as a public
hearing, Chairman Banzer invited comments but askea that they be brief.

Richard Hertzberg reviewed the process. He recognized Bill
Bree of DEQ for assisting him in developing the brochure outlining
the requirements for eligibility to receive recycling support funds.
Fifty proposals were received requesting over $600,000. A review
committee was formed consisting of Mr. Hertzberg, Judy Ellmers, and
five outside people to evaluate the proposals. Of the 50 applicants,
funding is recommended to 17. The decision on all projects was
unanimous by the review committee.

Chairman Banzer stated she had received a note from Pastor
Gunderson from the Pilgrim Lutheran Church, stating he was unable
to attend the meeting, but wished to express his appreciation for
being chosen as one of the potential recycling support fund recipi-
ents.

Mr. Hertzberg stated that one-third of the proposals are recom-
mended to receive some funding. The review committee considered all
types of proposals--from those requesting small sums of money for
one piece of equipment to those who requested more than the maximum
allowable funding through the program ($25,000). The committee
decided that with the limited amount of money available and with
recycling business already operating, it would not be cost effective
at this time to fund an operation from the ground up.

Coun. Burton expressed his concern that some organizations had
requested funding for more than the amount of the recommendation.

Mr. Hertzberg stated that was a legitimate concern but that the
review committee had contacted those who requested more than recom-
mended funding. The review committee also concerned itself with
matching funds offered and in-kind services offered by the potential
recipients. Mr. Hertzberg assured the Council that there would be
separate contracts for each of the recipients, outlining in detail
the performance expected from each.

Coun. Burton asked if consideration had been given to whether
the purchase of equipment, i.e. a collection vehicle, would give one
recycling organization an unfair competitive edge over another.

Mr. Hertzberg stated that the contracts will state the intent




of the program to improve the existing recycling services available
and not to enable any organization to recruit new garbage customers
from another organization. .

Coun. Rhodes requested assurance that the contract would contain
language that funding would be withdrawn of the money is misused.
The other items of concern were that the funds have an emphasis on
curbside collection and that the selection process would be as fair
as possible. She stated that it appears that the drop-off centers
have been granted the majority of the funds but that the curbside
proposals were greater in number. Coun. Rhodes stated that there is
another item before the Committee this evening--request for additional
funding for PRT, another drop-off center. If this item, along with
the recommendations for funds for other drop-off centers, the percen-
tage allotted to drop-off centers far outweighs other recycling pro-
jects. She suggested that the $14,000 requested for PRT be split up
among other drop-off centers; add the 8 requests for paper racks;
and add the remainder to the funds allotted to curbside collection
programs.

Mr. Hertzberg stated that Sunflower Recycling operation could
qualify as either curbside or drop-off center and that a substantial
amount of money had been allocated to them. Most of the programs
requesting funding for ground-up operations came from curbside re-
cyclers; those who were on financially unstable ground and those
who made no statement about cooperation with community groups were
eliminated.

Coun. Etlinger objected to the scatter approach and felt that ‘
the funds should have been allotted to one category only.

Coun. Oleson asked Merle Irvine if this program would be a con-
tinuing program, if he had recommended funds be set aside for recycling
in the next fiscal year.

Mr. Irvine stated it will be included in the proposed budget for
next year, but the level of funding has not been decided.

Ken Lee of Reusable Paper Fibers in Cornelius stated his interest
in the program was for market expansion and development--glass, tin
cans, storage. Hopefully the funds will provide enough money for him
to purchase ten bins.

Coun. Oleson stated he had seen Mr. Lee's operation and was
impressed with his progress so far.

Robert T. Breihof, Southeast Recycling Service, stated that the
staff report indicated his operation was curbside, when in actuality,
it also ofifers drop centers. The funds allocated to his firm would
be used for both elements. Mr. Breihof was concerned that some firms
had been funded who have previously neglected to pay other recyclers
for materials delivered to them.

Coun. Rhodes asked Mr. Hertzberg what kind of follow-up would '
occur on these grants.




Mr. Hertzberg stated that some programs were more straight-forward
than others and follow-up would depend on the nature of the proposal.

Ray Salvi, Southeast Sanitary Service, objected to the recycling
support fund program as a whole since he feels the $75,000 comes from
the haulers'’ fees and is then distributed to recyclers, who are the
haulers' competitors. He stated that many of the haulers as well also
offer recycling to their customers.

Coun. Burton stated that the fee structure for haulers is esta-
blished so that the money initially comes from the public, but of
course, haulers are entitled to a fair return on their investment.

General discussion of the distinction between recyclers and
haulers.

Coun. Banzer suggested that perhaps some money could be set aside
for notifying customers whose haulers provide recycling that the ser-
vice is available.

John Trout, Trout Sanitary Service, stated he was concerned
with curbside collection and competition. He said his experience
has been that if a company does not haul garbage, it can't afford
to recycle materials, too. He stated that Cloudburst has a first
class operation, but he feels his operation is also first class;
and six months ago, several of Cloudburst's customers were his
customers who left his service because of Cloudburst's advertising
recycling. Mr. Trout also stated that the recycling support funds
should have been concentrated in one area--that curbside recycling
needs a "shot in the arm". He feels the Council should have alloca-
ted funds to curbside this year, drop centers next year, etc.

Coun. Deines stated that the present program has a "scattergun
effect" on recycling. He feels there is no way Metro will be able
to get a real determination of or be able to measure the results
from the program with any reasonable assurance.

Larry Schnell, L. L. Schnell Garbage and Recycling, stated that
since his firm was tentatively scheduled to receive funds, he is concerned
about the legal implications of his having an unfair advantage over
his competition due to his acceptance of Metro's funds.

Merle Irvine stated that he has discussed with Legal Counsel
the restrictive language to be included in the contract not to
provide a competitive advantage and to rescind funds if that occurs.

General discussion of the legal implications.

Roger Van Geller, Sunflower Recycling, stated he made every
effort to submit a proposal as far removed as possible from garbage
collection. His intent in his proposal is to increase their mate-
rials handling ability. He stated that he will make every effort
not to solicit garbage customers and they do not advertise for same.

Glenda Clark, West Coast Fiber Supply, stated they were very
happy to be selected as one of the potential recipients. Their
business generates between two and three hundred tons of newspaper



per month and they pay their customers for the recyclables.

Bill Bree, DEQ Recycling Program, commended the staff for their .
work on this program and outlined the goals and objectives of the
program--provide capital equipment to profit and non-profit organiza-
tions, open and simple request for proposals, well publicized, that
there be a review committee of outside individuals, established cate-
gories of grants, conditions on use of the funds in individual con-
tracts, reporting process by recipients, and an evaluation process
related back to the goal. He expressed his support of the program.

Coun. Etlinger asked if it were his choice, would Mr. Bree choose
to limit the program to a geographical area or to a specific category.

Mr. Bree is in favor of the diverse funding to see whether it
works in the different areas and small amounts of money will have
an impact.

David McMahon, Cloudburst Recycling, spoke in favor of the
recycling support fund program. He stated Cloudburst in a combina-
tion recycling-garbage collection business and the recycling portion
alone does not pay for itself. The equipment requested will be for
the recycling portion of the business only; it will not assist in
garbage collection. He also stated Mr. Trout's claim that 25% of his
customers were not Cloudburst's customers was out of line.

Coun. Deines asked Mr. McMahon to repeat his statement about
the value of materials picked up. .

Mr. McMahon stated, "At the scale of operation that we are now
conducting, which involves relatively low participation, backyard
collection, poor promotion, etc., the value of materials is not
great enough to support that operation without other fee sources.
That's why we charge $2.00."

Coun. Rhodes suggested: a) that the Committee get a statement
from our attorney regarding the liabilities involved for both Metro
and the haulers; b) that no decision has been made for continued
funding for the coming year, She stated that after listening to the
testimony, she feels the recommendations are fair.

Motion that the Services Committee recommend approval of funding

of these proposals for recycling support funds; carried. (Rhodes/
Etlinger, Deines voting "no")

Prior to the vote, the Committee members made the following
comments.

Coun. Etlinger stated he reluctantly went along with the approval
but felt the Council did not give sufficient thought or enough direc-
tion to the staff on this program.

Coun. Banzer stated that before the item comes to the Council,
she would like to see a statement from our Legal Counsel on the lia- '
bilities for all parties and wants staff to be sure of stringent
monitoring and evaluation devices for these recipients of funds,
especially for this year.

END OF DISCUSSION ON RECYCLING SUPPORT FUND RECOMMENDATIONS.




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALLST., PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: December 14, 1981
To: Metro Council
From: Andy Jordan, General Counsel

Regarding: Legal Opinion: Recycling Support Program

This is in response to the Regional Services Committee's request
for an opinion regarding the Council's program for awarding
"grants" for recycling support. Specifically, the question was
whether Metro might incur some liability for affording recycling
companies a competitive edge over competition within the
industry.

The question of whether Metro can legally "grant" money to
private industry has never been entirely clear. No statutory
authority for outright grants exists. For this reason, we have
previously advised the Solid Waste Department to implement the
program by contract rather than by grant. Though the
distinction is somewhat technical in nature, Metro clearly has
the authority to contract for recycling services. The contracts
will provide funds to recycling companies in exchange for their
recycling services to Metro. The result is the same as a grant
program except that Metro will have contractual control over the
funds and will receive a specified service in return. If the
services are not performed, Metro can recoup its money. In
addition, the Council has exempted this program from competitive
bidding to allow contracts to be let without regard for "low
bidder" requirements which would otherwise apply under public
contract law. This was to allow bidders to suggest what '
~services are worthwhile rather than Metro.

The question raised by the Committee was whether the grant or
contract awards might afford a competitive edge to grantees.
They most certainly will. Any time a public agency awards a
contract to a private sector company, competition is affected.
On the other hand, however, the program itself is competitive.
Metro advertised for competitive proposals and will award
contracts, not necessarily to lowest bidders, but to companies
with proposals which will best serve the recycling needs of the
region. To the extent that companies submit and implement
worthwhile programs, they are arguably deserving of whatever
competitive edge they may achieve. 1In our opinion, therefore,
Metro's program does not injure competition but promotes it.




Memorandum
December 14, 1981
Page 2

A related question from the Committee was whether Metro might
incur some liability for affecting the competitive balance in
the recycling industry. We think not. The only acts that could
potentially result in Metro liability would be the unauthorized
expenditure of public funds or improper contracting procedures.
Both of these issues have been carefully monitored by staff and
neither is a problem. Metro has legal authority to promote
recycling, and granting contracts for that purpose is
authorized. Public contracting nearly always affects industry
competition, and whether those effects are negative or positive
is largely a question of who is benefitted and who is not. 1In
any event, such effects are of no legal significance as long as
Metro is authorized to engage in the activity in question and
follows appropriate procedures.

Finally, an interest was expressed by at least one Committee
member that contracts contain language preventing the grants
from being used to gain competitive advantage. We suggest that
this problem is not one which can be solved by contract but
rather is a function of the award itself. The Committee could
best limit competitive advantage by awarding grants only for
activities or equipment which will not promote such advantage.
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FROM:

SUBJECT:

I.

II.

Agenda Item No. 6.2
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council 4&/

Executive Officer
Portland Recycling Team (PRT) - Metro Operations Contract

RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Concurrence with a partial extension
and modification of the existing operational contract
between PRT and Metro for the months of February through
June 1982. This partial contract extension would allocate
approximately $24,225 to pay for continued operation of
four drop-off recycling centers; part of the warehouse
rent; and additional cost items not included in the
present contract but described in Section I-B of this
summary.

POLICY IMPACT: Concurrence with the Executive Officer's
approval of the partial contract extension and
modification will enable Metro to provide direct recycling
services to citizens until the beginning of the new fiscal
year. During the transition period from one fiscal year
to the next (January 1982 to June 1982) staff will be
evaluating our current waste reduction/recycling program.
Modifications in this program will be formalized into
various courses of action and budget alternatives to be
considered and adopted for FY 83. Thus, with a partial
extension for PRT's contract there will be continuity in
recycling services support by Metro from one fiscal year
to the next.

This contract is under the amount required for Council
approval; however, because of the nature of the service to
be prov1ded Council concurrence with the Executive
Officer's action is requested.

BUDGET .IMPACT: The total amount being requested to extend
and modify the existing operational contract between PRT
and Metro is $24,225. Adequate funds are available in the
adopted FY 81 budget to cover the costs of the action
requested.

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Metro's current one year operational contract
with PRT expires Feburary 1, 1982. On November 1, 1981,
Metro received a letter from Mark Peterman, President,
Board of Directors, Portland Recycling Team, proposing
several possible contractual arrangements between Metro
and PRT that would commence after February 1982 (see
attachment). The action requested in this Agenda
Management Summary is a response to that letter.




The current element of PRT's contract that Metro would not
fund is the operation of nine (9) monthly projects. 1In
the past, it has been stated by several groups and
individuals that operation of the projects could be
assumed by other interested parties. A partial contract
extension creates the opportunity to vigorously explore
this option. Metro staff will be active in arranging the
transfer of the projects from PRT to new service
providers. However, should some or all of the projects
not be picked up by other organizations then Metro staff
will contract with PRT to continue these projects until
July 1, 1982,

The request of $24,225 consists of two elements: a
contract extension; and a contract modification. To
extend the existing contract until the end of the fiscal
year under the terms stipulated in it (rent/utilities on
four drop-off centers; 65 percent of the warehouse rent)
would cost $13,515.

PRT has requested an additional $10,710 for the remainder
of the fiscal year to cover some unanticipated expenses
that are not part of the existing contract. This money
would be used to pay for: insurance, increased rates for
utilities; garbage collection; phones; equipment repairs;
and safety supplies. Due to progressively poor market
conditions for several key commodities, PRT has been
unable to generate enough revenue to cover these costs
despite cutting down on personnel expenses.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Staff defined and considered the
following alternatives in response to the PRT letter:

1s cease funding PRT entirely after the current contract
expires; '

2. contract with PRT to continue or expand their
recycling service for another year; this could cost
between $90,000 to $100,000 per year;

38 continue to fund PRT's current operations until the
end of the fiscal year. This would cost about
$43,000; or

4. fund only the four drop centers, warehouse and
additional expenses (see Section II-A) until the end
of the fiscal year. This would cost about $24,225.

Alternatives 1 through 3 were rejected for the following
reasons:

1 The monthly projects could be taken over by other
interested recyclers.

2. PRT's four drop-off centers perform critically
important functions; help Metro implement the first
phase of its Waste Reduction Plan; and would be very
difficult to re-establish or re-site if closed down. .
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5 Metro staff and Council will be planning for the
second phase of the Waste Reduction Plan during
January to June 1982. Since these plans for FY 82-83
are not yet formulated, it is unclear at this point
whether a new contract with PRT is appropriate.

4. However, during this interim planning/evaluation
period it is appropriate for Metro to continue the
existing level of recycling services offered by our
contract with PRT. It would be unwise to cease
funding all of PRT as of February 1982.

5. With a partial contract extension, Metro provides
recycling services to the public while it plans waste
reduction/recycling strategies for the new fiscal
year. The transition period of January 1982 to June
1982 allows staff the time to develop program
alternatives for review and adoption by management
and the Council through the normal budget approval
process. Implementation of recycling programs
involving Metro for FY 82-83 would coincide with the
expiration of PRT's extended contract (July 1982).

CONCLUSION: Concur with the partial extension and
modification of PRT's operational contract to provide
Metro support for PRT's warehouse and drop-off centers but
not the monthly projects (assuming the monthly projects
are transferred to other groups).




™

TO:

FROM:
SUBJECT :

35

II.

Agenda Item No. 6.3
December 22, 1981

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Bxecutive Officer {

Approval of Two Sole Source Contracts for Resource
(Energy) Recovery

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

C.

ACTION REQUESTLD- Recommend Council approval of two sole
source contracts for the Resource (Energy) Recovery
project.

POLICY IMPACT: The approval of these contracts is in
keeping with Rule No. CRB 80-5 (see Description IIB) which
authorizes sole source contracts for the Resource (Energy)
Recovery project.

BUDGET IMPACT: None. Sufficient funds exist from the
State Pollution Control Bonds to cover both contracts.

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Metro has entered into an agreement with
Publishers Paper Company for the purchase of steam from
the Energy Recovery Facility. Metro will provide the.
steam from the Energy Recovery Facility to the point of
delivery on Publishers' property. Metro has begun
negotiations with Wheelabrator-Frye, Inc., for a contract
to design, construct and operate the Energy Recovery
Fac111ty.

Two requlrements prompt the action on these contracts.
First, the Conditional Use Permit issued by the Oregon
City Commission required a feasibility study for the steam
pipeline route.

Second, more information pertaining to the subsurface
conditions is necessary before a final design can be
determined. The contract for the steam pipeline routing
plan through Oregon City will be $100,000. The contract
for the subsurface geotechnical study of the site and

‘determination of the stability of the subsurface materlal

will cost $75,000.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The proposed contractor,
Wheelabrator-Frye is presently in contract negotiations
with Metro for design, construction and operation of the

- Energy Recovery Facility. 1In keeping with Rule No. CRB

80-5, "For the Purpose of Adopting a Rule to Allow
Negotiated Bids for Resource (Energy) Recovery Facility"
adopted by the Metro Council, August 28, 1980: the rule



exempts the Resource (Energy) Recovery Facility from
competitive bidding procedures and requiring mandatory
prequalification. ~

Selecting any other consultant to provide this service may
result in significant delays and potential cost
increases. The firm has a great deal of general knowledge
and background in resource (energy) recovery and their
specific knowledge and background in the Metro project is
unequaled by any other known provider.

Cs CONCLUSION: Recommend Council approval of two sole source
contracts for the Resource (Energy) Recovery project.

TC:le
4739B/283
12/4/81




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW.HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: December 15, 1981
To: Metro Council
From: Coordinating Committee

Regarding: Ordinance No. 81-123 (Personnel)

The Coordinating Committee proposes the following amendment
to Section 3 of Ordinance No. 81-123:

"b. Employees shall report any existing or
intended outside work to their department

head."
Subsection (b) becomes subsection (c).
This amendment is necessary to insure that department heads
are informed of outside work so that they may carry out their

responsibility of preventing that work which is inconsistent with
the provisions of Section 3 of the Ordinance.

CC:AJ:sh
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BEAVERTON L December 11, 1981

Jack Nelson
Mayor

Councilor Cindy Banzer
Metropolitan Service District
527 S.W. Hall Street
Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Cindy:

The City of Beaverton Recycling Task Force, at its .meeting December 10, 1981
expressed their support of your Regional Services Committee recommendation to
fund the Gus Tonges and Carl Miller requests. The Task Force .believes these
requests to be complimentary to the recycling program under development here
in Beaverton.

We encourage the effort of Metro to move forward on a solid waste management
effort and believe that the funding allocated to special projects is important.
We commend you on your efforts. Please indicate our support to the Metro Council
as they consider your Committee's recommendations on December 22nd.

Sincerely,

Jack .Nelson

N

JN: tw

cc: Recycling Task Force Members -

City of Beaverton 4950 S.W. Hall Boulevard » Beaverton, Oregon 97005 e (503) 644-2191




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT | | g

527 SW. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: December 21, 1981
To: Metro Council
From:  Councilor Mike Burton

Regarding:  pgenda Item No. 6.1 - 12/22/81 Council Agenda

-

I would Tike to introduce the following motion regarding the confirmation
of Recycling Support Fund recommendations:

That the Chair appoint two (2) members of the Services Committee to
oversee the Recycling Support Fund contracts and that these Councilors
report to the Services Committee each month, in writing, as to:

1) The progress of the contracted function and its impact
upon the recycling support efforts of Metro, and

2) Any effect the contract may hdvé‘on competitive processes
-in the solid waste industry.

MB:sh



| PORTLAND RECYCLING TEAM - SYNOPSIS OF SIGNIFICANT EVENTS IN 1981

Date

May 27, 1981

June 12, 1981

June 27, 1981

July 16, 1981

October 19, 1981

October 27, 1981

November 18, 1981

Activity

‘Informed Metro of desire to cease collecting
scrap paper as of 7/1/81.

"Increased insurance rates; new policy to cost
$17000/year.

‘No longer any adult CETA workers.

‘General Manager accepts temporary pay cut of

33%.

"Two other office personnel laid off for a total

of 20 days.

‘Marketing Manager laid off for a week.
"Truck drivers to work reduced hours.

‘Operation of a monthly recycling project is

transferred by Woodstock Neighborhood Assoc-
iation from PRT to another service provider.

‘Lake Oswego project/center now run entirely

by PRT; worker on site 20 hours/week.

‘Two office workers laid off for one week each.
‘Two warehouse workers laid off for one week

each.

‘General Manager laid off for two weeks.

“Staff time at the drop-off centers reduced

by 26 hours/week.

°$1,200 required to repair transmission on

a truck.

‘General Manager, two office workers and two

warehouse workers laid off for two weeks.

"Truck drivers to work 4 days instead of 5.
‘Drop-off center workers to reduce hours from

540 to 400 per month.

*Income from sale of material in October is

lowest since Summer of 1980.

*$1,000 required for truck tires.
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Revised
Application for
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
and ‘
Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
for the Proposed
¢ Metropolitan Service District

RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Submitted to:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X
and
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Prepared for
Metropolitan Service District

527 S.W. Hall st.
Portland, Oregon 97201

by

Seton, Johnson & Odell, Inc.
133 S.W. Second Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97204

Revised December 16, 1981




SUMMARY: Air Quality Permit Application for
' Metro's Proposed Energy Recovery Facility

Before construction of the proposed energy recovery facility‘
can begin, Metro must obtain air quality permits from the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the
federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This applicaton
is Metro's request for that permit approval.

Metro filed its first application with DEQ in June, 1981.
Since that time, new pollution control equipment has been

added--a "dry scrubber®--and DEQ required that revised data be
submitted.

The resource recovery facility was well within state and
federal standards even with the original emission estimates.
With the addition of the scrubber, there is a substantial
reduction in certain gas emissions and a large overall decrease
in total plant emissions.

These new emission estimates (see Table A, page 9) put the
Plant in an even better position within the standards. The DEQ
may set limits for some materials for which there are presently
no federal standards, but Metro believes the estimated
;missions will be well within any additional limits that are
set.

Metro was required to seek offsets for only one emission--total
suspended particulate. While the proposed facility emits a
very low level of particulate (84 tons per year) compared to
other particulate sources in Clackamas County (see Table C,
page 12), Metro was required to seek offsets for that emission
because the Portland metropolitan area is in "nonattainment”
for particulate emissions.



However, the EPA hqs ruled that resource recovery facilities
may be exempt from offset requirements, providing a good faith
effort has been made to obtain offsets, because these
facilities provide environmental advantages to landfilling of
garbage.

-
~.

Metro has spent the past six months seeking the necessary
offsets for the particulate emissions. Five tons have been .
identified from the closure of Rossman's Landfill and the
cleaner operation of the energy recovery plant itself. All
existing point sources and‘non-point sources in the surrounding
area were examined. '

No offsets were available from point sources (namely,
Publishers Paper Co. and Crown Zellerbach). Among the
non-point sources, only open burning was determined to be
controllable. '

Metro has begun an aggressive Yard Debris Recovery Program with
an EPA grant this year. The program has béen extremely
successful in attracting yard debris which would have otherwise
been burned or gone into a landfill. Metro proposes to
continue that program and seek to expand it fhrough various
means (see page 99).

iWhile a specific amount of offsets cannot be estimated for such
a program, Metro is confident that an aggressive program to
promote alternatives to backyard burning should result in
reductions at least equal to the energy recovery facility's
annual particulate emissions.

Therefore, consistent with EPA‘s"good faith search" ruling,
Metro requests that DEQ grant an exemption from particulte
offsets for the energy recovery facility with the condition
that the Yard Debris Recovery Program (as outlined on page 101)
be implemented.




Background on Resource Recovery Facility

Metro is responsible for developing and maintaining a regional
garbage disposal system. Since assuming the solid waste
responsibilities of the former MSD in 1979, the elected
regional government has worked to develop an economical and
environmentally sound system of garbage disposal which will
serve the needs of this metropolitan area for the next 30 years.

The key component in Metro's s0lid waste management system is
the proposed energy recovery facility in Oregon City. 1In
addition to creating valuable energy, the plant greatly reduces
the amount of garbage which must be landfilled. Metro's
proposed new regional landfill site (Wildwood, in northwest
Multnomah County) is projected to last only 16 years without
resource recovery, but will serve this region for 31 years if
the energy recovery plant is in operation.

An energy recovery facility has been under consideration first
by the old MSD, and now by Metro, for over nine years. In
September, 1979, Mero commissioned Battelle Columbus '
Laboratories to do a technical study of resource recovery
plants around the world and recommend the best technology for
the proposed Oregon City facility. Based on this study, Metro
modified the original plan for and RDF (refuse derived fuel)

plant and proposed mass incineration EBuropean technology as the
most appropriate and reliable. '

In October 1980, Metro and Publishers Paper Co. signed a

25-year energy sales contract providing that Publishers will
buy all the energy from the plant.

In November 1980, Metro filed for new conditional use permits
based on mass incineration technology for the plant. The
Oregon City Planning Commission requested an independent third
party review of the proposal.



In April 1981, the independent review was completed by Gersham,
Brickner and Bratton , Inc., (GBB) from Washington, DC, and was
presented to the Oregon City Commission and Planning Commission
at a three-hour public hearing. The GBB report found that the
emissions from the plant would present no significant impact to
the community and would be within state and federal standards.

In April 1981, the Oreon City Economic Development Committee
voted unanimously to support the project. This citizens'
committee, appointed by the Mayor, had been reviewing the
project since the fall of 1980.

In May 1981, the Oregon City Planning Commission held
additional public hearings on the plant and recommended
unanimously that conditional use permits be granted to Metro
with conditions to protect the community.

In June 1981, the Oregon City Commission held public hearings
and granted conditional use permits for construction'of the
resource recovery plant, steam pipeline and Clackamas Transfer
& Recycling Center.

Before granting the necessary conditional use permits for tﬁe
energy recovery plant, both the Oregon City Planning Commission
and City Council held extensive public hearings. The issues of
truck traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, plant safety
and steamline route were carefully examined. The commission

attached 46 conditions to the permits to ensure that the plant,
when it is operational, will be a good neighbor in Oregon City.

In June 1981, Metro submitted its air quality permit
application to DEQ. The DEQ requested additional(information
due to reduction of emissions caused by the addition of a
scrubber system required by Oregon City.




-

In November 1981, voters in Oregon City expressed strong
support for the project, rejecting 52 percent to 48 percent an
attempt to amend the City Charter to require a vote on the
energy recovery facility.

Also in November, the grading and filling of the resource
recovery site (begun in July) was substantially completed, and
the Oregon City Planning Commission unanimously approved the
design for the transfer station.

The remaining steps before construction of the plant can begin
are:

1. Approval of the air quality permit by both the DEQ
"and EPA;

2. Completing contract negotiations with the preferred
builder/operator, Wheelabrator-Frye, Inc.; and

3. Sale of the revenue bonds to finance the construction
of the plant.

Operation of Metro's Proposed Facility

Metro's proposed energy recovery facility is both an
environmentally sound and economically responsible project.
Worldwide, there are 260 garbage-burning plants similar in size .

‘and technology to the one Metro proposes to build. There are

four such plants operating successfully in the United States.
Metro's plant would be the first on the west coast.

The operation of the plant is simple. The garbage is dumped
into a deep concrete pit, and large grappling hooks 1lift the
refuse up and into the furnaces. The furnaces burn at
temperatures between 14000 and 24000, burning most garbage
within one hour.




The burning garbage heats water in the boilers, creating
super-heated steam. That steam is piped about one and a half
miles to Publishers Paper Co. where it will be used to create
electricity and as industrial steam in the paper drying
operation.

The remaining ash from the burning process is run through
magnetic separators which remove ferrous metals for resale.
What is left will either be taken to a landfill or, possibly,
sold for use in road construction or other projects requiring
£ill material. '

‘The energy released by burning a ton of garbage is equal to 62
gallons of oil. The energy produced by the proposed plant is
equal to the amount needed to heat and light 22,000 homes each
year.

How Resource Recovery Works STACK
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Resource Recovery and Air Quality

Four consultant firms have been involved in producing the air
quality data contained in the permit application. Battelle
Columbus Laboratories compiled data on similar facilities and
estimated the potential emissions for this plant. Wheelabrator
Frye Inc. developed data on the flue gas volume,'and
Wheelabrator and Battelle together did the assessment of the
pollution control equipment Metro intends to include in its
plant. The local firm of Seton, Johnson and Odell, Inc. used
all of this data in the cdmputer modeling to simulate the
"worst condition" testing required by DEQ and EPA. The work of
all the consultants has been coordinated by Jackson &
Associates, Metro's project manager for the energy recovery
facility. '

Like any other new industry, the proposed energy recovery
facility must control any pollutants its operation creates.
Studies by Metro's air quality consultants and an independent
third-party reviewer (Girshman, Brickner & Bratton study,
prepared for the Oregon City Commission, April, 1981) all
conclude that the facility will be acceptable under state and
federal regulations and that any pollutanté emitted will be
well within standards.

hfhé Portland metropolitan area (including Oregon City) has a
mixed air quality rating. The area is in "attainment” for most
pollutants, meaning that the pollutants are well below the
level that would pose any danger to public health or welfare.
The area is in "nonattainment" for a few pollutants, meaning
that for at least one day a year in the region, the level of
pollution is above the desirable standard.



Because of this mixed air quality rating, two standards will be
applied in DEQ's assessment of the plant's pollution control
equipment. For emissions that are in attainment, Metro is
required to show that the equipment to control those emissions
represents the Best Available Control Technology (BACT). For
pollutants that are in nonattainment, such as particulates,
Metro must meet a more stringent standard called LAER--Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate.

Metro's Proposed Air Quality Controls

There are three sources of potential air pollution from the
energy recovery facility:

1. The refuse receiving area and pit;
2. The ash pit and ash transfer equipment; and
3. The resource recovery furnaces. '

The refuse receiving area and pit are being designed to operate
under negative air pressure so that any possible pollutants are
held within the area and are drawn into the furnaces
themselves. Ash will be handled in a moist condition to
eliminate the potential of dry ash escaping into the air.

_The resource recovery furnaces will have a pollution control
system consisting of first, a dry scrubber to remove certain
gases and then, a series of electrostatic precipitators that
will remove particulate. As the exhaust from the furnaces
passes through the scrubber, it will be subjected to a spray of
lime from a special air atomizing nozzle. The acid gases in
the exhaust react with the lime and are neutralized. The spent
lime particles are collected in the electrostatic
precipitators, just as any other particulate matter is captured.




The addition of the dry scrubber has substantially reduced the
emission of certain gases. Metro's proposed energy recovery
facility was well within state and federal air quality standards
even without this additional pollution control equipment.

Emissions Data

Table A (below) compares the plant's maximum air quality impact
with the most stringent of State and Federal Ambient Air
Quality Standards. Clearly, for all major ehissions, impacts
resulting from the resource recovery facility are far below
allowable levels.

‘ TABLE A
Metro's Resource Recovery Fac111ty
Maximum Predicted Air Quality Impact (in micrograms per cubic meter)

Averaging Air Quality Maximum Estimated

Emission Time* Standard** Emission from Metro Plant
_ Sulphur -

Dioxide Annual 60 ' 1

Total '

Suspended

Particulate Annual 60 0.6

Nitrogen '

Dioxide Annual 100 4

Lead Monthly 3 0.3

Carbon

Monoxide 8-hour 10,000 80

Nonmethane

Hydrocarbons 3-hour 160 7

*different pollutants have different standards
**most stringent of State and Federal Amb1ent Air Quality Standards

- Table B (below) details the estimated annual emissions in tons per
year for all measurable emissions from the proposed energy recovery
facility.



Emissions

TABLE B

__Quantity (tons/year)

Metro's Resource Recovery Facility
Estimated Annual Emissions

Comment

Sulfur Dioxide (SOj)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOy)

Fluorides

Hydrocarbons (VOC)

.Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Hydrochloric Acid (HC1)

Mercury

& Sulfuric Acid (H3S04)
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Asbestos, Vinyl Chloride,
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) and
Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)

Total Particulate

Lead

Beryllium
2,3,7,8 TCDD (dioxin)

Polynuclear aromatic hydro-
carbons (PNAs)

150
480

0.45

36

570

81.6
1.9
0.45
0.039
0.0

84

3.06
0.0000138
0.00000018

0.0018

1% of Tri-county SO, emissions
1% of Tri-éounty NOx emissions

Dry scrubber removes 758 of fluoride
emissions ‘

Offsets not required if emissions
under 40 ‘

Major source of CO is vehicle exhaust

Dry scrubber removes 92% of HCl1

Dry scrubber removes 95% of H3SO4

Total Tri-county particulate
emissions are 35,000 tons/year

Less than 1/2 ounce/year

7/1000 ounce/year; well within EPA
safety estimates

3.6 pounds/year




Volatile organic compounds (VOC) is an emission that the DEQ
wants to limit because it contributes to the development of
ozone, for which this metropolitan area is in nonattainment.
However, Metro's proposed plant emits only 36 tons of VOC per
year, and the DEQ has ruled that sources emitting less than 40
tons need not provide offsets. Metro has located 41 tons of
VOC offsets, but those offsets are not needed for purposes of
this application.

Only one emission, particulate, requires seeking offsets to
mitigate the impact on the nearby nonattainment area for that

pollutant.

Metro's Search for Particulate Offsets

Metro's proposed energy recovery facility emits a very low
level of particulate (84 tons per year) when compared to other
sources of particulate in the Clackamas County area (see Table
C). The facility will be located in an attainment area for
particulate (Oregon City), but because of its proximity to the
metropolitan nonattainment area, DEQ has ruled that Metro must
seek offsets for particulate. )

At the same time, the EPA has ruled that resource recovery
facilities may be exempt from offset requirements that are
norﬁally applied to industrial point sources because they
provide environmental advantages to landfilling of garbage. If
an exemption is requested, the applicant must show that a good
faith effort has been made to obtain offsets.

Metro has vigorously sought offsets for the 84 tons of
particulate that the energy récovery facility will emit
annually. Five tons of particulate offsets are available from
the closure of Rossman's Landfill and the change in disposal
operation with the opening of the resource recovery facility.

11



Tons per year

2250

1250

250

Table C

Particulate (dust)
sources in o
Clackamas Co.

Source: DEQ Emissions .. N

Inventory Data System, 1981




Because the plant will be fully enclosed and garbage will be
transported by large transfer trucks, significantly reducing
the number of individual haulers' trucks, patticulate from
vehicle emissions and dust will be reduced.

Metro has spent the past six months seeking offsets from point
sources of fine particulate emissions in the area. The only
two existing major pdint sources are Crown Zellerbach Corp. in
West Linn and Publishers Paper Co. in Oregon City. Crown
Zellerbach responded that offsets would be available only if
their West Linn facility were to be closed, and that there were
no such plans for closure.

Metro discussed two possible sources for offsets with
Publishers: 1) reduced fuel oil consumption as a result of the
sSteam energy that the resource recovery plant will supply to
Publishers; and 2) installation of an additional mist
eliminator on a recovery boiler at Publishers. The paper
company has indicated that neither offset possibility is
available to Metro.

With these potential industrial sources eliminated, Metro has
exhausted the search for point source offsets. The other
possibility is to seek offsets from nonpoint sources of
particulate in the area. According to the DEQ Emissions

Inventory, the major particulate sources in Clackamas County
are:

Tons/Yr
paved and unpaved roads 3,460
woodstoves and fireplaces 1,170
motor vehicle emissions ‘ 920
residential and commercial space heating 1,100
field and slash burning : 1,230
agricultural tilling 300

residential, open burning (backyard burning) 100

13



Metro believes that backyard burning is the only one of these
sources that realistically could be controlled to provide ‘
particulate offsets for the resource recovery plant. Metro has

explored several possibilities for providing alternatives to
backyard burning in the region.

Metro's Yard Debris Recovery Program

In February 1981, Metro received a $265,000 grant from the EPA
to explore alternatives for disposal of yard debris. Metro's
has completed -two of three planned yard debris cléan-up
programs, and the early success of the program is very

encouraging.

Metro's program has three primary objectives:

1. To provide an information base for implementing a
permanent yard debris recovery and recycling program;

2. To demonstrate that special processing techniques can
recycle yard debris by converting it into a valuable,
useable resource such as boiler fuel or mulch; and

3. To demonstrate that a reduction of backyard burning in
the metropolitan area can be "implemented without
pPlacing any additional burden on the area's scarce
landfill capacity.

The first phase of the project, completed last spring,
experimented with the collection, processing and marketing of
woody waste (twigs, limbs and branches only). Metro is
currently involved in Phase II of the project, a campaign to
collect and process mixed yard waste (leafy and woody). Phase
III will be conducted in the spring of 1982 and will be based
on the findings from the first two phases.

14



‘The program appears to be technically and economically
feasible, and one Clackamas County business that participated
in the demonstration project has indicated its intention to
continue the program on a permanent basis.

Furthermore, preliminary data from the second phase of the
project indicates that the aggressive public information

campaign persuaded residents to take advantage of alternatives
to backyard burning.

For example, for the weeks of October 23 through December 6, a
weekly average of 1,861 cubic yards of separated yard debris
was brought to the two collection sites (St. Johns Landfill and
McFarlane Bark). This is a significant increase over the
amount usually brought to the landfill prior to the program.

Continuation of the Yard Debris Recovery Program

Based on the early success of the Yard Debris Recovery
Demonstration Project, Metro is convinced that a regionwide,
ongoing program that provides alternatives to backyard burning
would have significant impact on particulate levels in the
metropolitan area.

Consequently, it is Metro's intention to continue a yard debris
Tecovery program beyond the expiration of the EPA grant, and to
make it a permanent part of Metro's regional solid waste
management program. Metro will carry out the following
activities to promote the use of alternatives to backyard
burning:

1. Metro will seek legislation to address the collection

of yard debris. Metro does not currently have
statutory collection authority, but intends to seek

15



such authority from the Oregon Legislature during the
1983 Legislative Assembly. The emphasis of such
legislation would be the collection of yard debris
within Metro's jurisdiction and the spreading of
associated costs among the region's residents.

Metro will build the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling
Center in Oregon City on the site of the energy
recovery facility. This facility will offer an
attractive option to Clackamas Couhty residents who
currently prefer to burn their yard debris rather than
take it to Rossman's Landfill.

~ Metro will continue to seek incentives for people to

recycle yard debris rather than burn it. Metro has
secured from a private firm in Clackamas County a
commitment to provide a permanent facility to receive,
process and market yard debris. McFarlane Bark will
offer residents of Clackamas and southern Multnomah
Counties a low-cost, convenient alternative to backyard
burning of yard debris. Metro will pursue similar
agreements to commit private enterprise to participate
in a practical solution to the open burning problem.

Metro has requested that Clackamas County investigate
the possibility of Clackamas County haulers voluntarily
providing collection of separated yard debris at least
twice a year in the City of Milwaukie and in the urban,
unincorporated areas of the county as part of their
normal service. Metro will explore similar collection

, activities with other local jurisdictions in the region.

16




5. Metro will continue its comprehensive public
information program to persuade residents of the
metropolitan area to use alternatives other than open
burning for the disposal of yard debris. The public
information/education effort in éupport of the Yard
Debris Recovery Demonstration Project resulted in a
marked increase in participation in that project. Over
time, as more people are made aware of the practical
alternatives to burning, such a program will be even
more successful.

- Request for Offset Exemption with Conditions

To review Metro's pursuit of particulate offsets, Metro has
located five tons of offsets from the closure of Rossman's
Landfill and the operation of the resource recovery facility.
Offsets from known significant point sources are unavailable.

In evaluating non-point sources, only open burning appears
realistically capable of being controlled. DEQ's suggestion
that Metro provide free collection of yard debris in Clackamas

County in order to obtain adequate offsets is not financially
feasible.

While a specific amount of offsets cannot be estimated for a
‘voluntary program, Metro is confident that an aggressive
program to promote alternatives to backyard burning will

substantially offset the particulate emissions estimated for
the resource recovery facility.

Further, Metro is committed to carrying out a variety of
activities to see that such a program is successful, and
invites the DEQ to cooperate with Metro in monitoring the
program. '
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Therefore, Metro requests that DEQ grant'an exemption from
particulate offset requirements for the resource recovery
facility with the condition that the Yard Debris Recovery
Program outlined above be implemented.

This request is consistent with an EPA ruiing that allows
resource recovery facilities to have an exemption provided that

a good faith search has been made to locate offsets.

The Regional Perspective

An effective solid waste management program today caﬁnbt rely
on landfills alone. Diminishing natural resources and concern
about possible environmental degradation require that we use
landfills only as a last resort and instead make a strong
commitment to recycling and other energy-saving measures.
Metro's proposed energy recovery facility is a key part of a
responsible solid waste management plan. It will burn
two-thirds of the region's waste and create a local, stable
source of energy for local industry. It will double the life
of the regional landfill, extending it to 31 years. And it
will not compete with recycling and other waste reduction
activities.

Metro's primary objective is to reduce the amount of garbage
that must be handled and disposed of. To accomplish this,
Metro is involved in a variety of waste reduction activities,
including oberatipn of the Recycling Switchboard, promotion of
curbside recycling services, financial assistance to recycling
organizations and coordination of a yard debris clean-up
program,

Even with full recycling, Metro would have to dispose of about

600,000 tons of garbage a year. The energy recovery facility
will take care of most of that amount.

18




What can't be recycled or burned will be buried in a landfill,
along with the unsold ash from the energy recovery plant.

Tying the system together will be transfer stations, where
commercial garbage collectors and private citizens drop off
garbage that is loaded onto larger trucks and directed to the
most appropriate disposal site (either resource recovery or a
landfill). Transfer stations provide the flow control that is
necessary to maximize the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of
the whole system.

A regional problem, such as garbage disposal, requires a
regional solution. Metro's proposed energy recovery facility
is an integral part of the solution, reducing the pressute on
landfills, disposing of nearly 600,000 tons of garbage
annually, and creating energy which a local paper mill has
agreed to purchase. Metro has submitted this air quality
application in order to proceed with the project and to meet
the goal of having the plant ready to operate in 1985,

19



SUMMARY: Air Quality Permit Application for
Metro's Proposed Energy Recovery Facility

Before construction of the proposed energy recovery facility can
begin, Metro must obtain air quality permits from the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the federal
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This applicaton is Metro's
request for that permit approval.- -

Metro filed its first application with DEQ in June, 1981. Since
that time, new pollution control equipment has been added--a "dry
scrubber"--and DEQ required that revised data be submitted.

The resource recovery facility was well within state and federal
standards even with the original emission estimates. With the
addition of the scrubber, there is a substantial reduction in
certain gas emissions and a large overall decrease in total plant
em1551ons.

These new emission estimates (see Table A, page 6 ) put the plant in
an even better position within the standards. The DEQ may set
limits for some materials for which there are presently no federal
standards, but Metro believes the estimated emissions will be well
w1th1n any addltlonal limits that are set.

Metro was required to seek offsets for only one emission--total.
suspended particulate. While the proposed facility emits a very low
level of particulate (84 tons per year) compared to other
particulate sources in Clackamas County (see Table C, page10 ).,
Metro was. required to seek offsets for that emission because the
Portland metropolltan area is in “nonattalnment“ for particulate
‘emissions. v :

VHowever, the EPA has ruled that resource recovery facilities may be
" exempt from offset requirements, providing a good faith effort has
been made to obtain offsets, because these facilities provide
environmental advantages to landfilling of garbage.

Metro has spent the past six months seeking the necessary offsets
for the particulate emissions. Five tons have been identified from
the closure of Rossman's Landfill and the cleaner operation of the
energy recovery. plant itself. All existing point sources and
non-point sources in the surroundlng area were examined.

No offsets were available from point sources (namely, Publishers
Paper Co. and Crown Zellerbach). Among the non-point sources, only
open burnlng was determlned to be controllable. :

Metro has begun an aggressive Yard Debris Recovery Program with an
- EPA grant this year. The program has been extremely successful in
attracting yard debris which would have otherwise been burned or
gone into a landfill. Metro proposes to continue that program and
seek to expand it through various means (see page 12 ).
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While a spe&ific amount of offsets cannot be estimated for such a
program, Metro is confident that an aggressive program to promote
alternatives to backyard burning should result in reductions at
least equal to the energy recovery fac111ty s annual particulate
emissions.

Therefore, consistent with EPA's "good faith search" ruling, Mettro
requests that DEQ grant an exemption from particulte offsets for the
energy recovery facility with the condition that the Yard Debris
Recovery Program (as outlined on page 12 ) be implemented.

Background oanésource Recovery Faciiity

Metro is responsible for developing and maintaining a regional
garbage disposal system. Since assumlng the solid waste
responsibilities of the former MSD in 1979, the elected regional
government has worked to develop an economical and environmentally
sound.- system of garbage disposal which will serve the needs of this
metropolitan area for the next 30 years. :

The key component in Metro's solid waste management system is the
proposed energy recovery facility in Oregon City. 1In addition to
creating valuable energy, the plant greatly reduces the amount of
garbage which must be landfilled. Metro's proposed new reglonal
landfill site (Wildwood, in northwest Multnomah County) is projected
to last only 16 years without resource recovery, but will serve this
region for 31 zears if the energy recovery plant is in operation.

An energy recovery fa0111ty has been under consideration first by
the old MSD, and now by Metro, for over nine years. 1In September,
1979, Mero commissioned Battelle Columbus Laboratories to do a
technlcal study of resource recovery plants around the world and
recommend the best technology for the proposed Oregon City

facility. Based on this study, Metro modified the original plan for
and RDF (refuse derived fuel) plant and proposed mass incineration
European technology as the most appropriate and reliable.

In October 1980, Metro and Publishers Paper Co. signed a 25-year
energy sales contract providing that Publishers w1ll buy all the
energy from the plant.

In November 1980, Metro filed for new conditional use permlts based
on mass 1nc1nerat10n technology for the plant. The Oregon C1ty
Planning Commission requested an independent third party review of
the proposal.

In April 1981, the independent review was completed by Gersham,
Brickner and Bratton , Inc., (GBB) from Washington, DC, and was
presented to the Oregon City Commission and Planning Commission at a
three-hour public hearing. The GBB report found that the emissions
from the plant would present no significant impact to the community
and would be within state and federal standards. .




In April 1981, the Oreon City Economic Development bbmmittee voted
unanimously to support the project.  This citizens' committee,
appointed by the Mayor, had been reviewing the project since the
fall of 1980. '

In May 1981, the Oregon City Planning Commission held additional
public hearings on the plant and recommended unanimously that
conditional use permits be granted to Metro with conditions to
protect the community. : :

In June 1981, the Oregon City Commission held public hearings and
granted conditional use permits for construction of the resource

recovery plant, steam pipeline and Clackamas Transfer & Recycling
Center, : : : :

Before granting the necessary conditional use permits for the energy
recovery plant, both the Oregon City Planning Commission and City
Council held-extensive public hearings. The issues of truck
traffic, noise, air quality, water quality, plant safety and '
steamline route were carefully examined. The commission attached 46
conditions to the permits to ensure that the plant, when it is
operational, will be a good neighbor in Oregon City.

In June 1981, Metro submitted its air quality permit application to
DEQ. The DEQ requested additional information due to reduction of

emissions caused by the addition of a scrubber system required by
Oregon City.

In November 1981, voters in Oregon City expressed strong support for
the project, rejecting 52 percent to 48 percent an attempt to amend
the City Charter to require a vote on the energy recovery facility.

Also in November, the grading and filling of the resource recovery
site (begun in July) was substantially completed, and the Oregon

City Planning Commission unanimously approved the design for the
transfer station. '

The remaining steps before construction of the plant can begin are:

1. Approval of the air quality permit by both the DEQ and EPA;

2. Completing contract negotiations with the preferred
builder/operator, Wheelabrator-Frye, Inc.; and

3. Sale of the revenue bonds to finance the construction of
the plant. :

Operation of Metro's Proposed Facility

Metro's proposed energy recovery facility is both an environmentally
sound and economically responsible project. Worldwide, there are
260 garbage-burning plants similar in size and technology to the one
Metro proposes to build. There are four such plants operating
successfully in the United States. Metro's plant would be the first
on the west coast. o :
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The operation of the plant is simple. The garbage is dumped into a
deep concrete pit, and large grappling hooks lift the refuse.up and
into the furnaces. The furnaces burn at temperatures between

1400° and 2400°, burning most garbage within one hour.

The burning garbage heats water in the boilers, creating
super-heated steam. That steam is piped about one and a half miles
to Publishers Paper Co. where it will be used to create electricity
and as industrial steam in the paper drying operation.

The remaininqdash from the burning process is run through magnetic
separators which remove ferrous metals for resale. What is left

will either be taken to a landfill or, possibly, sold for use in

road construction or other projects requiring £ill material.-

The energy released by burning a ton of garbage is equal to 62
gallons of oil. The energy produced by the proposed plant is equal
to the amount needed to heat and light 22,000 homes -each year.

.How Resource.Recovery Works - STACK




Resource Recovery and Air Quality

Four consultant firms have been involved in producing the air
quality data contained in the permit application. Battelle Columbus
Laboratories compiled data on similar facilities and estimated the -
potential emissions for this plant. Wheelabrator Frye Inc.

developed data on the flue gas volume, and Wheelabrator and Battelle
together did the assessment of the pollution control equipment Metro
intends to include in its plant. The local firm of Seton, Johnson
and Odell, Inc. used all of this data in the computer modeling to
simulate the "worst condition" testing required by DEQ and EPA. The
work of all the consultants has been coordinated by Jackson & ¢
Associates, Metro's project manager for the energy recovery facility.

Like any other new industry, the proposed energy recovery facility
must control any pollutants its operation creates. Studies by

, Metro's air quality consultants and an independent third-party

reviewer (Girshman, Brickner & Bratton study, prepared for the
Oregon City Commission, April, 1981) all conclude that the facility
will be acceptable under state and federal regulations and that any
pollutants emitted will be well within standards.

‘The Portland metropolitan area (including Oregon City) has a mixed

air quality rating. The area is in "attainment" for most
pollutants, meaning that the pollutants are well below the level

“that would pose any danger to public health or welfare. The area is

in "nonattainment" for a few pollutants, meaning that for at least
one day a year in the region, the level of pollution is above the,
desirable standard. -

Because of this mixed air quality rating, two standards will be
applied in DEQ's assessment of the plant's pollution control
equipment. For emissions that are in attainment, Metro is required
to show that the equipment to control those emissions represents the

. Best Available Control Technology (BACT). - For pollutants that are

in nonattainment, such as particulates, Metro must meet a more
stringent standard called LAER--Lowest Achievable Emission Rate.

Metro's Proposed Air Quality Controls

There are three sources of potential air pollution from the energy
recovery facility: : : '

1. The refuse receiving area and pit;
2. The ash pit and ash transfer equipment; and
3. The resource recovery furnaces.

The refuse receiving area and pit are being designed to operate
under negative air pressure so that any possible pollutants are held
within the area and are drawn into the furnaces themselves. Ash
will be handled in a moist condition to eliminate the potential of
dry ash escaping into the air. o :
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‘consisting of first, a dry scrubber to remove certain gases and .

The resource recovery furnaces will have a pollution control system

then, a series of electrostatic precipitators that will remove
particulate. As the exhaust from the furnaces passes through the
scrubber, it will be subjected to a spray of lime from a special air
atomizing nozzle. The acid gases in the exhaust react with the lime
and are neutralized. The spent lime particles are collected in the
electrostatic precipitators, just as any other particulate matter is
captured.

The addition of the dry scrubber has substantially reduced the
emission of certain gases. Metro's proposed energy recovery §
facility was well within state and federal air quality standards
even without this additional pollution control equipment.

The dry scrubbing system selected by Metro will be supplied by

DB Gas Cleaning, one of three vendors worldwide with experience with
such systems on municipal incinerators. The combination of scrubber
and precipitators will give the high degree of pollution control
Metro has specified for this plant.

Emissions Data

Table A (below) compares the plant's maximum air‘quality impact with
the most stringent of State and Federal Ambient Air Quality
Standards. Clearly, for all major emissions, impacts resulting from

the resource recovery facility are far below allowable levels. . .

TABLE A .
g Metro's Resource Recovery Facility :
Maximum Predicted Air Quality Impact (in micrograms per cubic meter)

Averaging Air Quality Maximum Estimated
Emission Time* Standard** Emission from Metro Plant
Sulphur -
Dioxide | Annual 60 ' 1
Total : | | | !
Suspended \ i
Particulate ‘Annual 60 o 0.6
Nitrogen :
- Dioxide Annual ' 100 4
Lead Monthly ' 3 0.3
Carbon : |
Monoxide » “8-hour 10,000 80
Nonmethane o : | S _
Hydrocarbons 3-hour - - 160 ' 7

\

*different pollutants have different standards
**most stringent of State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards
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Table B (below) details the estimated annual emissions in tons per

year for all measurable emissions from the proposed energy recovery
facility. : ‘




TABLE B

Metro's Resource Recovery Facility
Estimated Annual Emissions

"Emissions ' Quantity (tons/year) Comment
Sulfur Dioxide (509) 150 1% of Tri-county SO) emissions
Nitrogen Oxides (NOy) 480 ‘ 1% of Tri—county NOyx emissions
Fluorides | 0.45 Dry sgrubber removes 75% of fluoride
emissions

Hydrocarbons (VOC) 36 Offsets not required if emissions

' under 40
Carbon Monoxide (CO) ' 570 Major source of CO is vehicle exhaust
ﬁydrochloric Acid (HC1) 81ﬁ6 Dry scrubber removes 92% of HCl
Mercury 1.9
Sulfuric Acid (H2SOy4) 0.45 Dry scrubber removes 95% of H2S504
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) - . 0.039
Asbestos, Vinyl Chloride, ' - 0.0 -

Hydrogen Sulfide (H5S) and
Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)

Total Particulate o 84 Total Tri-county particulate
‘ ' emissions are 35,000 tons/year
Lead : 3.06
Beryllium - 0.0000138 Less than 1/2 ounce/year
2,3,7,8 TCDD (dioxin) 0.00000018 7/1000 ounce/year; well within EPA

safety estimates

Polynuclear aromatic hydro- 4
carbons (PNAs) 0.0018 3.6 pounds/year




Volatile organic compounds (VOC) is an emission that the DEQ wants
to limit because it contributes to the development of ozone, for
which this metropolitan area is in nonattainment. However, Metro's
proposed plant emits only 36 tons of VOC per year, and the DEQ has
ruled that sources emitting less than 40 tons need not provide
offsets. Metro has located 41 tons of VOC offsets,  but those
offsets are not needed for purposes of this application.

Only one emissioh, particulate, requires seeking offsets to mitigate
the impact on the nearby nonattainment area for that pollutant.

Metro's:Search for Particulate Offsets : . ’

‘Metro's proposed energy recovery facility emits a very low level of
particulate (84 tons per year) when compared to other sources of
particulate in the Clackamas County area (see Table C). The
facility will be located in an attainment area for particulate
(Oregon City), but because of its proximity to the metropolitan
nonattainment area, DEQ has ruled that Metro must seek offsets for
particulate. '

At the same time, the EPA has ruled that resource recovery
facilities may be exempt from offset requirements that are normally
applied to industrial point sources because they provide
environmental advantages to landfilling of garbage. If an exemption

is requested, the applicant must show that a good faith effort has
been made to obtain offsets.

Metro has vigorously sought offsets for the 84 tons of particulate
that the energy recovery facility will emit annually. Five tons of
particulate offsets are available from the closure of Rossman's
Landfill and the change in disposal operation with the opening of
the resource recovery facility. Because the plant will be fully
enclosed and garbage will be transported by large transfer trucks,
significantly reducing the number of individual haulers' trucks,
particulate from vehicle emissions and dust will be reduced.

Metro has spent the past six months seeking offsets from point
sources of fine particulate emissions in the area. The only two
existing major point sources are Crown Zellerbach Corp. in West Linn.
and Publishers Paper Co. in Oregon City. Crown Zellerbach responded
that offsets would be available only if their West Linn facility
were to be closed, and that there were no such plans for closure.

Metro discussed two possible sources for offsets with Publishers:

1) reduced fuel o0il consumption as a result of the steam energy that .
the resource recovery plant will supply to Publishers; and 2)
installation of an additional mist eliminator on a recovery boiler

at Publishers. The paper company has indicated that neither offset
possibility is available to Metro.

With these potential industrial sources eliminated, Metro has

exhausted the search for point source offsets. The other
possibility is to seek offsets from nonpoint sources of particulate
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Table C
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in the area. According to the DEQ Emissions Inventory, the major

‘ particulate sources in Clackamas County are:
Tons/Yr
paved and unpaved roads 3,460
woodstoves and fireplaces 1,170
motor vehicle emissions 920
residential and commercial space heating 1,100
field and slash burning 1,230
agricultural tilling 300
residential, open burning (backyard burning) 100

Metro believes that backyard burning is the only one of these
sources that realistically could be controlled to provide
particulate offsets for the resource recovery plant. Metro has
explored several possibilities for providing alternatives to
backyard burning in the region.

Metro's Yard Debris Recovery Program

In February 1981, Metro received a $265,000 grant from the EPA to
explore alternatives for disposal of yard debris. Metro's has
completed two of three planned yard debris clean-up programs, and
the early success of the program is very encouraging.

. Metro's program has three primary objectives:

1s To provide an information base for implementing a
permanent yard debris recovery and recycling program;

2 To demonstrate that special processing techniques can
recycle yard debris by converting it into a valuable,
useable resource such as boiler fuel or mulch; and

B To demonstrate that a reduction of backyard burning in the
metropolitan area can be implemented without placing any
additional burden on the area's scarce landfill capacity.

The first phase of the project, completed last spring, experimented
with the collection, processing and marketing of woody waste (twigs,
limbs and branches only). Metro is currently involved in Phase II
of the project, a campaign to collect and process mixed yard waste
(leafy and woody). Phase III will be conducted in the spring of
1982 and will be based on the findings from the first two phases.

The program appears to be technically and economically feasible, and
one Clackamas County business that participated in the demonstration

project has indicated its intention to continue the program on a
permanent basis.

Furthermore, preliminary data from the second phase of the project
' indicates that the aggressive public information campaign persuaded
residents to take advantage of alternatives to backyard burning.
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For example, for the weeks of October 23 through December 6, a
weekly average of 1,861 cubic yards of separated yard debris was
brought to the two collection sites (St. Johns Landfill and
McFarlane Bark). This is a significant increase over the amount
usually brought to the landfill prior to the program.

Continuation of the Yard Debris Recovery Program

Based on the early success of the Yard Debris Recovery Demonstration
Project, Metro is convinced that a regionwide, ongoing program that
provides alternatives to backyard burning would have significant
impact on particulate levels in the metropolitan area.

Consequently, it is Metro's intention to continue a yard debris
recovery program beyond the expiration of the EPA grant, and to make
it a permanent part of Metro's regional solid waste management
program. Metro will carry out the following activities to promote
the use of alternatives to backyard burning:

Le Metro will seek legislation to address the collection of
yard debris. Metro does not currently have statutory
collection authority, but intends to seek such authority
from the Oregon Legislature during the 1983 Legislative
Assembly. The emphasis of such legislation would be the
collection of yard debris within Metro's jurisdiction and
the spreading of associated costs among the region's
residents.

2 Metro will build the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center
in Oregon City on the site of the energy recovery
facility. This facility will offer an attractive option
to Clackamas County residents who currently prefer to burn
their yard debris rather than take it to Rossman's
Landfill.

3 Metro will continue to seek incentives for people to
recycle yard debris rather than burn it. Metro has
secured from a private firm in Clackamas County a
commitment to provide a permanent facility to receive,
process and market yard debris. McFarlane Bark will offer
residents of Clackamas and southern Multnomah Counties a
low-cost, convenient alternative to backyard burning of
yard debris. Metro will pursue similar agreements to
commit private enterprise to participate in a practical
solution to the open burning problem.

4, Metro has requested that Clackamas County investigate the
possibility of Clackamas County haulers voluntarily
providing collection of separated yard debris at least
twice a year in the City of Milwaukie and in the urban,
unincorporated areas of the county as part of their normal
service. Metro will explore similar collection activities
with other local jurisdictions in the region.




5 Metro will continue is comprehensive public information
program to persuade residents of the metropolitan area to
use alternatives other than open burning for the disposal
of yard debris. The public information/education effort
in support of the Yard Debris Recovery Demonstration
Project resulted in a marked increase in participation in
that project. Over time, as more people are made aware of
the practical alternatives to burning, such a program will
be even more successful.

Request for Offset Exemption with Conditions

To review Metro's pursuit of particulate offsets, Metro has located
five tons of offsets from the closure of Rossman's Landfill and the
operation of the resource recovery facility. Offsets from known
significant point sources are unavailable.

In evaluating non-point sources, only open burning appears
realistically capable of being controlled. DEQ's suggestion that
Metro provide free collection of yard debris in Clackamas County in
order to obtain adequate offsets is not financially feasible.

While a specific amount of offsets cannot be estimated for a
voluntary program, Metro is confident that an aggressive program to
promote alternatives to backyard burning will substantially offset
the particulate emissions estimated for the resource recovery
facility.

Further, Metro is committed to carrying out a variety of activities
to see that such a program is successful, and invites the DEQ to
cooperate with Metro in monitoring the program.

Therefore, Metro requests that DEQ grant an exemption from
particulate offset requirements for the resource recovery facility

with the condition that the Yard Debris Recovery Program outlined
above be implemented.

This request is consistent with an EPA ruling that allows resource
recovery facilities to have an exemption provided that a good faith
search has been made to locate offsets.

The Regional Perspective

An effective solid waste management program today cannot rely on
landfills alone. Diminishing natural resources and concern about
possible environmental degradation require that we use landfills
only as a last resort and instead make a strong commitment to
recycling and other energy-saving measures. Metro's proposed energy
recovery facility is a key part of a responsible solid waste
management plan. It will burn two-thirds of the region's waste and
create a local, stable source of energy for local industry. It will
double the life of the regional landfill, extending it to 31 years.

And it will not compete with recycling and other waste reduction
activities.
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Metro's primary objective is to reduce the amount of garbage that
must be handled and disposed of. To accomplish this, Metro is
involved in a varitey of waste reduction activities, including
operation of the Recycling Switchboard, promotion of curbside
recycling services, financial assistance to recycling organizations
and coordination of a yard debris clean-up program.

Even with full recycling, Metro would have to dispose of about

600,000 tons of garbage a year. The energy recovery facility will
“take care of most of that amount.

What can't be recycled or burned will be buried in a landfill, along
with the unsold ash from the energy recovery plant.

Tying the system together will be transfer stations, where
commercial garbage collectors and private citizens drop off garbage
that is loaded onto larger trucks and directed to the most
appropriate disposal site (either resource recovery or a landfill).
Transfer stations provide the flow control that is necessary to
maximize the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the whole system.

A regional problem, such as garbage disposal, requires a regional
solution. Metro's proposed energy recovery facility is an integral

part of the solution, reducing the pressure on landfills, disposing

of nearly 600,000 tons of garbage annually, and creating energy

which a local paper mill has agreed to purchase. Metro has

submitted this air quality application in order to proceed with the .

project and to meet the goal of having the plant ready to operate in
1985.
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