LSS Agenda

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Meeting:
Date:
Day:
Time:
Place:

Approx.
Time*

5:30 p.m.
1.
2.
3.

5=35 4.
(5 min.)

5:40 5ie
(10 min.)

METRO COUNCIL *PLEASE NOTE SPECIAL DATE
November 29, 1990%*

Thursday

5:30 p.m.

Metro Council Chambers

Presented By
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

INTRODUCTIONS
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

CONSENT AGENDA
REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

4.1 Resolution No. 90-1341, For the Purpose of Changing the
Term of Membership of the Solid Waste Rate Review
Advisory Committee from a Calendar Year to a Fiscal Year
Basis (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

5.1 Ordinance No. 90-370, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
90-340A Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Adopting a Supplemental
Budget, Creating the Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund and
Authorizing an Interfund Loan PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULED
ON THE SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET (Referred to Finance
Committee)

5.2 Ordinance No. 90-373, Amending Ordinance No. 90-340A
Revising the Fiscal Year 1990-91 Budget and Appropriation
Schedule for the Purpose of Allocating $10,000 From
General Fund Contingency to Support Arts Plan 2000
(Referred to Finance Committee)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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5. ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

5.3 Ordinance No. 90-374, Amending Ordinance No. 90-340A
Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Enhancing Computer
Acquisitions in the Transportation Department and
Providing an RLIS Marketing Consultant (Referred to
Finance Committee)

5.4 Ordinance No. 90-375, Amending Ordinance No. 90-340A
Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Enhancing the Parks and
Natural Areas Program of the Planning and Development
Department (Referred to Finance Committee)

6. ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS
REFERRED FROM THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

$50 6.1 Ordinance No. 90-369, Establishing an Office McFarland
5 min.) of Government Relations to Provide

Government Relations Services to the

Metropolitan Service District (Action

Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Ordinance)

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

255 6.2 Ordinance No. 90-368, For the Purpose of Saucy
10 min.) Amending Ordinance No. 88-268B Adopting

the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

to Incorporate the Special Waste Chapter

PUBLIC HEARING (Action Requested:

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

205 6.3 Ordinance No. 90-372, For the Purpose of Wyers
10 min.) Amending Metro Code Chapter 5.02

Establishing Tonnage Based Solid Waste

Disposal Rates at Metro Facilities

PUBLIC HEARING (Action Requested:

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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7. RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

6:15 7.1 Resolution No. 90-1347, For the Purpose of Van Bergen
(10 min.) Approving a Fiscal Year 1990-91

Supplemental Budget and Transmitting the

Approved Budget to the Tax Supervising

and Conservation Commission PUBLIC

HEARING (Action Requested: Motion to

Adopt the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE INTERGOVERNMENTAﬁ RELATIONS COMMITTEE

6:25 ' 7.2 Resolution No. 90-1343, Approving an Inter- Bauer
(5 min.) governmental Agreement with the Inter-

governmental Resource Center for Bi-State

Committee Staff Support (Action

Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Resolution)

6:30 7.3 Resolution No. 90-1352, Approving the Bauer
(5 min.) Recommendations of the Bi-State Policy

Advisory Committee Regarding Air Quality

Protection Measures (Action Requested:

Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

6:35 7.4 Resolution No. 90-1353, Supporting Legislative Devlin
(15 min.) Concepts and Transmitting Legislative

Proposals to the 1991 Legislative Session

(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

6:50 7.5 Resolution No. 90-1329A, For the Purpose of DeJardin
(5 min.) Closing St. Johns Landfill as a General

Purpose Landfill but Continuing to Accept

Limited Types of Solid Waste for a

Limited Time to Ensure Proper Closure

(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Resolution)

6:55 7.6 Resolution No. 90-1337, For the Purpose of Wyers
(10 min.) Establishing Incentives that Encourage

Greater Waste Reduction and Recycling

(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Resolution)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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7. RESOLUTIONS

7:05 7.7
(5 min.)

7:10 7.8
(5 min.)

Resolution No. 90-1345, For the Purpose of
Authorizing Issuance of a Request for

Bids for Marion County Waste Transport
Services and Entering Into a Contract
with the Low Responsible, Responsive
Bidder (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Resolution)

Resolution No. 90-1355, For the Purpose of
Approving an Intergovernmental Agreement
with the City of Oregon City Providing

for the Payment of a $.50 per Ton
Mitigation and Enhancement Fee (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

1215 8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS & COMMITTEE REPORTS

(5 min.)
8.1

Tri-Met Merger

8.2 Metro ERC Resolution Nos. 96, 97 and 98

7:20 ADJOURN

A:\CN1129.AG

DeJardin

DeJardin

Gardner

Knowles




Agenda Item No. 4.1
Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1341



- SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1341, FOR THE
PURPOSE OF CHANGING THE TERM OF MEMBERSHIP OF THE SOLID
WASTE RATE REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE FROM A CALENDAR
YEAR TO A FISCAL YEAR BASIS '

Date: November 21, 1990 ~ Presented by: Councilor David Saucy

Committee Recommendation: At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste
Committee meeting, Councilors Collier, DeJardin and Saucy voted

unanimously (Collier; 3/0 vote) to recommend Council adoption of

Resolution No. 90-1341. Councilors Buchanan and Wyers were
excused. : ' ' :

Committee Discussion/Issues: Roosevelt Carter, Budget and

“Finance Manager, presented the staff report._ The Committee had

. no questions or comments and voted unanimously to recommend the

full Council adopt the Resolutlon.

TD:DEC:pa
90-1341.RPT



CA

'TO A FISCAL YEAR BASIS S )

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CHANGING THE RESOLUTION NO. 90-1341

)
TERM OF MEMBERSHIP OF THE SOLID ) _ »
WASTE RATE REVIEW ADVISORY ) "Introduced by Rena Cusma,
COMMITTEE FROM A CALENDAR YEAR ) Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The rate setting process cycle is not now.

synchronized with the terms of committee membership; and,

'WHEREAS} An alteration of the term structure from the,
present calendar year to a fiscal year basis would synchronize
membership with the rate setting cycle and benefit the rate setting

process; and,

WHEREAS, The terms'of membership for Jonathan Block and

N. Charles O'Connor now;expire on‘Deéember-31,-1990: and,
'WHEREAS, the terms of membership, for Ross M. Hall,

Milton W. Fyre and Andrew Thaler now expire on December 31, 1991;

and,

WHEREAS, All members have indicated their willingness to -

extend their service to allow all termé‘to expire on a fiscal year

basis to provide continuity to the rate setting procesé; now

therefore,

’ [
BE IT RESOLVED, '

That the term of membership for the Solid Waste Rate




‘ReView'Committeé'be changed to a fiscal year basis, and that all
pfesent members be extended to serve the balance of their altered
terms, which shall be June 30, 1991 for members Block and O'Connor,

and June 30, 1992 for members Hall, Fyre and Thaler.

'ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

7District this day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



" STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1341 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF CHANGING THE TERM OF MEMBERSHIP OF THE SOLID
WASTE RATE REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE FROM A CALENDAR
YEAR TO A FISCAL YEAR BASIS

.. Date: November'z, 1990 . 2 Presented by:  Roosevelt Carter

FACTUAL BACKGROUﬁD AND ANALYSIS

_ Durlng the 1ast Solid Waste Disposal rate setting process, the
Council established new rates effective at the beginning of the
- fiscal year to coincide with the annual budget cycle. The terms
of all five (5) members of the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee
“now terminate at the end of staggered calendar years. The terms
of two (2) members, Jonathan Block and N. Charles O'Connor, will
expire on December 31, 1990. These changes in the committee's
members during the midst of the. upcomlng rate setting process
will be problematlc.‘ ’

To minimize disruption of this year's rate setting'process,

Mr. Block and Mr. O'Connor have agreed to serve extended terms

. through June 30, 1991. Mr. Block serves as the "local
government" representatlve, and Mr. O'Connor serves as the "cost
"~ accounting and auditing" CPA.as required by Metro Code, Chapter
5.01.170.

Addltlonally, the terms of all committee members are proposed for
expiration and renewal on a fiscal year basis. Thus, each
member's term shall be extended by six (6) months to expire on
June 30 of the year immediately following the orlglnally
scheduled expiration date. :

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executlve Offlcer recommends approval of Resolutlon
No. 90-1341.

- JM: gbc
‘ce Bob Martin

uwfdev 1, 19%
Staf1012.rpt



: "Agehdé Item No. 5.1
MeetingvDapé: November 29, 1990

ORDINANCE NO. 90-370



| BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
"90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE Introduced by Rena Cusma,

) ORDINANCE -NO. 90-370
)

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A ' ) Executive Officer
) ) .
)
)

SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET, CREATING THE
SMITH AND BYBEE LAKES TRUST FUND
AND AUTHORIZING AN INTERFUND LOAN

-WHEREAS, Various conditions exist which had not beenlascertained
af the‘fime of the'preparaﬁion of the FY 1990-91 Budget and a change in
financial planning is required; and

.WHEkEAS,.Financing~for the pﬁrchasevof the Sears Facility will notr
be complete until FY 1991;92 and an interfund’loan will be needed in
the cﬁrrent fisdal year; and -.

| WHEREAS, The.Multnomah'County Tax Supervising and Conservation

Commission'héld its public‘hearing on the Supplementai Budget_of the
- Metropolitan Service District for the fiscal year beginning Julf 1,
1990 and ending June 30, 1991; and

WHEREAS, Recqmmendationé from the Tax Supervising and Conservation
Commission have been received and acted upon, as refledted in the
Budgef and in.themSchedule.of Appropriationé; now, therefore, .
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE‘DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAiNS:
1.  That Ordinance No. 90-340A, Exhibit B, FY 1990-91 Budget, and
" Exhibit C,chhédule of Appropriatiohs,.aré hereby amended as shown in
Ekhibits A and B to this OrdinanCef

2. That the Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund is hereby created
for the purpose of implemehting the Smith'and Bybee Lakes Management:
Plan.' The fund will be managed'by the Smith and Bybee Lakes Management

Committee with pvérsight by Metro. Funding will be received from
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intergovernmental traqsfe:s from the Cit& of‘Portland anduMetro
'conﬁributions of $0.50 pef ton for the remaining life of the St. Johns
Landfili. | | | _

3. An Interfund loan not to exceed FOUR‘MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED
= FORTY-FOUR. .'I‘HOUSAND THREE . HUNDRED THIRTY;NINE A $4 +744,339) DOLLARS, is.’
hereby authorized frdm,the Solid Waste.Revenue Fund to the Building
Management Fund in accordance with ORS 294;466(1). The loan is needed
be;ause financing to purchase the Sears Facility will ﬁot be completed
prior to the closing date of the real estate transaction. Simple
interest shall be paid on the loan amount at the'average daily rate
paid by the State of Oregon Local Government Investment Pool'for the
duration of the loan based on a 360-day year. The.loahxamount and
~'»inte'r:est due will be'repaid_frbm anticipated financing no later than
June 30, 1992. o

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of + 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

- Clerk of the Council

kr:ord90-91:supp:ord
November 5, 1990



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
- SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

: -CURRENT PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FIE - AMOUNT FTE ANOUKT  FTE - AMOUNT
GENERAL FUND TOTAL
' Personal Services
SI1H10  ELECTED OFFCIALS o o
Executive Officer 1.00 47,000 0 1.00 67,000
S11121  SALARIES-REGULAR ENPLOYEES (full tine) ’
Deputy Executive Officer 1.00 58,484 0 1.00 58,464
Council Adeinistrator 1.00 63,120 0 1.00 63,120
Managers (Finan., Const.) 0.30 18,432 0 0.30 18,432
Sr. Manageaent Analyst oo .40 177,382 0 440 177,382
. Asst. Management Analyst 0.40 12,576 0 0.0 12,574
- Governsent Relations Mgr. 1.00 58,506 0 1.00 58,506
Sr. Public Info. Specialist 0.50 20,055 0 0.50 20,055
Adainistrative Assistant 1.00- 28,362 .0 1.00 28,362
Clerk of the Council 1.00 27,310 0 1.00 27,310
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) - ' '
Adninistrative Secretary ’ 4.20 95,830 0 4.2 95,830
511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) i -
) Temporary Intern 0.20 3,055 0 0.2 3,055
Temporary Administrative Support 1,30 . 19,745 -0 1.30 19,765
512000 ~ FRINGE 201,453 (12,672) 188,781
Service Reimbursesent-Workers’Compensation 0 12,672 12,672
Total Personal Services 17.30 851,310 0.00 0 17.30 851,310
Total ALl Other Fund Requiresent 2,482,333 0 2,182,323
. T074L EXPENDITURES - V3,368 000 0 1.3

3,333,633



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370 -
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

ADOPTED ' PROPOSED
FISCAL YEMR 199091 BUDGET . REVISION  BUDGET
ACCOUNT # OESCRIPTION E " FIE - AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT

SUPPORT SERVICE FUND

" Personal Services

crsecncccecscncceene

- SI1121  SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) "
’ ' : . 2.00 130,354

Directors S -0 2,00 130,354
Managers (Finan., Const.) C 2,000 123,665 0 2.00 123,645
General Counsel 1.00 67,484 0 1.00 67,464
.Legal Counsel : - . 2.00 111,030 0 2.00 111,030
Personnel Manager .. 1.00 47,19 0 1.00 47,197
Assistant Personnel Manager 1.00 40,413 0 1.00 40,413
Data Processing Administrator 1.00 50,550 0 1.00 50,350
Chief Accountant 1.00- 57,441 0 1.00 - 57,441
Sr. Management Analyst . : ©3.00 118,641 0 3.00 118,841
‘Assoc. Managesent Analyst ' 5.00 167,533 0 5.00 167,533
Asst. Regional Planner 0.50 14,251 0 0.5 14,251
Public Inforaation Supervisor 1.00 40,591 0 1.00 40,591
Sr. Public Info. Specialist 2.50 89,377 0 2.50 89,377
Assoc. Public Info. Specialist =~ 3.00 100,808 - 0 3.00 100,808
Asst. Public Info. Specialist s 1.00 27,142 0 1.00 27,142
Support Services Supervisor 0.50 22,123 0 0.50 22,123
D.P. Systeas Analyst 4.00 159,217 0 4.00 159,217
Adainistrative Assistant 0.75 21,407 0 0.75 21,407
Senior Accountant . 3.00 116,551 0 3.00 116,551
- Graphics/Exhibit Designer 1.00 .14 0 1.00 27,144
Lead Accounting Clerk _ - 1.00 34,337 0 1,00 -34,3%7
511221  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES ( full time) o
0.P. Computer Operator , 1.00 24,339 .0 1.00 24,339
D.P. Computer Technician ' 1.00 21,82 0 1.00 27,821
Adainistrative Secretary - : 4.95 120,373 0 4.95 120,373
Secretary 4 ' 2.50 50,452 0 2.50 50,452
Program-Assistant 2 . : 2.00 45,790 0 2.00 45,790
Lead Accounting Clerk 1.00 - 23,291 0 1.00 23,291
Receptionist . 1.00 - 18,803 0 .1.00 18,803
Personnel Clerk - 1.00 17,962 .- ¢ 1.00 17,962
Reproduction Clerk 1.00 24,638 0 1.00 24,638
Payroll Clerk 1.00 23,489 0 1.00 23,469
Accounting Clerk 2 3,00 60,778 0 3.00 40,778
Accounting Clerk 1 - 3.00 48,881 0 3.00 48,461
Building Operations Worker 0.50 10,639 - 0 0.50 10,639
viiak Assistant 1.00 14,378 0 1.00 14,378



LMIBITA
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET.

ADOPTED

PROPOSED

TOTAL EXPENDITURES a0 e

~ FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ' BUDGET REVISION BUDGET -

ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION . . FTE - ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT ~ FTE AMOUNT
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND (continued) |
511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY ENPLOYEES (part tine)

Teaporary Professional Support - 0.50 9,000 0 0.50 -~ 9,000

~ Teaporary Adainistrative Support. 1.00 16,803 0 1.00 16,803

S11400 . OVERTINE ' S 3,250 .0 3,250

512000  FRINGE - 654,379 - (40,937) 613,442

Service Reiuabursement-Norkers' Compensation : 0 40,937 40,937

Total Personal Services A L 670 2,782,062 0.00 0 62.70 2,762,062

ALl Other Fund Requiresents ‘ 1,615,060 . 0 1,615,060

0.0 0 6270 4,317,122



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE K0. $0-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

' v ADUPTED_ . ' PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 -} BUOGET REVISION . BUDGET
. . . -. - imoeer
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION - .. Fe AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
Resources . '
7220 Sublease Incone 95,086 0 95,088
3561100 Interest e , 0 285,349 285,349
374000 °  Parking Fees 51,081 70,000 - 121,041,
385800 Bond Anticipation Note Proceeds ) -0 7,920,000 7,920,000
391531 Trans. Resource from S.W. Revenue Fund 25,000 4,744,339 - 4,769,339
392010 - Trans. Indirect Costs from Gen’l Fund ' 117,577 0 117,577 .
392140 Trans. Indirect Costs from Transportation 94,062 0 94,062
eeL  iano. i C0StS froa Plan. § Dev. Fund 41,946 0 41,946
392531 Trans. Indirect Costs from S.¥. Revenue Fund 107,408 0 107,408
392558 Trans. Indirect Costs from Conv. Cnt. Mgat. Fund 5,847 0 , 3,847
392559 Trans. Indirect Costs from Conv. Cnt. Cap. Fund 19,575 0 19,575
392610 Trans. Indirect Costs from Support»Svs. Fund 249,137 0 249,137
Total Resources B 808,699 13,019,668 13,826,387
.



0

EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
.SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

_ : ADOPTED . »  PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION " BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPTION ’ : . FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE _ AMOUNT
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
Metro Center Management Account
Personal Services
. SI1E21 . SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) 7 . -
Support Services Supervisor 0.50 22,123 -0 0.5 22,123 =
Adninistrative Assistant : 0.25 5,830 0 0.25 5,830
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tise) "
: Adainistrative Secretary . 0.2 6,448 0 0.25 6,468
Building Operation Worker ' 0.50 10,839 0 0.50 10,439
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) . '
‘ Teaporary Adainistrative Support . - 0.60 18,512 0 0.60 18,512
$12000  FRINGE ' : 19,707 (1,240) 18,4467
~Service Reiumbursement-Workers® Coapensation 0. 1,240 1,240
Total Personal Services ' 2.10 83,279 0.00 0 2.10 83,279
Materials & Services
521100 - office Supplies 300 0 300
521110 Computer Software 350 0 350
521220 . Custodial Supplies + 10,520 0 10,520
521240 _Graphics/Reprographic Supplies 1,000 0 1,000
521290 Other Supplies 600 0 400
521292 Small Tools 500 .0 500
521320 - QDues . o 175 0 17§
521510 Naintenance & Repairs Supplies-Building 2,000 0 2,000
524190 Hisc. Professional Services . 28,534 -0 . 28,536
525110 Utilities-Electricity 88,833 0 88,833
525120 Utilities-Mater & Sewer 3,566 0 3,566
525130 Utilities-Natural eas 25,895 0 25,895
. 525190 Utilities-Other . 4,25 0 4,25
- 525200 Cleaning Services 38,114 0 38,114
" 525610 Maintenance & Repairs Services-Building 29,175 0. - 29,175
525620 Maintenance & Repairs Services-Grounds 4,495 0 4,495
525640 Maintenance & Repairs Services-Equipment 100 0 100
§25690 Maintenance & Repaivs Services-Other 40,000 0 40,000
525731 Operating Lease Paysents-Building - 239,088 0 239,086
526200 - Ads & Legal Notices 1,050 0 . 1,050
526500 Travel ‘ 500 0 500
526700 Teaporary Help Services 1,380 0 1,380
526800 Training, Tuition, Conferences 1,000 0 1,000
528100 License, Peraits, Payments to Other Agencies 250 0 250
528310 Real Property Taxes 16,600 0 16,600
529500 Meetings 100 0 100
529800 Miscellaneous ° 50 0 50
Total Materials & Services 538,420 0 538,420




EXRIBIT A
-ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

- ADOPTED o PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 . BUOGET - REVISION BUOGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPT (0N | FIE ~ AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT

" BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
Metro Center Management Account (corptinued )

Capital Outlay

574570 . Construction Work/Materials-Leasehold Imp. . = 110,000 . 0 110.000.....
~ Total Capital Qut lay 110,000 7 0 - 110,000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ©2.10 731.6?9 0.00 0 2.10 731,699



- EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
- SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET .

PROPOSED

' : o , ADOPTED -
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 " BUDSET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION =~ - _ FIE . AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE - AMOUNT
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
. Sears Facility Construction Account
Personal Services
5111'211 SALARIES-REGULAR ENPLOYEES.(full time) D
Construction Manager - 0 0.35 19,140 035 19,140
Project Coordinator 0 0.10 5,852 - 0.10 5,852
Senior Managesent Analyst 0 040 15,756 0.40 15,756
A Assistant Management Analyst 0 030 9,207 0.30 9,207
- 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tise) o o
. Adeinistrative Secretary _ 0 0.20 5,744 0.20 5,744
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) ! - v
' Engineering Aide ' 0 020 - 4,630 -0.20 - 4,430
512000  FRINGE - 0 © 17,928 - 17,526
- - Service Reiumbursement-Workers® Coapensation 0 1,176 - 1,176
iotal personal Services - . 0.00 0 1.5 79,031 1.55 79,031
Materials § Services
521100 0ffice Supplies 0 500 500
521110 . Computer Software 0 00 - 500
521220 Custodial Supplies 0 500 - 500
- 521240 Graphics/Reprographic Supplies 0 2,500 2,500
521240 Printing Supplies 0 500 500
524190 Misc. Professional Services 0 298,000 298,000
525100  Utilitie ' ' 0 30,000 30,000
526100 Insurance 0 25,000 - 25,000
526200 Ads & Legal Notices 0 1,500 1,500
- 526310 Printing Services 0 . 10,000 10,000
525710  Equipment Rental ] 1,500 1,500
526410 Telephone 0 1,500 1,500
526420 Postage 0 1,000 1,000
526440 - Delivery Services 0. 500 500
526500 Travel : 0 1,500 1,500
$26700 Teaporary Help Services 0 1,500 1,500
528100 - License, Permits, Payments to Other Agencies 0 95,000 95,000
528310 Real Property Taxes - "0 55,000 55,000
529500 - Meetings 0 © 500 500
Total Materials & Services 0 527,000




EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET -

ADOPTED ' PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 . BUDGET REVISION -~ BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION | | FIE . AMOUNT “ FTE AMOUNT  FIE ANOUNT
BUILDING MANAGENENT FUND | |
Sears Facility Construction Account (continued)
Capital Outlay , - e
571100 - Purchases-Land/Building : . 0 5,150,000 - 5,150,000 —_—
571300 Purchases-Buildings, Exhibits & Related 0 30,000 o 30,000
571500 - - Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipment 0 5,000 © 5,000
574110 - Construction Management 0 237,500 - 237,500
574120 Architectural Services - 0 550,000 550,000
574130 Engineering Services 0 20,000 20,000
57410 vemer wunstruciion Services v : ] 100,000 - - 100,000
- §74510 - Construction Work/Materials-Other than Buildings 0 1,000,000 . 1,000,000 :
57'{520 . Construction Work/Materials-Buildings 0 2,500,000 2,500,000
| Total Capital Outly 0 9,592,500 9,592,500
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ‘ 0.00 0 1.5 10,198,531 1.5 10,198,531



 ENHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370°
SUPPLEMENTAL ‘BUDGET

MOPTED ~ PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ' © BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION S MO FE MM FIE oON
 BUILDING NAKAGENENT FUND |
General Expenses
Cont'ingent;y and Unappropriated Balance _
TS cotiosenr . so0m 500,000 50,000 -,
T 599990 Unappropriated Balance _ T 25,000 2,321,157 2,346,157
i Total Contingency and .u_nappropr,iated Balarnce ";;:66(-)- 2:!.!;:;;;- - 2:;3;;:;;;-
TOTAL EXPENDITURES | 210 808,699 0.00 13,019,688 2.10 13,826,387



~ EXHIBIT A :
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

- Total Resources ~ - 4,189,790

A-10 -

~ ADOPTED PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 . BUDGET - REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT & DESCRIPIIUN . . FIE AMOUNT  FTE . AMOUNT  'FTE AHOUNT
INSURANCE FUND
Resources
299000 Fund Balance , . 2,959,435 0o 2,959,435
351100° .. Interest on Investaents o 278,755 . * 12,500 . 289,255
Service Reimbursements-Workers® Coapensation s ‘ ' )
From General Fund L 0 12,672 12,672
From Support Service Fund 0 40,937 40,937
From Building Managesent Fund 0 2,416 2,416
From Zoo Operating Fund -0 95,968 95,566
Froa Zoo Capital Fund 0 1,283 - 1,283
From Solid Waste Revenue Fund 0 72,071 72,071
From Transportation Planning Fund 0 21,387 21,387
From Planning & Developaent Fund 0 12,515, 12,515
From Smith & Bybee Lakes Trust Fund 0 it K)}|
From Conv. Center Project Moat. Fund 0 798 798
From Conv. Center Project Capital Fund 0 1,952 1,952
From Metro ERC Managesent Pool Fund 0 8,988 8,988
From Spectator Facilities Operating Fund 0 70,335 70,335
’ From Oregon Conv. Center Operating Fund 0 21,229 21,229
392010 Trans. Indirect Costs fros Gen'l Fund 6,804 0 6,804
392120 Trans. Indirect Costs from 2o Oper. Fund 173,275 0 173,275
392140 Trans. Indirect Costs from Transportation 5,897 L 5,897
392142 Trans. Indirect Costs from Planning & Develop. 5,897 0 5,897
392531 Trans. Indirect Costs from S.M. Revenue Fund 46,267 0 46,287
392550 Trans. Indirect Costs from OCC Operating Fund 71,154 0 71,154
392558 Trans. Indirect Costs from Conv. Cnt. Mgat. Fund 628 0 624
392559 Trans. Indirect Costs from Conv. Cnt. Cap. Fund 12,09 0 2,098
392610 Trans. Indirect Costs from Support Svs. Fund 26,762 0 26,762
392750 Trans. Indirect Costs from Spec..Fac. Fund © 114,822 - 0 114,822 -
393531 Trans. Direct Costs from S.W. Revenue Fund 500,000 0 500,000
374,930 4,564,720



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

} ADOPTED PROPOSED
~ FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION - BUDGET
ACCOUNT ¥ DESCRIPTION . FIE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT
INSURANCE FUND (continued)
haweriats § Services
LIABILITY AND CASUALTY' PROGRAM .
521320 Dues - : 1,600 0 1,600
524190 Misc. Professional Services 20,000 0 20,000
526100 Insurance ) 382,000 0 362,000
529810 Claies Paid : 50,000 0 50,000
HORKERS COMPENSATION PROGRAM
Nedical Expenses Paid 0 112,104 112,104
Time Loss Expenses Paid 0 102,731 102,731
Reserves Paid 0 160,095 160,095
Total Materials & Seyvices ’ 453,600 374,930 828,530
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance -
599999 Contingency 529,769 0 529,769
599990 . Unappropriated Balance 3,206,421 0 3.206,421..
Total Contingency & Unapp. Balance 3,736,190 0 3,736,190
| 4,189,790 374,930 A 4,564,720

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

A-11



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
~ SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT - PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 7 BUDGET _ REVISION . BUDGET
~ ACCOUNT # OESCRIPTION » ' ' FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE AHUUNT
100 OPERATING FUND ‘
Personal Services .
TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES ‘ 4S8 0 4,151,224
SI1400  OVERTIME : . _ 97,392 0 _ 97,392 .
512000 FR}NEE , 1,395,181 . (95,566) 1,299,615
‘ Service Reiulburselent-uo_rkers' Compensation 0 . 99,568 95,566
Total Personal Services - . 17?.45 5,643,799 0.00 0 179.45 5,643,799
All Other Fund Requirenents 6,799,944 0 6,799,944

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 179.45 12,443,743 - 0.00 0 179.45 12,443,743

A=-12



N EXHIBIT A
: ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

1

CURRENT |  PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 B . BUDGET REVISION . BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION C FTE - MMOUNT FTE ANOUNT FTE  AMOUNT
100 CAPITAL FUND
Resources
© 299000 Fund Balance - 45,784 535,000 5,250,764
- 361100 . . Interest on Investments : © 282,946 - . 20,000 302,945 -
365100 Domatioms & Bequests 925,000 - 0 925,000
* TOTAL RESOURCES : o 5,923,710 .+ 933,000 . 6.478.710'
Personal Services
511121 SALARIES-REBULAR EMPLUTEES (Tull tine) |
Construction Coordinator 1.00 52,061 . 0. 1,00 52,081
SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (Part Time) 3 . o
: Secretary : 0.50 9,039 . 0 0.5 © 9,039
512000  FRINGE : ‘ . 17,719 - (1,253) 16,488
' Service Reiusbursement- Workers’ 00|pensat|0n : 0 1,253 1,253
Total Personal Services ' 1.50 . 78,819 0.00 0 1.5 78,819
Materials & Services
520100 Office Supplies - ST 0 48
- 321116 Computer Softuare A 94 0 : 0
521320 - Dues : ’ 104 0. 104 -
526500 . Travel ' o 988 ' 0 988
526800 Training,Tuition & Conferences ‘ 515. 0 515
Total Materials & Services ' ' o 2,569 o 2,569
" capital Projects
571500 Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipaent C2,18 0 2,184
ALASKA EXHIBIT :
574190 Other Construction Services . . 2,600 0 2,600
. NISC. EXKIBIT INPROVEMENTS ' : - - ,
574120 Architectural Services 15,000 - 0 15,000
574130 Engineering Services 4,000 ‘ 0 4,000
574520 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 105,000 ' 0 106,000
- UPDATE MASTER PLAN ' : ‘ : v , . :
574120 Architectural Services - 100,000 ‘ 0 100,000
AFRICA RAIN FOREST - . . '
574120 Architectural Services : 72,000 ' 0 _ 77,000
574130 Engineering Services ' . 23,000 _ 0 23,000
574190 Other Construction Services

574520 Const. Hork/ﬂaterlals-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 3,085,181 _ 555.000 3,620,181
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. EXHIBIT A
'ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

_ . CURRENT PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ' : 'BUDGET ~ REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPTION ‘ o FTE - AMOUNT  FTE " AMOUNT  FTE® - AMOUNT
200 CAPITAL FUND {continued)
 haonmun ANU PKUPAGATION CENTER _
574120 Architectural Services : 8,000 0 - - 8,000
574130 Engineering Services . _ 2,000 0 2,000
$74520 Const. Work/Materials-8ldgs, Exhibits & Rel. A 115,000 0 " 115,000° -
- NINI TRAIN/TROLLEY : : )
. -S74130 Engineering Services ~50,000 0 50,000
314520 . Const. Work/Materials-8ldgs, Exhibit & Rel. 200,000 0 200,000
Total Capital Projects 369,95 555,000 4,324,965
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance A
599999 Contingency - | , 166,057 0 166,057
599990 Unappropriated Balance " 1,906,300 0 !.906.300
Tatal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance '2,072,357 .0 2,072,357

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS | L 1.50 5,923,710 0.00 355,000 - 1.50 4,478,710

A=-14



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

" Total Resources ' v 100,105,945

A-15 :

- T CURRENT : PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 _ BUDGET REUlS.IUN BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION ) ’ ' - FIE AHOUNT ~ FTE " AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
- SOLID WASTE REVENUE
Resources
Fund Balance . . '
.. .¥ Construction Account. o : 11,880,239 - 0 11,880,239.=
' ¥ Reserve Account ‘ 2,850,000 0 2,850,000
341500 Docusents & Publications S 2,38 0 2,381
st -Disposal Fees-Commercial _ 18,402,773 - 0 18,402,773
343115 . Disposal Fees-Public 1,356,507 0 1,356,507
33121 User Fees-Commercial 17,202,285 0 -17,202,285
343125 User Fees-Public o 1,295,889 0 1,295,889
343131 . Regional Transfer Charge-Commercial A 3,136,99¢ 0 3,136,994
343135 Regional Transfer Charge-Public 277,187 0 Cooaer
343151 Rehabilitation & Enhancesent Fee-Commercial 120,382 0 - 120,382
343155 .~ Rehabilitation & Enhancement Fee-Public ' 6,670 0 6,670
~ slel Nitigation Fee-Commercial 126,473 0 126,473
243103~ Mitigation bee-Public : . 23,791 0 23,791
33171 Host Fees-Commercial ' © 133,704 0 133,704
343175 Host Fees-Public ’ : 5,255 0 5,255
343211 DEQ - Orphan Site Account - Comsercial 341,607 0 341,607
343215 DEQ - Orphan Site Account - Public 35,449 0 B9
343221 DEQ --Promotional Program - Commercial 520,326 0 520,326
343225 DEQ - Promotional Program - Public < 46,594 0 C 46,594
© 343180 Special Waste Fee ' - 218,887 -0 278,867
- 343200 Franchise Fees - - 1,143 . 0 1,143
- 343300 Salvage Revenue - : 4,000 0 4,000
343900 Tarp Sales . . 762 0 762
347220 Sublease Income - L 5,74 0 5,714
361100 Interest on Investments ' 3,215,617 0 3,215,617
343000 Finance Charge . A - 50,000 0 50,000
375000 Pass Through Debt Service Receipts : 0 2,318,085 2,318,085
379000  Other Miscellaneous Revenue 8,817 C 0 8,817
391251 Trans. Resources from Conv. Ctr. Debt Srv. Fund 4,756 0 4,756
391530  Trans. Resources from S.M. Oper. Fund ~ 8,500,000 -0 8,500,000
391534 Trans. Resources from S.W. Capital Fund 3,490,000 0 3,490,000
391535 Trans. Resources from St. Johns Reserve Fund 26,375,520 ° 0 - 26,375,520
393768 Trans. Direct Cost from Rehab. & Enhance. . 4,483 0 ’ 4,483
2,318,085 102,424,050 -




EXHIBIT 4
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

PROPOSED

'

. A=16

: - : CURRENT
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET _ ReviSIoN BUDGET
ACCOUNT ¥ DESCRIPTION o FIE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT FTE AHUl_lNT
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
Operating Account
- Personal Services
S11121  SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) 0 . - 0o - o
Dir. of Solid Waste Planning 1.00 - 75,484 -0.00 0 1.00 75,484
Budget and Finance Manager 1.00 - 54,318 0.00 S0 1.00 56,318 -
Engineering Manager S 1.00 48,646 0.00 - 0" 1.00 48,648
Facilities Superintendent - 1.00 45,815 0.00 0 1.00 45,815,
Sr. Engineer ' 2.00 76,208 0.00 0 2.00 76,208
Assoc. Engineer ’ : 2.00 45,826 0.00 0 2.00 65,826
1. wvesu maait Planner 3.00 202,027 0.00 0 5.00 202,027
. ASsOC. 50110 Waste Planner _ 4.00 273,58 0.00 0 8.00 273,568 -
Sr. Managesent Analyst o - 400 160,573 0.00 0 4.00 160,573
Assoc. Management Analyst : 1.00 32,913 0.00 0 1.00 32,913
Asst. Management Analyst ) 1.00 34,596 0.00 .0 1.00 34,590
Assoc. Public Affairs Spec. 1.00 32,913 - 0.00 0 1.00 . 32,913
Adsinistrative Assistant - 1.00 28,434 0.00 0 1.00 28,434
Waste Reduction Manager 1.00 46,352 0,00 0 1.00 44,352
Site Supervisor : . 3.00 47,057 0.00 0 3.00 47,057
N Hazardous Waste Specialist ©2.00 © 34,500 0.00 0 2.00 34,500
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) : 0 ’ 0 ' -0
: Adainistrative Secretary 1.00 23,404 0.00 0 1.00 23,404
Secretary 2.00 - 34,857 0.00 0 2.00 36,457
Program Assistant 2 1.00 23,404 0.00 0 1.00 23,404
Program Assistant 1 - ‘ © 400 76,293 0.00 0. 4.00 76,293
Hazardous Waste Technician ‘ 4.00 56,722 - 0.00 0 4.00 56,722
Scalehouse Clerk ) : - 15.00 209,115 0.00 0 15.00 209 1S
. " Office Assistant : 1.00 . 17,45 0.00 0 1.00 17,456
511225  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES ( part tlle) 0 0 .
: Office Assistant : ' 1.00 16,273 0.00 0 1.00 16,273
Scalehouse Clerk 1.75 - 4,001 0.00 . 0 1.75 46,001
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part tlle) ' _ 0.. 0. 0
Tesporary : ’ 2,056 .0 2,056
511400  OVERTIME _ : ) 23,841 S0 23,841
512000  FRINGE B ' 651,632 (71,188) 580,466
Service Reiuabursesent- Horkers' Conpensation 0 71,166 . MM,188
Total Personal Services : : 65.75 2,464,078 0.00 0 65.75 2,464,078
ALl Other Operating Account Requiresents 33,619,831 0 33,619,831
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 85.75 34,083,909 - 0.00 0 65.75 36,083,909

0.



EXHIBIT A
OROINANCE NOG. 90-370
" SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT , L PROPOSED

7 FISCAL YEAR'1990-91 ' BUDGET REVISION BUOGET
" ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION e FIE  AMOUNT FIE  ANOUNT FTE  AMOUNT
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
Constr.uction Account
Personal Services ' ’ - ' .
S11121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tine) , - -
Construction Coordinator _ 1.00 46,399 0 1.00 - 46,399
WU PKINGE , 14,848 (s05) 13,943
' service Reiumbursement-Horkers® Compensation 0 905. ' 905
Total Personal Services : 100 61,247 0.00 T0 1.00 0 81,247
Capital Outlay -
| NETRD EAST , | .
574130 Engineering Services , 50,000 0 50,000
574520 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 12,300,000 0 12,300,000
Total Capital Outlay c 3 12,350,000 - 0 12,350,000

" Total Requireaents - . 1.00° 12,411,247 0.00 0 1.00 12,411,247
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EXHIBIT A .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEWENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT ' PROPOSED

"FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUOGET REUfSlONA . BUDGET

ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION ‘ - - FIE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE - 'AMOUNT

_ SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
- Master Project Account
Requireaents
Reidel Compost Facility-Series A (1) = _
533220 Revenue Bond-Interest .0 - 1,933,085 1,933,085
. Reidel Compost Facility-Series One (2) : o
333220 Revenue Bond-Interest . -0 385,000 385,000

- _Total Requireménts ‘ ‘ 0 2,318,085 2,318,085

(1) The Series A Bonds bear interest at a floating rate. The interest component of the debt service liability
has been estimated with an average interest rate of 7 percent. An additional 10 percent of estimated FY 1990-91
interest due has been included to compensate for variances in rates. Metro’s obligation to pay debt service on
the Series A Bonds is limited to the Loan Repayments received from Riedel (see Solid Waste Revenue Fund
Resources, account number 375000 - Pass through Debt Service Receipts). At such time as the Compost Facility
begins processing waste, Metro will pay a tip fee per ton which will include an eleent related to debt service
on the Series A Bonds. This tip fee obligation, is budgeted in the Operating Account, Operations Division, line
item 526610 - Disposal Operations. Only one month tip fee obligation has been budgeted for FY 90-91.

(2) The Series One Bonds bear interest at a floating rate.. The interest component of the debt service liability
has been‘estinated with an average interest rate of 7 percent. An additional 10 percent of estimated FY 1990-91 -
interest due has been included to compensate for variances in rates. Metro’s obligation to pay debt service on
the Series One Bonds is limited to the Loan Repayaents received from Riedel (see Solid Waste Revenue Fund
Resources, account number 375000 - Pass through Debt Service Receipts).

A-18



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

CUKRtNT ‘ PRUPUSEY

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 R ' BUOGET REVISION - BUDGET
ACCOUNi ¥ DESCRIPTION :' : | FTE AMOUNT - FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT -
SOLID WASTE REVENEUE GENERAL EXPENSES
 Interfund Transfers
‘OPERATING ACCOUNT . | L _
581610 - Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund. . 1,475,534 -. - - 1,475,534 ...
581513 Trans. Indirect Costs to 8ldg. Fund 107,408 107,408
581615 . Trans. Indirect Costs to Insurance Fund . 48,267 : . 46,287
582513 .. Trans. Resources to Bldg. Fund 25,000 4,744,339 4,769,339
582140 Trans. Resources to Transport. Plan. Fund 208,153 208,153
582142 _Trans. Resources to Plan. & Developat Fund 1,092,112 S 1,092,112
382768 Trans. Resources to Rehab. & Enhance. Fund 133,405 S - 133,405
583410 Trans. Direct Costs to Supp. Svs. Fund - . UYL » N 147,44
583615 ~Trans. Direct Costs to Insurance Fund . 500,000 . : 500,000
Total Interfund Transfers - - 3,735,353 4,744,339 8,479,692
~ Contingency and Unapprobriated Balance o |
59999  Contingency - . O ,22,% 0 2,221,798 -
599990 . Unappropriated Fund Balance 31,671,463 (4,744,339) - 26,927,124
Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance . 33,893,261 (4,744,339) 29,148,922
All Other Fund Requirements - ' 13,982,195 | 0 ' 13.982.195

TOTAL REVENUE FUND EXPENDITURES ) 68.75.100,105,965 0.00 2,318,085 68.75 102,424,050
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EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO.

90-370

- SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT PROPOSED .
-FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
A;CUUN! # DESCRIPTION - ' ’ FTE AMOUNT - FTE AMOUNT ' FTE AMOUNT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUND
Personal Services -
511121  SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) :
~ Transportation Director 1.00 87,7114 0 1.00 87,714
Trans. Planning Manager 1.00 93,959 0 1.00 93,959
Technical Manager ' fove Y] ‘0 .1.00 55,729 .
~._Regional Planning Supervisor ' 1.00 52,179 -0 1.00 3,019
Trans. Planning Supervisor : 3.00 142,855 0 3.00 - 142,855
Senior Regional Planner : 3.00 115,299 0 3.00 115,299
* Senior Management Analyst ©1.00 39,609 - 0 1.00 39,609
Senior Trans. Planner o , .00 145,042 0 4.00 145,042
Assoc. Trans. Planner L 5.00 155,878 0 5.00 155,878
Asst. Trans. Planner : 3.00 89,995 0 3.00 89,995
Asst. Regional Planner ' 2.00 3,324 ¢ 2,00 54,324
Aduinistrative Assistant . ' 1.00 29,921 0 1.00 29,921
511221  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) 0 0 0
Adeinistrative Secretary ' 26,520 0 100 26,520
Secretary 21,840 0 1.00 21,840
Planning Technician 19,258 0 1.00 19,258
511225  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) , 0. 0 0
Secretary - 0.50 10,000 0 0.5 - 10,000
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) 0 0 0
. Temporary : 1.00 16,662 o0 1,00 -16,662
512000  FRINSGE 340,003 (21,387) 318,816
o Service Reiumbursement-Workers' Compensation -0 21,397 21,387
Total Personal Services 30.50 1,436,787 0.00 0 30.50 - 1,435,787
A1l Other Fund Requiresents 3,193,461 0 3,193,681
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 30.50 4,430,448 0.00 0 30.50

A-20
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EXHIBIT A

~ ORDINANCE KO. 90-370

"SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET = -

- Total Resources

A=21

2,467,267

‘ CURRENT _ : ‘PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR »1990-9{ BUOGET REVISION - BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FTE ~ AMOUNT  FIE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
~ PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND RESOURCES
kc,‘ruuuu.o
331110 Federal Grants-Operating-Categorical-Direct B
Natural Areas 3 75,000 0 75,000
. , Natural Areas 4 : 20,000 0. 20,000
331120 Federal Grants- Uperatmg-Categoncal Indlrect L .. :
o "Soil Digitization 50,000 0 50,000
334210 - State Grants-ﬂperatlng-Non-Categoncal Dlrect ) o .
' Water Quality 40,000 0 40,000
oLep - 25,000 0 25,000
Nat Areas 3 - 10,000 0 . 10,000
' Nat Areas 4 5,000 0 5,000
337210 - Local Erants-Operating-Non-Categorical-Direct )
' Parks, Natural Areas 3 : 20,500 0 20,500
, Soils Digitizatipn : 40,000 .0 40,000
339100 Local Government Assessment Dues 240,149 0 - 240,149
341310 UGB Fees 1,429 0 1,429
341500 Oocuments & Pubhcatwns 9,524 0 9,524
341600 Conferences & Workshops 19,048 . 0 19,048
355100 - Donations and Bequests 12,500 0 - . 12,500
391010 Trans. Resources from 6en’l Fund - 695,423 0 695,423 .
391531 Trans. Resources from S.W. Rev. Fund 1,092,112 0 1,092,112
392140 Trans. Resources froa Transportation Fund 111,582 0 111,582
' _Trans. Direct Costs Froa Lakes Trust Fund 0 3,556 - 3,55
3,556

2,470,823




. ENMIBITA - -
ORDINANCE KO. 90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

PROPOSED

A-22

c ' CURRENT
. FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 * BUBGET REVISION . BUDGET
' ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FTE - AMOUNT ~ FTE AMOUNT  Fit ~  AMUUNI
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND
Personal Services
1121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tine) . : .
’ - Director of Planning & Develop - 100 62,220 0 1.00 62,220
Regional Planning Supervisor . 2,00 91,511 0 2.00 91,511
- Assoc. Solid Waste Planner .2.00 67,835 0 2.00 47,635
Senior Regional Planner. 4.00 160,067 - 0 4.00 140,067
Senior Managesent Analyst 4.00 147,527 - 0 4.00 147,527
Assoc. Regional Planner 0.25 6,194 0 0.25 6,194
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 34,462 0 1.00 34,862
Administrative Assistant _ 1.00 28,501 .0 1.00 28,501
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) . )
' Administrative Secretary- 1.000 23,459 0 1.00 23,459
Secretary 1.00 17,495 0 1.00 17,495
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part tlle) ‘
Temporary Adainistrative Help "0.50 - 7,200 0 0. 50 71,200
512000  FRINGE : : 0.00 198,948 (12, 515) 0.00 184,453
‘ Service Rejumbursement-Workers’Compensation 0.00 = * 0 12,515 0.00 12,515
Total Personal Services 17,75 845,439 0.00 - 0 17.75 845,439
Materials & Services
S21100 office Supplies - 10,450 0 10,650
$21110 Computer Software 7,955 0 7,955
521240 . Graphics/Reprographic Supplies 7,500 0 7,500
521260 Printing Supplies 5,175 0 5,175
521290 Pronotion Supplies 300 0 300
521310 Subscriptions 4,695 0 4,695
- $21320 Dues 3,325 0 3,325
524190. Misc. Professional Services 895,659 0 895,459
325640 Maint. & Repairs Servnces-Equnplent 7,550 0 7,550
525710 Equipment Rental 750 0 750
526200 Ads & Legal Notices . 4,500 0 4,500
526310 Printing Services . 45,000 0 45,000
526320 Typesetting & Reprographncs Servxces 9,000 0 9,000
526410  _ Telephone 6,310 0 6,310
526420 - Postage 15,000 0 15,000
526440 Delivery Service 3,000 0 T
$26500 Trave] . _ 23,400 0 23,400
526700 Temporary Help Services 2,500 0 2,500
526800 Training, Tuition, Conferences 20,000 0 + 20,000
529500 Meetings 13,300 0 13,300
Total Materials & Services 1,085,569 0 1,085,569



 EXHIBIT A
QRDINANCE KO, 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT

A-23

. PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUOGET .~ ReviSIoN BUDGET
----;5566;;-;‘66;5;;;};6§---‘-f---f-j o FIE wowr e ANOUNT HE oA
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND (continued) |
Ca;;ital Outlay
571400 "--;;;;ﬂ;;;;:g;uipnent b Vehicles | 172,050 0 17,050
- §71500 Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipment - 1,600 -0 1,600
Total Capital tutlay Comese o s
_ Interfund Transfers |
581010 --;;;;;:-;;5;;;2;-Eosts to Gen'l Fund 298,485 0 298,485
581513 Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldg. Fund I 41,946 0 41,944
581615 Trans. Indirect Costs to Insurance Fund 5,89 0 5,897
. Total Interfund 'Tra_nsfers - ‘ -;;;:;;; -------- ;_ -:;;;:;;;
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance |
5999 Contingency S o mam 3,556 174,897
Total COntinQency and Unappropriated Balance | -;;;:;;;- ---;:;;;- -;;;:;;;
TOTAL EXPENDfTURES - o © 17,78 5,467.267 0.00 3,58 17.75 2,470,823




EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

TOTAL EXPENDITURES . 0.00
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0 0.50 1,938,070

0.50 1,938,070

- - ADOPTED - PROPOSED
,F ISCAL YEAR 1990-91 , BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION - | FIE  ANONT FIE  AMOUNT FIE AMOUNT
SMITH AND BYBEE LAKES TRUST FUND
‘ Resou'r_ces ’ _
339200 Contract Services (lntergovernaentalﬂAgreelént) N 1,908,070 1,908,070 -.
361100 Interest on Investaents ‘ . 0 30,000 30,000
Total Resources: 0 1,938,070. 1,938,070
“Personal Services
SI1121  SALARIES-REGULAR ENPLOYEE (full tine) . S
Senior Regional Planner -0 0,50 16,495 0.50 - 16,495
512000  FRINGE ‘ 0 4,638 4,638
Service Reiunbursement-Workers® Compensation 0 an -
Total Personal Services ' 0.00 0 0.50 21,444 0.50 21,444
Materials ¥ Services
521100  Office Supplies 0 1,200 1,200
2110 Computer Software 0 1,000 1,000
524190 Misc. Professional Services 0 100,000 100,000
 Total Materials & Services 0 102,200 102,200
Capital Outlay
571100 Purchases - Land - 0 500,000 500,000
$71500 Purchases-qffice Furniture & Equipment 0 1,500 1,500
Total Capital Outlay 0 501,500 501,500
Interfund Transfer
583142 Trans. Direct Costs to Plan. & Devel. Fund 0 3,556 3,55
Total Interfund Transfers 0 3,556 3,556
co‘ntingency and Unappropriated Balance
999999 Contingency 0 100,000 100,000
599990 Unappropriated Balance 0 1,209,370 Lyeweporv
Total, Contingency & Unapp. Balance 0 1,309,370 1,309,370



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

PROPOSED
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. - CURRENT .
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ’ : BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT O‘DESCRIPTIDN 4 FTE AMOUNT  FTE _ AMOUNT ETE ANDUNT
CONVENI[ON CENTER PROJECT MANAGEMENT FUND
Personal Services
: '511121 " SALARIES- REEULAR EMPLOYEES (full tlle) . . _—
Project Manager 0.30 - 17,58 0.30 17,555 -
Senior Management Analyst 0.30 11,501 0.30 11,501
Assistant Management Analyst 0.20 6,138 0.20 - 6,138
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) : ) ‘
“Adwinistrative Secretary 0.20 5,744 0.20 5,744
512000  FRINGE ’ T 12,281 (798) : 11,483
Service Reiusbursement- Horkers Conpensatlon 0 798 ' 798
Total Personal Services ' 100 53,219 0.00 0 1.00 53,219
‘Materials & Services
521100 Office Supplies : ‘550_ 550
524190 Kisc. Professional Services ' 215,672 215,672
525640 - Maintenance & Repairs Serwces Equipment 553 553
526410 Telephone : 900 900
526420  Postage . : , ' 30 e
526500 Trave) . - -2,000 2,000 *
526800 Training, Tuition, & Conferences ) - 1,620 1,620
Total Materials § Services : 221,635 ¢ 0 221,635
Interfund Transfers
CS81S13- Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldg Fund 5,847 5,847
581610 Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 43,559 43,559
581615 Trans. Indirect Cost to Insur. Fund 626 626
Total Interfund Transfers . 50,032 0 50,032
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance
59999 - Contingency » L 1,637 1,637
Iotal Contmgency and Unappropriated Balance 1,637 0 1,637
TUTAL EXPENDITURES 1.00 324,923 0.00 0 1.00 324,523



- EXHIBIT A
- ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

: A=26

‘ : CURRENT . PROPOSED -
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ) ' " BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPTIDN - B : - FTE - ANMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FTE ANOUNT
- CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND
Personal Services
sinz21 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ‘ .
Construction Coordinator 0.25 12,439 0.25 12,439
Project Manager ' R 0.40 23,406 0.40 23,408
Senior Management Analyst 090 34,502 0.90 34,502
- Assistant Management Analyst 0.40 12,274 0.40 12,276
511221  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) . :

. Administrative Secretary 0.40 11,488 0.40 11,488
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) ' L v
o Teaporary Professional Support 0.25 5,768 0.25 5,768
512000  FRINGES 30,030 (1,952) 28,078

‘ Service Reiusbursesent- Horkers Conpensation -0 1,952 1,952

Total Personal Services ‘ - 2.40 130,129 0.00 0 .2.40 130,129

Materials & Services
521100 Office Supplies ' ' ' 2,000 2,000
{21220 -Custodial Supplies ' . 300 300
521260 Printng Supplies e ) 1,000 - 1,000
521310 Subscriptions : ) .700 700
524120 Legal Fees : 5,000 . 5,000
524190 Misc. Professional Services . 13,200 13,200
525640 - Maintenance & Repairs Services - Equnplent 875 875
525733 Operating Lease Payments - Other : 3,314 3,314
526200 Ads & Legal Notices , 3,000 3,000

526310 Printing Services 20,000 20,000
524320 Typesetting & Reprographlcs Servxces ' 1,000 1,000 -
526410 Telephone ‘ 1,200 1,200
526420 Postage . ' 1,000 1,000
526440 Delivery Service 2,000 ~ 2,000
526700 Teaporary Help Service ' 1,500 1,500
529500 Neetings : - , 2,000 2,000

Total Materials & Services 58,089 0
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ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
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o PROPOSED
FISCAL XEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION -BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FIE  AMOUNT FTE  AMOUNT FTE  AMOUNT
CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND (continued)
 Capital Outlay
571100 Purchases-l.and , 75,000 75,000
571300 Purchases-Buildings, Exhibits & Related 300,000 300,000
571500 Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipaent 4,009,000 4,009,000
574110 Construction Management 240,000 240,000
574120 Architectural Services 500,000 500,000
574130 Engineering Services 140,000 140,000
574190 Other Construction Services 10,000 10,000
574500 Construction Nork/Material 2,115,544 2,115,544
574510 Construction Work Other than Bldg ~ 900,000 900,000
- 574520 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 5,029,486 5,029,485
' Total Capital Outlay 13.319.030 0 13,319,030
Interfund Transfers
* 581513 Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldg Fund 19,575 19,575
581610 Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 145,829 145,829
581615~ Trans. Indirect Cost to Insur. Fund 2,09 2,096
Total Interfund Trénsfers 167,500 0 167,500
Confingencxl and Unappropriated Balance
599999 Contingency 4,004 4,004
Total Cont‘ingency and Unapprop.riated‘ Ba!ance ' © 4,004 0 - 4,004
2.40 13,478,752

0.00 0 2.40 13,678,752
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CURRENT PROPOSED *
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUOGET REVISION BUDGET
"ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION : ‘ ' . ' FTE ] ' AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE A.HUUNI
HEI_RD ERC MANAGEMENT POOL FUNb
Personal Services
’ 51112'1 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tlle) :
“General Manager 1.00 80,000 - T 0 1.00 80,000
Assistant General Hanager 1.00 67,600 0 1.00 67,600
Convention Center Manager 1.00 65,000 0 1.00 65,000
Assistant General Manager, Operation 1.00 56,247 0 '1.00 54,247
Special Services Director 1.00 44,520 0 1.00 44,520
Adaissions Director 1.00 40,413 0. 1.00 40,413
Controller _ 1.00 38,528 0 1.00 38,528
Hanager, Technical Services 1.00 - 34,933 0 1.00 34,933
Systess Administrator 1.00 33,540 0 1.00 33,540
Administrative Assistant 1.00 33,220 0 1.00 33,220
RED/Special Project : 1.00 31,678 0 1.00 31,678
_— - ‘Graphics Coordinator . 1.00 24,785 . 0 1.00 24,785
511131 SALARIES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (full time) : ' .
‘ Purchasnng/tontracts Coordinator 0.50° 15,839 0. 0.5 15,839
512000 ©  FRINGE ’ 198,206 {8,988) 189,218
Service Re1unburse|ent Horkers’ Compensation 0 8,988 8,988
- Total Personal Services 12.50 764,509 0.00 0 '12.50 764,509
Materials & Services
524190 - Hisc. Professional Services i 132,214 0 132,216
, 524500 Travel 20,000 0 20,000
Total Materials & Services 152,214 0 152,216
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance
599999 Contingency 95,000 0 95,000
lusar Lontingency and Unappropriated Balance 95,000 - 0 95,000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES o 12.50 1,011,725 0.00 g 12.50 1,011,725
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ORDINANCE K0. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL Buubts

CURRENT - ~ PROPOSED

.FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ’ BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # OESCRIPTION o COFIE ~ AMOUNT  FTE . AMOUNT  FTE = AMOUNT
OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATING FUND RESOURCES
| Resources |
: OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATIONS , _
299000 - Fund Balance ' 1,802,961 ' .0 1,802,961
338100 Hotel/Motel Tax 2,900,000 0 2,900,000
347100 Adaissions/Ticket Sales : 0 . 75,750 75,750
347220 Rentals-Building _ 648,084 B VIRV 1,122,505
347230 Rentals-Equipaent - ' . 50,773 0 - 50,773
3N Food Service-Concessions/Food : L0131 209,325 1,280,700
347500  Merchandising 0 . 1,604 - 11,604
347600 Utility Services ' 307,619 15,296 . 322,915
347900 - Miscellaneous Revenue s o 0 - 14,500 14,500
361100 Interest on Investments = . ' : 142,300 0. 142,300
365110~ Event Sponsorship - ' : : 0 ' 183,458 - 183,458
372100 Reimburseaents - Labor .. 182,851 0 182,851
374000 Parking - e 383,326 0 383,326
- Total Resources } 7,489,289 984,354 8,473,643
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ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

- . CURRENT PROPOSED
- FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
" ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FIE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT '
OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATING FUND
Personal Services
311121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) )
: Marketing Manager/Director of Sales and Ma 1.00 36,643 0 1.00 35,643
Sales Associate 1.00 28,682 0 1.00 28,682
~ Event Coordinator 2.00 43,562 0 2.00 43,562
Event Manager 1.00 34,932 0. 1.00 ° 34,932
Chief Engineer 1.00 36,643 | 0 1.00 36,843
Electrician -+ 1,00 33,220 0 1.00 33,220
Operating Engineer 2.75 71,560 0 275 71,580
Set-up Superintendent 0.92 25,124 0 0.92 25,12
. Utility Technician 2.00 54,622 0 2.00 54,622
SIT221 - WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES.(full time) : ‘

. Secretary 2.00 39,090 0 2.00 39,090
Bookkeeper 1.00 23,631 0 1.00 23,631
Clerical/Receptionist 3.33 57,036 0 3.33 57,034
Lead Engineer/Mechanic 0.92 30,562 0 0.92 30,562
Maintenance/Utility Lead 16.50 350,064 0 16.50  '350,064
Security Watch staff 5.83 91,222 0 5.83 91,222
Sound/Audio Visual Technician 1.00 24,784 0 1.00 24,784
Supervisor ' 1.83 45,355 - 0 1.83 45,355

- Telephone Systea Coordinator 0.92 25,126 0 0.92 25,126
Utility Maintenance 1.83 47,633 0 1.83 47,633
: Utility-Grounds 2.75 54,225 0 2.75 54,225
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part tine) : . .
Secretary/Receptionist 1.50 26,945 0 1.5 26,945 .
-Operations Workers 5.00 72,800 0.7 10,406 5.7t 83,204
Facility Security 1.50 27,249 0 1.50 27,249
Data Entry Clerk 1.00 16,388 6 1.00 16,308
Box Office Supervisor 0.41 10,156 0 0.4t 10,156
Ticket Sellers 1.64 25,560 0 .64 - 25,540
Head bate mivenvant 0.41 8,307 - 0 0.4 8,307
Gate Attendant . ' 2.25 35,145  0.55 8,654 2.80 43,799
Uniformed Security Supervisor. 0.82 17,892 ' 0 0.8 17,892
Uniforaed Agent 2.46 - 44,065 0,68 12,098 3.14. 56,163
Nedical Specialist 0.56 -~ 12,138 0 0.5 12,138
312000 FRINGE ) , 468,137 (13,439) 454,698
Service Reiunbursement-Workers® Compensation .0 2,229 21,229
Total Personal Services 1.94

68.13 1,918,520

" A=30

38,948 70,07

1,957,468
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_CURRENT

“Total Capital Outlay
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e : PROPOSED -
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT # OESCRIPTION - FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATING FUND (continued)
Materials & Services .
521100 Office Supplies 6,000 - 0 4,000 .
521290 - Other Supplies . . 70,500 0 70,500
521292 Small Tools 4,000 .0 4,000
- 521310 Subscriptions 215 0 215
521320 Oues 4,770 0 4,770
" 524120 Legal Fees ) 3,000 0 3,000
524130 Promction/Public Relations 74,288 "0 - 74,288
524190  Misc. Professional Services 1,403,415 740,113 . 2,143,528
525110 Utilities-Electricity 266,200 0 266,200
525120  Utilities-Water and Sewer - 30,300 0 30,300 -
- 525130 Utilities-Natural Gas 92,000 0 92,000
§251%0 Utilities-Other 11,500 "0 11,500
525610 - Maintenance & Repair Services-Building 41,000 0 61,000
525640 Maintenance & Repair Services-Equipaent 20,000 0 20,000
525710 Equipaent Rental 20,000 0 20,000
§25720 Building Rental , 7,500 0 7,500
526200 Ads & Legal Notices 15,820 0 15,820
524310 Printing Services 55,000 0 55,000
526320 Typesetting and Reprographics- 5,800 0 5,800
526410 Telephone ' 71,200 0 71,200
526420 Postage 16,340 0 16,360
528440 Delivery Service 350 0 © 380
526500 Travel . i7,19d 0 19,195
526690 Concession/Catering Contract - 906,065 183,323 1,089,388
526691 Parking Contract 40,841 0 40,841
524800 Training, Tuition, Conferences - 8,869 0 8,869
526910 Uniforas and Cleaning o 20,500 0 20,500
529500 Neetings - ' 4,500 0 4,500
529800 Miscellaneous 7,000 0 7,000
529835 - External Promotion Expenses 12,600 0 12,600
531100 Capital Lease Payments-Office Equipment 9,215 0 9,275
Total Materials § Services 3,248,073 923,436 4,191,509
Capital Outlay
571400 -Purchases - Equipsent and Vehicles . 85,000 0 55,000
571500 Purchases - Office Furniture and Equipment 123,000 0 123,000
574520 Construction Work/ Building 22,000 0 22,000
200,000 0 200,000



- EXHIBIT A
'ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT - " PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ' ' BUDGET . REUlSiUN ' BUDGET
ACCOUNT § nescalﬁrlou L | FIE - AMOUNT FTE . AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT .
OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATING FUND (continued)
Interfund Transfers
- 581610 Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 193,633 0 193,633 ©
381615 - - Trans. Indirect Cost to Insur. Fund . : 1,154 0 71,154
582751 Trans. Resources to MERC Management Pool 373,695 0 373,695
583410 Trans. Direct Costs to Support Svs. Fund 30.59_0 0 30,590
iotal Interfund Transfers | 669,072 0, ' 649,072
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance , |
599999 Contingéncy , ‘ 300,000 , " 0 300,000 ‘
599990 . Unappropriated Balance U 1,133,624 21,970 - 1,185,59
Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance | 1,433,824 21,970 1,455,594

TOTAL EXPENDITURES o 68.13 7,489,289 1.94 984,354 70.07 8,473,843
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EXHIBIT A .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

‘ ' ‘ : CURRENT PROPOSED
. FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 - BUDGET REVISION. A BUOGET
- ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION FTE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FIE ANUUNI
SPECTATOR FACILITIES FUND REVENUE
Resources
" COLISEUN _ - : : _ : o
299000 ~Beginning Balance a o . 2,615,000 ' 2,615,000
7110 . Users’ Fee ‘ 950,000 : 950,000
347220 Rentals-Building - : 1,500,000 : 1,500,000
KIVE] | Food Service-Concessions/Food ' 4,663,375 - | 4,663,375
347500  Merchandising o ~ 400,000 - . 400,000
347600 Electrical Contract o $5,000 ‘ 55,000
. 347700 Comjssions - - 140,000 o 140,000
347900 Miscellaneous Revenue o 150,000 150,000
361100 Interest . o 350,000 . o 350,000
372100 Reiabursements - Labor 598,742 - 596,742
374000 Parking . E 1,676,338 : , 1,676,338
- CIVIC STADIUN ' . ' .
347110 Users’ Fee - . o 157,400 - 157,400
7220 Rentals-Building ' 175,000 . 175,000
U Food Service-Concessions/Food _ 1,127,225 T 1,127,225
347500  Merchandising ' o . 40,000 . 40,000
347700 Comnissions S 13,000 13,000
_ 347900 Miscellaneous Revenve ~ = . . ' 20,000 o 20,000
372100 Reinbursements - Labor 110,800 , 110,800
' PERFORMING ARTS CENTER . o : : :
Mo Users® Fee ' o 740,000 . : . 740,000
347220 Rentals-Building - - . : 975,000 975,000
347311 Food Service-Concessions/Food - 185,000 ‘ -~ 165,000
347500 Merchandising 75,000 75,000
347700 .. Commissions - ; 495,000 ‘ , 495,000
347900 Miscel laneous Revenue - ) T 143,450 143,450
.. 361100 Interest v 40,000 , 40,000
372100 Reinbursesents - Labor 991,935 - 270,75 1,262,491

* Total Resources . : 18,365,265 270,756 18,636,021

- A-33



EXHIBIT A.
OROINANCE NO. -90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT

A-34-

8,841,37¢ 0.00

0 108.20

PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 . BUDGET REVISION ' BUQEET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPTION FTE . .AMOUNT FTE ANOUNT . FTE AMOUNT
SPECTATOR FACILITIES OPERATING FUND
Kemorial Coliseun ‘ ’
Personal Services
s1121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (Ffull time) - _ .
Coliseun/Stadium Manager 0.75 42,750 - 0.75 42,7150
Accountant 1.00 34,932 1.00 34,932
. Assistant Accountant 1.00 26,029 1.00 25,029
- Assistant Director of Security 1.00 33,220 1.00 33,220
Adwissions Assistant Director -1.00 33,280 1000 33,280
Adeissions Supervisor - 1.00 48,423 1.0v awyved
Event Manager . 1.00 38,528 1.00 138,528
Customer Services Representative 3.00 74,44 3.00 4,44
Sales Manager 1.00 42,465 1.00 42,485
* Pronotions Coordinator 1.00 30,137 1.00 30,137
Group Sales Coordinator 1.00 21,51 1.00 21,574
Sales Associate 1.00 26,029 1.00 26,029
Lead Engineer 1,00 '33,220 1.00 . 33,220
Operations Engineer - 4.00 126,548 . 4.00 126,548
Maintenance Section Superintendent 1.00 40,413 1.00 40,413
Set-Up Supervisor 2.00 55,993 2.00 55,993
- 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) P ‘
Bookkeeper 11. : , 1.00 22,561 1.00 22,561
Bookkeeper | 1.00 19,482 1.00 19,682
Accounting Clerk 1.00 18,052 - 1.00 18,052
Office Assistant 1.00 20,585 1.00 20,585
" Switchboard/Receptionist 1.00 20,585 1.00 20,585
Data Entry Clerk 1.00 17,9463 1.00 17,963
_ Marketing Staff Assistant 1.00 17,963 1.00 17,963
Security Watchaan 2.00 37,548 2.00 37,548
Security Secretary 1.00 . 20,585 1.00 20,585
Marketing Secretary 1.00 20,585 1.00 20,585
Utility/6rounds 1.00 22,318 1.00 22,318
Utility Lead 15.00 346,948 15.00 346,948
Utility Maintenance 3.00 67,372 3.00 47,372
Set Up Staff Assistant "~ 1.00 23,631 - 1.00 23,831
511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES ‘(part time 55.45 1,043,798 $5.45 1,043,798
SI1400  QVERTINE - 45,132 5,132
PRENIUN PAY . . 8,519 ) 8,519
512000  FRINGE 814,035 (38,916) 777,120
o Service Reimbursement-Workers' Compensation - 0 36,916 " 36,916
- Total Personal Services 108.20 3,295,848 0.00 0 108.20 3,295,848
All Other Memorial Coliseum Requiresents 5,545,524 0 5,545,526
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 108.20 8,841,374
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SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
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: < CURRENT PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
"ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION ‘ ‘ FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE  AMOUNT
SPECTATOR FAtILITlES OPERATING FUND
Civic Stadiua ‘
Personal Services
SIN21  SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ,
Coliseun/Stadiun Manager 0.25 14,250 0.25 14,250
- Set-up Supervisor 1.00 30,137 1.00 30,137
o Adaissions Supervisor . 2.00 46,538 2.00 46,538 -
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES {full time)
Utility Lead - 2,00 45,800 2.00 46,800
Assistant Set-up Supervisor 1.00 28,682 1.00. 28,682
: Security Watch Staff 1.00 18,782 1.00 18,782
511225  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) - 12.3% 204,303 12.36 204,303
511400  QVERTIME 7,506 .7,508
PREMIUN PAY 307 . 307
512000  FRINGE 119,640 (5,426) 114,214
Service Reinbursement-Workers’ Coapensation 0 5,426 © 5,428
Total Personal Services o 19.61 516,945 0.00 0 19.61  SI8,945
All Other Civic Stadium Requirements 1,171,896 0 1,171,89
TOTAL EXPENDITURES : 19.61 1,488,841 0.00 0 19.61 1,488,841



EXHIBIT A
‘ ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
: SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET -

CURRENT " PROPOSED
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FISCAL YEAR '1990-91 . : BUDGET , REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPHUN o FIE - AMOUNT  FIE AMOUNT  FTE . AMOUNT-
SPECTATOR FACILITIES OPERATING FUND
Perforaing Arts Center
Personal Services
11121 SALARIES-REGULAR EHPLOYEES (full tlle) : ’ )
PAC Manager 1.00 54,891 1.00 54,881
‘Progran Oevelopaent Hanager 1.00 39,478 ~1.00 39,478
Booking coordinator 1.00 26,029 1.00 26,029
PAC Events Director - 1.00 36,650 - 1.00 - 36,650
Operations Engineer 1.00 31,637 1.00 31,637
Stage/Operations Coordinator 1.00 33,220 1.00 33,220
Building Maintenance Supervisor - 1.00 30,137 1.00 30,137
Box Office Manager 1.00 27,311 1.00 27,311
Box Office Supervisor 4.00 92,382 4,00 92,382
Customer Service Representative '2.00 44,135 2.00 44,135
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EHPLUYEES (full tlle) . ‘ : o
Uuuu wav 4_.00 87,922 4.00 87.922
Sultchboard/Receptlonlst 1.00 18,774 1.00 18,774
Adainistrative Secretary 1.00 20,585 1.00 20,585
Secretary 1.00 18,774 1.00 18,774
Data Entry 1.00 17,963 1.00 17,963
Staff Assistant 1.00 22,561 1.00 22,561
Security Watchean 3.00 53,030 . ‘ 3.00 53,030
511235 VAGES-TEMPORARY ENPLOYEES (part tise) 75.81 - 1,449,842 225,630 75.61 1,875,472
511400  OVERTIME : 23,092 23,092
PREMIUM PAY . ' 1,200 . 1,200
512000  FRINGE ' ' - 572,15 17,133 ' 989,289
Service Rellburselent -Norkers’ COlpensatlon o 0 ‘ 27,993 21,993
Total Personal Services 101.61 2,701,759 0.00 - 270,756 .101.61 2,972,515
Materials & Services
521100 - Office Supplies ‘ 16,000 : 16,000
521290 Other Supplies 62,718 : 62,718
521292 Saall Tools . ' 1,600 , ' 1,600
524130 Promotion/Public Relation Services 60,400 60,400
524190 _ Misc. Professional Services 4,340 _ 4,340
525110 Utilities-Electricity 198,000 e 198,000
525120 Utilities-Water and Sewer. - 16,486 . ' 16,486
$25130 Utilities-Natural Gas . 54,251 - 54,251
525190 Utilities-Other ' ' 12,038 12,038
523610 -Maintenance & Repair Services-Building 81,775 ' - BLI1S
525710 Equipment Rental _ 16,612 16,612
$§25720 Building Rental 94,200 ' 94,200
526310 Printing Services 118,750 118,750
526410 Telephone 59,060 59,060



EXHIBIT
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A .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLENENTAL BUDGET
| ~ CURRENT . PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION . BUDGET
ACCGUNI # DESCRIPTION L . FIE ABOUNT  FTE ANOUNT ?IE AMOUNT
SPECTATOR FACILITIES GPERATING FUND (continued)
Perforaing Arts Center
526420 'Postage 11,200 11,200
526500  Travel ) i . 7,000_' 7,000
526700  Teaporary Help Services . 13,300 13,300
524800 Training, tuition, Conferences Ly 2,300
- 524910 - Uniforas and Cleaning 17,118 17,118
528100 License, Peraits, Payments to Other Agencies 18,887 18,887
529800 Miscel laneous 83,025 83,025
1529835 .External Prosotion Expenses 125,000 125,000
Total Materials & Services 1,074,060 0 : 1,074,060
Capital Outlay
571400  Purchases - Equipment and Vehicles 17,975 17,975
571500 Purchases - Office Furniture and Equipaent 4,300 4,300
574520 . Construction Work/Materials - Buildings, Exhibits - .288,300 288,300
Total ‘Capital Outlay 312,575 S0 L 312,575
TOTAL EXPENDITURES o 101.41 i}088,394

0.00 270,756 101.61 4,359,150



EXHIBIT &
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

CURRENT . PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 . _ ‘ BUDGET . . REUISIUN BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION o  FIE - ANOUNT FIE  AMOUNT FTE  AMODNT
SPECTATOR FAC(LITIES OPERATING FUND - ‘
general Expenses
Interfund Transfers :

. . \ .
581610 Trans._lndirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund C 312,486 I 312,466
381615~ Trans. Indirect Cost to Insur. Fund 114,822 114,822
582751 Transfer Resources to Metro ERC Managesent Pool 403,030 403,030
583610 Transfer Direct Costs to Support Sys. Fund - 45,885 : 45,885

A Total Interfund Transfers : 1,074,203 0. 1,076,203
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance
§99999 - Contingency : . 665,000 C 685,000
599990  Unappropriated Balance ' 2,005,453 . 2,005,453
- Total Contingency and Unappropriated B;lance 2,670,453 0 2,670,453

TOTAL SPECTATOR FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS 229.42 18,365,265 0.00- - 270,756 229.42 18,635,021

‘A-38



. EXHIBIT B
- ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
- " SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91.

PROPOSED

CURRENT - .
.~ APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
GENERAL FUND
Council
~ Personal Services 373,323 0 373,323
Materials & Services - 308,570 - 0 308,570
Capital Outlay . 3,800 0 £ 3,800
subtotal £85,693 0 685,693
Executive 'Hanagelent :
Personal Services 472,987 0 477,987
Materials & Services 126,816 0 126,816
Capital Outlay 4,400 0 4,400
Subtotal ' | 609,203 ° 0 609,203
General Expensé
Interfund Transfers 1,838,737 0 1,838,737
Cont ingency 135,000 0 135,000
. Subtotal 1,973,737 0 1,973,737
Unappropriated. Balance - 45,000 0 45,000
Total General Fund Requiresents 3,333,633 0 -3,333,433
’ SUPPORT SERVICES FUND -
Finance & Adainistration , ‘
- Personal Services 1,569,883 0" 1,549,883
Materials & Services 940,004 0 940,004
Capital Outlay 59,511 0 - 89,511
Subtotal - 2,569,398 0 2,549,398
" Personnel
Personal Services 347,427 0 347,427
Materials & Services 31,445 0 3,445
Capital Outlay ° 8,036 v 8,034
subfotal 396,908 0 386,908
office of General Counsel v
Personal Services 296,913 0 296,913
Materials & Services 18,120 0 18,120
Capital Outlay 8,500 0 8,500
Subtotal 323,533 0 323,533




EXHIBIT B
ORDINACE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

~ SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

"~ PROPOSED

B-2

" . CURRENT
APPROPRIATION - REVISION APPRUPRIMION
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND (cont inued)
- Public Affairs A
Personal Services 547,839 0 547,839
Materials & Services _ 98,4861 -0 98,661
Capital Outlay: " 12,768 0 12,768
subtotal 659,268 0 859,268
General Expense
Interfund Transfers 275,899 0 . 275,899
Contingency 132,116 0 132,116
Subtotal 108,015 0 108,015
Unappropriated Balance 30,000 0 30,000
Total Support Services Fund Require-énts 4,377,122 0 a1z
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND |
Metro Center Account "
Personal Services 83,279 0 83,279
Materials & Services 538,420 0 538,420
Capital Outlay - 110,000 0 110,000
Subtotal 731,699 0 - 731,499
~ sears Facility Account
Personal Services 0 79,031 79,031
Materials & Services 0 527,000 527,000
Capital Outlay 0 9,592,500 9,592,500
 Subtotal 0 10,198,531 10,198,531
_General Expenses »
Contingency 50,000 500,000 550,000
Unappropriated Balance 25,000 2,321,157 2,346,137
Subtptal 75,000 2,821,157 2,896,135/
Total Building Managesent Fund Requiresents 806,699 13,019,688 13,826,387
INSURANCE FUND
Naterials  Services 153,600 74,90 - 628,590
Cont ingency 529,769 0 529,769
“Unappropriated Balance 3,206,421 0 3,206,421
Total Insurance Fund Requirements 4,189,790 _ - 374,930 4,564,720



EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDBET
SCHEOULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91 - .

OCURRENT * PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION  REVISION  APPROPRIATION

200 OPERATING FUND

Adainistration - _
Personal Services 614,906 0 614,906
Materials § Services 314,718 0 314,718
- Capital Outla_y 7,679 0 7,679
Subtotal 937,303 0 937,303 -
Animal Management
 Personal Services 1,691,662 0 1,691,682
" Materials & Services . 343,187 - 0 343,187
Capital Outlay 14,500 0 14,500
Subtotal 2,049,349 0 2,049,349
_Facilities Management
Personal Services . 1,419,748 0 1,419,748
Materials & Services 1,355,570 0 1,355,570
Capital Outlay- 453,846 0 453,846
A Subtotal 3,229,164 0 - 3,229,164
~ Education : | I
Personal Services 610,453 0 610,453
Materials & Services . 297,859 0 297,859
Capital Outlay - 39,050 . 0 39,050
Subtotal 947,362 ¢ Y7 ,30¢
Marketing '
Personal Services 145,773 0 165,773
Materials & Services 315,887 0 315,687
Capital Outlay 5,950 0 5,950
_ Subtotal 487,810 0 - 487,610
Vigitor Services
Personal Services 1,141,257 0 1,141,257
Materials & Services 1,118,888 0 - 1,118,888 .
Capital Outlay 44,051 0 64,051
Sub_total ‘ 2,324,196 0 2,324,196




EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE HD. 90-370
~ SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

CURRENT | PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION  REVISION  APPROPRIATION

100 OPERATING FUND (continued)

General Expenses - . :
Interfund Transfers : 763,999 0 . 763,999

~ Contingency = S 496,264 0 495,264

 subtotal | . L8083 0 L
Unappropriated Balance - 1,188,496 . 0 1,188,498

Total Zoo Operating Fund 'Requirelents _ ' 12,443,743 _. lv 0 12,443,743

200 CAPITAL FUND

Personal Services ' 78,819 .0 78,819

Materials & Services 2,569 : 0 2,569
Capital Outlay ' 3,769,985 555,000 4,324,965
Contingency ’ 166,057 0 166,057 -
Unappropriated Balance : : 1,904,300 0 1,906,300
Total Zoo Capital Fund Requirements - ' . - 5,923,710 - . 555,000 6,478,710

SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND

Administration : :
Personal Services ' 334,895 -0 334,895
Materials & Services , 118,826 o . 118!826
Subtotal - 153,721 0 153,721
Budget and Finance o ‘ -
Personal Services ’ 320,065 0 - 320,085
Materials & Services ‘ 284,850 0 284,850
Subtotal - ‘ ’ L '604,915 : 0 04,915
Operations v
Personal Services , 747,200 0 747,200
Materials & Services _ 28,847,736 0 28,847,734
Subtotal S 29,594,936 0. 29,594,93
Engineering and Analysis .
~ Personal Services - 428,843 0 428,843
Materials ¥ Services ‘ - 545,920 0 545,920
Subtotal - ’ 974,763 0 974,763




EXHIBIT B -
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
_ . SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

CURRENT . PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION

SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND (continued)

- Waste Reduction

~ Personal Services L 633,075 0 633,075
Materials & Services L 3,822,499 0 3,822,499
Subtotal 3 4,455,574 , 0 4,435,574
Debt Service Account ' - ~ :
Debt Service . ' 1,300427 - 0 1,360,427
Subtotal | 1,360,427 0 1,360,427
Landfill Closure Account S R .
Capital Outlay ‘ _ 6,155,000 0 4,155,000
Subtotal T | 6,155,000 0 4,155,000
Construction Account : e -
Personal Services L ' 61,247 , 0 61,247
Capital Outlay - L 12,350,000 0 112,350,000
Subtotal ) _ 12,411,247 ' 0 12,411,247 .
Renewal & Replacesent Account
Capital Outlay _ 519,000 - 0 519,000
Csutotal R 519,000 0 519,000
General Account - | '
.Capital Outlay ' _ ' 3,947,768, ' 0 5,947,768
Subtotal o 57,768 0 5,947,768
Master Project Account o _ : ,
Debt Service . ’ 0 2,318,085 2,318,085
Subtotal I 0 2,318,085 2,318,085
-~ General Expense |
~ . Interfund Transfers 3,735,353 4,744,339 8,479,692
“ Contingency : , ) 2,221,798 0 2,221,798
éubtoféi - _ » ' ' 9,957,151 : 4,744,339 10,701,490
Unappropriated Balance AT (4744,39) 26,927,124
 Total Solid Waste Revenue Fund Requiresents ~ 100,105,965 2,318,085 102,424,050



EXHIBIT B

ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

SCHEOULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

4,000,000

CURRENT ‘ PROPOSED
. APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION -

SOLID WASTE OPERATING FUNQ

Interfund Transfers _ 8,500,000 0 8,500,000
Total Solid Waste Operating Fund Requireaents _ 8,500,000 . 0 8,500,000
SOLID WASTE CAPITAL FUND

Interfund Transfers 3,690,000 0 3,690,000
Total Solid Waste Capital Fund Requireaents ‘3.690.000 0 3,690,000
ST. JOHNS RESERVE FUKD

Interfund Transfer 26,375,520 0 26,375,520

" Total St. Johns Reserve Fund Requirements 26,375,520 0 26,375,520

REHABILITATION & ENHANCEHENI FUND

Materials & Services 551,900 0 551,900

Cont ingency 4,483 0 © 4483

Interfund Transfers 20,000 0 20,000

Unappropriated Balance 1,652,019 0 1,652,019
Total Rehab. & Enhancement Fund Requirements. 2,228,402 0 2,228,402
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUND

personal Services . 1,436,787 0, 1,436,787

Naterials & Services 2,412,056 0 2,412,056

Capital Outlay 15,785 0 75,785

Interfund Transfers 594,497 0 594,497

Cont ingency , 92,479 0 92,479

Unappropriated Balance - 18,844 0 18,844
fotal Iransportation Planning Fund Requirements 0 4,630,448



EXHIBIT B

ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

 SCHEOULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

PROPOSED

Management Fund Requirements

CURRENT
APPROPRIATION REVISION -APPROPRIAI[UN
_ PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND
Urban Growth Manageaent : o
Personal Services 448,107 0 448,107
" Materials & Services 490,734 0. 490,734
Capital Outlay 7,100 0 7,100
 Subtotal 1,145,941 0 1,145,901
Solid Waste Planning _
Personal Services 397,332 0 397,332
Materials & Services. '394,835 0 394,835
Capital Outlay .. 11,550 0 - 11,550
Subtotal 803,717 0 803,717
Gen’en_'al"Exp‘enses
~ Interfund Transfer 346,328 0 346,328
Contingency 171,281 3,556 174,837
subtotal 517,609 3,55 521,165
Total Planning & Development ‘Fund Requirenents 2,467,267 3,55 2,470,823
SHITH AND BYBEE LAKES TRUST FUND -
Personal Services . 0 21,444 21,444
© . Materials & Services 0 102,200 102,200
Capital Outlay 0 501,500 501,500
"Interfund Transfers 0 3,556 " 3,556
Contingency 0 100,000 100,000
" Unappropriated Balance 0 1,209,370 1,209,370
Total Swith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund 0 . 1,938,070 1,938,070
_CUNVENTION'CENTER PROJECT MANAGEMENT FUNU
. Pi;rsonal Services §3,219 0 53,219
-Materials & Services 221,835 0 221,635
- Interfund Transfers 50,032 0 50,032
Contingency 1,837 ‘0 1,637
Total Convention Center Project 326,523 ' R

326,523



EXHIBIT B .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET

© SLHEWULE ur mernuradil 1UNS FY 1990-91

. LUKKENI

PROPOSED

Requxrelents

B-8

APPROPRIATIUN‘ REVISION APPRUPRIRIION
CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND

Pesonal Services 130,129 0 130,129
Haterials & Services . 38,089 0 58,089

Capital Outlay 13,319,030 . 0 13,319,030
-Interfund Transfers 167,500 - 0 167,500
Contingency 4,004 0 ‘4.004
Total Convention Center PmJect Caprtal 13,678,752 0. 13,678,752

Fund Requirenents ’
CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT DEBI SERWCE'FUNU
- Debt Service 5,687,278 0 5,467,278
Interfund Transfers 4,756 0 4,756
Total Convention Center ProJect Debt Service Fund 5,692,034 0 5,692,034
_ Requirements
METRO ERC MANAGEMENT POOL.FUND :
Personal - Services 764,509 - 0 .- 764,509
Materials & Services 182,216 0 -, 152,216
Contingency 95,000 0 95'000,
Total lretro ERc.nanagelent Pool Fund Requirements 1,011,725, .0 1,011,725
- OREGON CONVENTION CENTER OPERATING FUND '

Personal Services 1,918,520 38,948 1,957,468
Materials & Services 3,268,073 923,436 4,191,509
Capital Outlay 200,000 0 . 200,000
Interfund Transfers 649,072 0 449,072
Contingency 300,000 0 300,000

Unappropriated Balance 1,133,624 - 21,970 1,155,594
Iotal ‘Oregon Convention Center Uperatmg Fund 7,489,289 984,354 8’,473.643



EXHIBIT B -
ORDINANCE NO. 90-370
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

CURRENT : PROPOSED.
APPROPRIATION  REVISION APPROPRIAT IO

SPECTATOR FACILITIES OPERATING FUND

Memorial Coliseus

Personal Services , : ~ 3,295,848 0. 3,295,848
Materials & Services o Jelit4ULb | 5,277,026
Capital Outlay . ' 268,500 0 - 268,500
Subtotal o 8,841,374 0 8,841,374
Civic Stadiua
Personal Services , 516,945 0 516,945
Materials & Services : . : 1,150,194 , 0 1,150,196
Capital Outlay a 21,700 . 0 . 21,700
Subtotal | | L L8810 0 1,488,841
Performing Arts Center v :
Personal Services . o ' 2,701,759 270,756 2,972,515
Materials & Services : 1,074,060 0 1,074,060
Capital Outlay : 312,575 : 0 312,575
Subtotal ’ : . 4,088,394 270,756 4,359,150
General Expense - v :
“Interfund Transfers 1,076,203 -0 1,076,203
Cont ingency A _ 645,000 0 665,000
Subtotal o : 1,741,203 0 - 1.741,203
Unappropriated Balance | 2,005,453 0 2,005,453
Total Spectator Facilities Operating Fund Requirements 18,345,245 270,756 . 18,636,021

PORTLAND CENTER FOR THEvPERFDRHlNG ARTS CAPITAL FUND

Capital Outlay 965,000 0 965,000

Cont ingency. : ’ ' 105,448 0 105,468
Total Portland Center for the Performing Arts Center ~ 1,070,468 0 1,070,488e

‘ Capital Fund Requirements

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS 226,706,355 19,464,430 246,170,794



APPENDICES

Ordinance No. 90-370
" FY 1990-91 = .
- Supplemental Budget



| Debt _SerAVvice S_chedule‘—

[ METROPOLITAN SERVICRK DISTRICT
) Roidel Compost Facility

Vaste Disposal Project Revenue Bonds . ‘
Variable Rate Bonds 8et By Market
Principal Payments as 8hown

- ) Estimated Interest Rate 7.00%
- $25,105,000 Saries A ’ . . $5,000,000 Series 1
—YEAR _ Principal _ Interest _ Total ~  Principal Intarest _ Total
PY90-91 o 1,757,350 1,757,350 0 350,000 350,000
FY91-92 o 1,757,350 1,757,350 0 350,000 330,000
FY92-93 600,000 1,725,050 2,325,850 0 350,000 350,000
FY93-9¢ 600,000 1,683,850 2,283,850 0 350,000 330,000
FY94-95 700,000 1,638,350 2,338,350. 0 350,000 350,000
PY95-96 800,000 1,582,350 2,362,350 0 350,000 350,000
FY96~97 800,000 1,526,350 2,326,350 ] 350,000 350,000
FY97-98 800,000 1,470,350 2,270,350 0 350,000 350,000
) FY98-99 1,000,000 1,403,850 2,403,850 ] 350,000 350,000
< FY99-00 1,000,000 1,333,850 2,333,850 ] 350,000 350,000
o< FY00-01 3,000,000 1,263,650 2,263,850 ] 350,000 350,000
— FY01-02 1,200,000 1,183,350 2,383,350 0 350,000 350,000
gg FY02-03 1,200,000 1,099,350 2,299,350 ] 350,000 350,000
EE FY03-04 1,400,000 1,004,850 2,404,850 ] 350,000 350,000
a. FY04-05. ‘1,400,000 906,850 2,306,850 ] 350,000 350,000 -
<< FY05-06 1,600,000 798,350 2,398,350 ] 350,000 350,000
FY06-07 1,700,000 682,850 2,382,850 0 .- 350,000 350,000
FY07-08 1,800,000 556,850 2,356,850 0 350,000 350,000
FY08-09. 2,000,000 420,350 2,420,350 0 350,000 350,000
FY09-10 2,100,000 276,850 2,376,850 0 350,000 ° 350,000
FY10-11 2,200,000 122,650 2,322,850 - ] 350,000 350,000
FY11-12 1,205,000 . 0 1,205,000 5,000,000 0 5,000,000

The Bonds and all obligations of the Issuer under or with respect to the Bonds, the 1989
8upplemental Ordinance and the 1989 Credit Agreenment shall be and remain limited obligations of
the lIssuer payable solely and only out of the Trust Estates. No recourse shall be had against
. any property, funds, or assets of the Issuer for the paysent -of any amount owing under or with -
. o respect to the Bonds, the 1989 Supplemental Ordinance or the 1989 Credit Agreensnt, Payments
to the Truet Estates are made pursuant to irrevocable direct-pay letter of credit issued by
Credit Suisse for Series A and ‘United States National Bank of Oregon for Series 1. Lloan
repayments will be derived soley from the revenues generated, by the operation of the 1989
Compost Project: which will be cwned by Riedsl Oregon Compost Company, Inc. Metro covenants to

deliver waste to Riedel pursuant to the Mass Composting Facility Service Agresement, dated
ﬁugust 16, 1989, : . .

A-70



APPENDIX B |
Estimate of Workers’ Compensation Dollars
By Department or Program Within Fund

Workers'’

Comp
Dollars
General Fund :
Executive Management ) $ 7,115
-Council . : ' . 5,557
Support Service Fund
.Finance & Administration: : .
Accounting ' 8,121
Support Services B 2,589
Finance . : . 3,526
Data Processing _ 5,801
Construction Management o : 3,330
Offlce of General Counsel . S : 4,420
Personnel : ' 4,995
Public Affairs 8,155
Building Management Fund .
Metro Center Account _ 1,240
Sears Facility Construction Account 1,176
Zoo Operating Fund
Administration : ' 9,295
Animal Management o 29,231
Facilities Management 24,532
Education Services - ' : o 9,087
Marketing . 2,468
Visitor Services : 20 953
Zoo Capital Fund ' 1,253
Solid Waste Revenue Fund o
Administration ‘ 4,947
- Budget & Finance 3 4,728
Operations = . ' o 45,804
Engineering - - ' 6,335
Waste Reduction 9,352
Construction S L o 905
Transportation Planning Fund . 21,387
Planning & Development Fund - .
Urban Growth Management : 6,601
Solid Waste Planning ' : - 5,914

Smith & Bybee Lakes. Trust Fund ‘ | 311




Convention Center Project
Management Fund

Capital Fund

Metro ERC'Ménagement Pool Fund
Spectator Facilities Operating Fund

Memorial Coliseum
Civic Stadium A
Performing Arts Center

Oregon Convention Center Operating Fund |

TOTAL WORKERS’ COMPENSATION DOLLAR ESTIMATE

798
1,952
- '8,988

36,916

5,426
27,993

21,229

1 $362,430



. Agenda Item No. 5.2
Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

ORDINANCE NO. 90-373



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
. METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
- 90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 :
- BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE Introduced by Rena Cusma,

ORDINANCE NO. 90-373

$10,000 FROM GENERAL FUND =
. CONTINGENCY TO SUPPORT ARTS PLAN

..2000 PLUS

)
)
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOCATING ) .~ Executive Officer
)
)

WHEREAS, The Coﬁncil of the,Metropolitan Sefvice District has
reviewed and considered the need to modify the FY 1990-91 Budget; and

WHEREAS,“The need for a'modified budget plen hae been justified;
and | | v‘

 WHEREAS, Adeqﬁate_funde exist for other identified needs; now,
therefore, | | . ‘

TﬁE~COUNCIﬁ OF THE METROPOLITAN SEkVICE DISTRICT HEREBY'QRDAINS:

" That Ordinance No. 90-340A, Exhibit B, FY 1990-91 Budget, and

.Exhibit C, Schedule-of Appropriations, are he:eby amended as shown in '’
. Ekhibits A and B to this'Ordinanee for the purpose of allocating
$10,000 from the General Fund Contiﬂgeney to support Arts Plan 2060
'Plus;_ | |

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of : _, 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officef

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

kr:ord90-91:90-373:ord
November 7, 1990



EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO. 90-373

FISCAL YEAK 1Yyu-vi

. CURRENT
BUDGET

GENERAL FUND:Executive Manageaent

521100
521110
521260
521290
521310
521320
524190
- 525640
525710
525731
526200
526310
526320
526410
526420
526440
526500
526800
529500

329800

Total Personal Services

Materials & Services

office Supplies

Conputer Software
Printing Supplies
Other Supplies
Subscriptions
Dues

‘Misc. Professional Services

Maintenance & Repairs Services-Equipment

- Equipment Rental -

Operating Lease Paynents-Bunldlng '
Ads & Legal Notices

Printing Services

Typesetting & Reprographlcs Servnces
Telephone

Postage

Delivery Services

Travel ,
Training, Tuition, Conferences
Heetings

Niscel laneous

Total Materials § Sérvices
thal Capital Outlay

TOTAL EXPENDITURES"

'8.80 477,987

4,141
500
1,000
100
3,158
14,705
50,000
956
1,170
2,700
1,820
4,456
1,550
3,870
3,390
150
19,455
6,165
7,160

370 .

609,203

REVISION
FTE AMOUNT
0.00 - 0
10,00
10,000
0
0.00 10,000

PROPOSED
BUDGET

FTE AMOUNT .

OO OO0 OO OOODOOOOCOCDOOOO OO

8.80 477,987

4L
500
1,000
100
3,158
14,705
60,000
956
1,170
2,700
1,820
4,456
1,550
3,870
3,390
150
19,455
6,165
7,160
370

619,203

8.80



EHIBITA B -
ORDINANCE O, 90-373

-~ CURRENT. ' PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT & DESCRIPTION ‘ ' - FIE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
GENERAL FUND:General Expenses

Interfund Transfers _

561513 Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldg. Fund Comsm 0 117,577

581410 Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 396,669 0 396,669

581415 Trans. Indirect Costs to Insurance Fund 4,804 0 6,804

582140 Trans. Resources to Transportation Fund 391,446 ' 0 - 391,448

582142 Trans. Resources to Plan. & Dev. Fund 495,423 0 : 695,423

382610 Trans. Resources to Support Svs. Fund - . 230,818 0 230,818

Total Interfund Transfers . | 1,838,737 - A -0 1,838,737
Contingency and U‘nappropriated Balance

599999 Contingency | 135,000 (10,000) 125,000

. Unappropriated Fund Balance 65,000 0 65,000

Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance _ 200,000 -(10,000) 196,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES _ ' 17.30 3,333,633 0.00 -0 17.30 3,333,633




- EXHIBIT B
. ORDINANCE NO. 90-373
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION ~ REVISION  APPROPRIATION

.

Council S - :
Personal Services 373,323 0 373,323
Materials & Services o 308,570 0 308,570
Capital Outlay : : 3,800 .0 3,800
- Subtotal : A 485,693 0 485,493
Executive Manageaent ’ ..
‘Personal Services T , - 77,982 . . 0 477,987
Materials § Services 126,814 10,000 136,814
Capital Outlay 4,400 0 4,400
Subtotal " A ~ 409,203 10,000 - 419,203
General Expense B . :
Interfund Transfers . _ 1,838,737 0 1,838,737
Contingency T © 135,000 ~{10,000) 125,000
subtotal . 1,973,737 (10,000) 1,963,797
Unappropriated Balance ‘ : 65,000 0 65,000
Total General Fund Requirements . 3,333,633 0 3,333,633

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED

NOTE: THIS ACTION ASSUMES THE ADOPTION OF THE FY 1990-91 SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-373 AMENDING ORDINANCE
90-340A REVISING THE FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET AND '
APPROPRIATION. SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOCATING
$10,000.00 FROM GENERAL FUND CONTINGENCY TO SUPPORT ARTS
PLAN 2000 PLUS

DATE: November 6, 1990 @ PRESENTED BY: Neil McFarlane
BACKGROUND |

The Metropolitan Arts Commission has undertaken a regional
cultural planning effort known as Arts Plan 2000 Plus, .and is
requesting that Metro support this effort financially. The
process for developing the plan involves the City of
Portland, Metro, Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington
Counties. - ’ ‘

The goals, organization, and issue 1list for Arts Plan 2000

Plus are shown as Attachment A, B and C to this staff report.
" The development of the plan is to occur over the next eight
months

Metro and the Metro ERC.are linked with app01ntments to the

- Arts Plan 2000 Plus advisory committees. The Executive
.Officer and Councilor Knowles.serve on the elected officials
Committee, and Metro ERC Comm1551oners Richard Ares and Mitzi
Scott serve on the steering committee.

The efforts of the Arts Plan 2000 Plus ‘are complementary to
those of the Metro regional facilities study -- particularly
as regards examination of the role of the Portland Center for
the Performing Arts and its funding. Overlapping committee
memberships have been made to ensure.coordination of
information and recommendations. ‘

Recently, the Metropolitan Arts Commission has retained a
national consultant, the Wolf Organization, to undertake the
- technical work required. The consultants work plan ircludes
a cultural needs assessment, assessment of organizational
structures that exist in Portland to sustain cultural llfe, a
general public survey, funding assessment, review of public.
art programs, comparable communlty analysis, policy and
planning review, all to result in devellopment of a cultural.
‘master plan. The Wolf Organlzatlon workplan contains



elements that are directly complimentary to Metro's
Facilities Study. The attached intergovernmental agreement
anticipates and describes subject areas of mutual interest
and utility. The full scope of work of the consultant is’
available upon request. : :

' Proposed Action

The Arts Commission has requested that Metro provide
$20,000.00 to support thé efforts of the plan. Similar
requests will be made of other jurlsdlctlons, foundations,
“and others. - )

It is proposed that Metro provide this f1nanc1al support
through two funds: ‘

(1) . $10,000. 00 from Metro General Fund Contlngency (exc1se.
tax); and

(2) $10,000.00 from the Metropolitan Exp051tlon Recreation
Commission Management Pool funds.

Adequate funds are approprlated in the Metro ERC Management
Pool to cover .the $10,000.00 expenditure - which will be
subject to approval of a separate contract action by the
Commission. The Metro ERC is expected to con51der this
actlon at its November meeting.

Metro General Fund (excise tax) funds are not currently -
allocated for this purpose. In order to make funds -
available, the Council will need to allocate $10,000.00 from
general fund contingency to the category of "Miscellaneous
.Professional Services" for the purposes of funding the
Intergovernmental Agreement attached as Attachment D.
Adequate funds exist in the contingency account. Execution
of the Intergovernmental Agreement is contingent on Council
approval of the required budget action.

Executive Officer's Recommendation

The Executive Officer recommends that Metro provide
$20,000.00 to support Arts Plan 2000 Plus through

(1) The Metro Council allocatlng $10,000.00 from Metro
general fund contingency through approval of Ordinance No.
90-373; and

(2) The Metro ERC approving expendlture of $10,000.00 of
budgeted Metro ERC Management Pool funds.




ATTACHMENT A

ARTS PLAN 2000 PLUS

. WHAT: A ten month planning process to develop a Cultural
 Action Plan for the Portland, Tri-County Metropolitan
region. The comprehensive planning effort is aimed at
assessing the role and function of arts programs and
facilities relative to other important community needs
and . priorities. When completed, AP2+ will propose
objectives in meeting the region's cultural needs in the
90's, identify the resources required to meet them, and
designate responsibility for implementation. '

HOW: °  Solid research, tapping of creative and effective
leadership and public input are all important elements of
this compreheirsive planning effort. A 43 member

- Steering Committee representing the civic, business, arts,
education and philanthropic leadership of the region will -
guide the process. The Wolf Organization, the nation's
premier cultural planning team, has been engaged to act
as advisors and facilitators for the process. Specific
products of AP2+ will include: '

1) A formal written plan assessing existing programs,
activities, facilities, and resources. '

2) Specific recommeridations in such areas as arts in
education, audience development and outreach,
cultural diversity, stabilizing arts institutions,
public/private funding partnerships and regional
approaches to delivery of and support for arts
services. - :

3) A timeline for implementation of recommendations
4) Market survey data for the Tri-County area which can
be used by arts personnel to develop more effective

target marketing strategies and techniques.

'5)'Economic impact research designed to produce reliable
data about the arts role in the regional economy.

WHY: The arts sector's continued viability and future contribution to
' our community's quality of life and economic vitality is
threatened by an image of elitism, controversy over
management of facilities, limited resources and confusion over



WHERE:

v -

goals and priorities. It is time to plan carefully for 'sensible
stewardship- and wise investment in our cultural resources.

A Cultural Action Plan is needed to:

1) Broaden the constituency. for arts programs and develop new
ways “to reach underserved audiences such as minorities, ’
children, seniors and the economically disadvantaged;

2) Promote a climate which supports and encourages artistic
excellence; _ } '

3) Plan for regional coordination and delivery of cultural
services; . :

4) Coordinate and enhance arts sector involvement in tourism,
economic development, neighborhood revitalization and
education; ‘ ‘ o = '

5) Coordinate greater cooperation. among arts organizations and
other -agencies; ‘ o ' |

6) Improve the financial and management stability of cultural
institutions. ‘ | L |

7) Establish clear priorities for public and private support for
our cultural programs and facilities. 4 '

'8) Strengthen and broaden the base of resources and leadership

available to provide stewardship for our cultural resources
9) Integrate planning for the arts sector with other planning
efforts such as the Portland Future Focus, the METRO
Facilities Study, and the Governor's Commission on Higher
Education; - ‘ o

The cultural planning effort was initiated by the
Metropolitan Arts Commission and Portland City
Commissioner Mike Lindberg. The plan now has an office
for staff in space donated by Walker & Macy Landscape
Architects, 111 S.W. Oak, Suite 200. Ann Mason has been
hired as the plan coordinator. More information may be
obtained by calling the AP2+ office, 223-0831 or MAC,

.796-5111.




ATI‘ACHMENT B

" ARTS PLAN 2000 +

PUBLIC

AD HOC ELECTED
OFFICIALS COMMITTEE

HONORARY ART
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

. STEERING
- COMMITTEE

TECHNICAL

" CREATIVE

ADVISORY
ADVISORY COMMITTEE -
Arts

COMMITTEE

Professionals

{ CONSULTANTS

ISSUE STUDY GROUPS will mclude the public at large, issue spcc:1a115ts artists, business, philan-
thropy and government. Possible issue topics include: Resource Development, Education and the

“ Arts, Public Art, Audience Outreach, Cultural Diversity, Economic Impact Arts in the Commumty,

' Artist Issues, Facilities, etc.’



. ATTACHMENT C - ’
ARTS PLAN 2000 PLUS - ISSUES WHICH MAY BE ADDRESSED

Final decisions about arts and cultural issues to be addressed in the planning
process will be made by the Steering Committee with input based upon public
meetings, opinion research, interviews, etc. Certainly the process of
prioritizing issues and strategies will involve tough decisions.  Nevertheless,
the following have emerged as a result of preliminary planning.

*  Public mvolvement/outreach The need to counter ‘an image of
the arts as elitist; reach out to mew audiences and inform all citizens of
the wealth of available arts opportunities.

* A Regional Approach: The need to assess arts programs, facilities
and audiences from the. standpomt of 1mpact, support and parucrpatxon
on a regional basrs.

* Cultural Diversity: How can our arts programs and audiences better

' reflect the involvement of the range of ethnic minorities residing in
Portland? How can access to programs. resources and diverse artistic
expressions be improyed?

* Facilities: The need to develop a public service oriented plan ‘and
adequate ‘resource base for effective, regxonally based management of
existing and/or new arts facilities.

* Education: How can arts programs be more thoroughly integrated
into the educational system and more active and effective partnerships
with cultural institutions and artists be encouraged?

_.* Artists: How can we create a climate supportive of innovation and
creativity which encourages the finest artists to live, produce. and
present their work here.

* Resources: How can effective public/privaic partnerships be
established to provide responsible stewardship and appropriate
investment in our cultural programs, institutions and facilities?

* Stability of arts institutions: 11 of the 17 largest arts institutions
in our community are carrying accumulated deficits and the failure or
near failure of arts organizations has been a regular news item ‘over the
last few years. How can management cffccnveness and financial
stability be improved.

* New roles for the arts: New roles and working relationships and
strategies linking 'the arts to tourism, economic development,
neighborhood revitalization and the human services should be assessed
in comparison to traditional programs and current resource allocations.

* Public art: The success of the program has yielded a iarge and diverse
collection. It is time for a thorough analysis of our practices, policies
and priorities in public art as the program expands and the collecuon
grows



* ATTACHMENT D

" Contract No.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

‘ TH'IS AGREEMENT datcd thlS . dayof _ _ ~ 1990, is Bctwccn
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT a municipal corporation, hereinafter féfcrred to -
as "METRO " whosc addrcss is 2000 S.W. Flrst Avenue, Portland, OR 97210-5398, THE
METROPOLI’I‘AN EXPOSITION RECREATON COMMISSION, whose addrcss is 777
N.E. Martin Luther King, Jr. :Blyd.,Portland, OR 97234, and METROPOLITAN ARTS :
COMMISSION , hereinafter referred to as "CONTR::&CT OR," whose addrcss is The
' Portland‘ Building, 1120 S: W. Fifth Avcnuc, Portland, Orcgon 97204 for the peridd of
: Qc_cs:mbng_._192Q, through June 30, 19_21_ and for any extensions thereafter pursuant to
written agreement of both pames |
WITNESS E'I‘.H:

WI-IEREAS This Agreement is cxclusivcly for Pérsonal Services; ,
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
CONTRACI‘OR AGREES: .
1. To perform thc services and deliver to METRO the materials described in the
' Scopc of Work attachcd hereto; |
2. To provide all services and materials in a corrpctcnt and profcssmnal manner m
accordance with the Scope of Work;
3. To comply with all applicable provisions of ORS Chaptcrs 187 and 279, and all
othcr terms and conditions ncccssary to be inserted into public contracts in thc statc of

Oregon, as if such provisions were a part of this Agrccmcnt

‘Page 1 - AGREEMENT



4. To maintain fbcordsvrc_lating to the ‘Scopé of Work on a gcncra.u;' recognized
accounting basis and to make said records available tc; METRO at" mutually convenient .
times; : | ._ o _ | fi

5. To indemnify and hold ME'I’RO, its agents and employees harmless from any'
and/‘ all claims, dc;’nands, damages, actions, losses and c*pcnécs, including attorney's fees,
' arising out of or in any way connected with its performance of this Agreement, with any .
patcnt infringement arising out of the use of CONTRACTOR'S dc31gns or othcr matcnals
by METRO and for any c1a1ms or disputes mvolvmg subcontractors; -

6. To comply with any other "Contract Provxsxons" attached hcrcto as so labcllcd,
and | , ‘ |

7. CONTRACTOR shall be an '.incl\cpcndéﬁt contractor for all purposes, shall be
entitled to no compensation other than the compensation prov1dcd for in the Agrcemcnt
‘ ‘CONTRAC’I‘OR hereby certifies that it is the dlrcct rcspons1b1hty cmploycr as provided in

ORS 656.407 or a contributing cmploycr as provxdcd in ORS 656. 411 In the evcnt
CONTRACTOR is to perform the services described in this Agreement without the
' assistance of others, CONTRACTOR hcrcby agreesto filea joinf dcclaratié‘n w1th METRO
" to the effect that CONTRACTOR services are those of an mdcpcndcnt contractor as
-‘prov1ded under Chapter 864 of Orcgon Laws, 1979.
| METRO AGREES:
1 To pay CONTRACTOR for scrvwcs pcrfonncd and matcnals delivered in the
R maxlmum sum of Twenty Thousand AND _QQ__/IOOTHS (S_ZQ.Q_QQ.Q_O_) DOLLARS
| and in the manner and at the time dcs1gnatcd in the Scopc of Work; and .

. 2. To provide full information regardmg its rcqu:rcmcnt.s for the work. .

BO’I‘H PARTIES AGREE: '

1. That METRO may terminate this Agrccmcnt upon g1vmg CONTRACTOR fivc
(5) days written notice without waiving any claims. or remedies it may have against

CONTRACTOR;
Pige 2 - AGREEMENT



: 2. That, in the event of termination, METRO shall pay CONTRACT OR for
services performed and materials delivered pribr to the date of termination; but shall not be
 liable for indirect or conéequcnﬁal dax_:ﬁagcs; |

3. Thai,> in the event of any litigaﬁon concerning this Agrccment, the pfcvaﬂing
- party shall be entitled to reasonable éttomcy_'s fees and -cohrt costs, including fees and costs

on appeal to an appellate court;
| 4. ;I'liat this Agreement is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, and legal
rgprcscntativcs 'and may hot, under any condition, be assigned or trahsfcrrcd by either
-party; and | | "
5. That this Agreement may be amended only by the written agreement of both

parties.

METROPOLITAN ARTS COMMISSION: METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

By: - ~ By:
Date:__ ' Date:
' METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-
- RECREATION COMMISSION
BY:
DATE:
'APPROVED AS TO FORM - APPROVED AS TO FORM |

| CITY ATTORNEY - METRO GENERAL COUNSEL

" Page 3 - AGREEMENT
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Exhibit A
~ SCOPE OF WORK |

In consideration of financial support of Arts Plan 2000 Plus,
the Metropolitan Arts Commission shall provide to Metro:

1. Opportunity to have input on the design of opinion
surveys, interviews and organizational assessments, so that
relevant questions regarding Metro and Metro ERC fac1lities
are asked. Input will be coordinated through Metro's’
Facilities Committee - PCPA Subcommittee. Arts Plan 2000
Plus will conduct this research. ‘

' +2. Access to task force meetings and notes from
deliberations

3. Recommendations on the foilowing topics:

a. regional approaches to the deﬁelopment of cultural
programs, facilities, and audiences.

b. estimates of the resources needed to support ex1st1ng )
- new programs on a region-wide basis.

c. funding mechanisms and strategies for the support of
«cultural services and fac1lit1es from both the public and
private sectors

d. strategies to better integrate cultural programs into
regional economic development, and tourism and convention
promotion efforts

4. The Arts Commission shall, at the conclusion of planning
" process provide presentatlons on the plan to:

a. Metro Executive
b. Metro ERC
c. Metro Council



: T . Exhibit B.
COMPENSATION

For the products and process provided for in this agreement,
Metro shall pay to the Metropolitan Arts Comm1s51on
$20,000.00 -in the following manner:

1. $10,000.00 from the Metro ERC Management Pool Fund within
30 days of the General Manager's receipt of an ,invoice
requestlng the funds. .

2.. $10,000.00 from the Metro General Fund within 30 days of
Metro's receipt of an invoice requesting funds.



Agénda Item No. 5.3
'Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

" ORDINANCE NO. 90-374




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE.
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT:

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. )
90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 ) -
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE ) .Introduced by Rena Cusma,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENHANCING COMPUTER) =~ Executive Officer
ACQUISITIONS IN THE TRANSPORTATION ) ’

DEPARTMENT AND PROVIDING' FOR AN RLIS )

MARKETING CONSULTANT )

ORDINANCE NO. 90-374

WHEREAS, The COunéil of the Metropolﬁtan Service District
.has reviewed and considered the need to modify the FY 1990-91
Budget; and . | - | ..
| WHEREAS, The need for a modified budget plan has been
B justified:'ana o . | |

' . WHEREAS, Kdéquate funds exist for other identified needs;
now, therefore, ‘ “
.ATHE'COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DiSTRICT HEREBY
ORDAINS: | | ”

That Ordinance No. 90-340A, Exhibit B, FY 1990-91 Budget,
and Exhibit C, échedule of Appropriations, are hereby amended as
shown in. Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for the purpose of |
~enhanciﬁg compuﬁer'acquisitiops in the Tranéportation Department

and providing for an RLIS marketing consultant.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

District this ._ day of . 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer
ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council




,

299000

3310

334110

337110

339100

339200

341500
361100
379000
391010
391530

& : CURRENT Computer RLIS "PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET Enhanceaents - Consultant BUDGET
ACCOUNT ¥ DESCRIPTION FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUND RESOURCES
. Resources -
Fund Balance 204,815 73,500 10,000 . 288,315
- Federal Grants- Uperatlng Categoncal Direct
FY 91 Sec. 8 204,248 0 0 206,248
B 9 103(e)(4) UNTA 40,000 0 . -0 40,000
“UNTA 103(e)(4) Ph, 11 AA/DEIS-1205 478,361 - {41,100) (10,000) 627,261
UNTA 103(e)(4) Milwaukie AA 980,058 ‘ 1] : -0 980,058
- FY 88 Sec 8-Pub/Priv (OR-08-0054) 36,000 ' 0 0 36,000
- Hillsboro Ext AA-Sec 9-Pass thru From Tri-Met 247,978 (57,400) 0 190,578
'FY 91 Sec 9-Pass thru from Tri-Met 150,000 o 0 0 150,000
FY88 Sec 8 (OR-08-0051) 10,000 . 0 0 10,000
FY89 Sec 9-Pass thru from Tri-Net - 16,500 : 0 0 16,500
State Grants-Operating-Categorical-Direct
FY 91 PL 239,501 0 0 239,301
FY 91 FHWA-HPR 150,000 0 0 150,000
FY 91 FHWA TA-HPR 21,500 0 0 21,500
~ FY90 FHUA {e)(4) 35,000 0 -0 35,000
~ FYB9 FHUA (e)(4) 50,463 0 0 - 50,443
~ FY 91 000T Suppleaental 150,000 0 0 150,000
. MWestside Bypass - 0DOT 30,000 0 0 30,000
Local Grants-Operating-Categorical-Direct : . :
Ph.11 AA/DEIS Local Match-1205 109,242 0 0 109,242
Nilwaukie AA Local Match 150,348 0 0 - 150,348
FY 90 Westside from Tri-Met : 10,000 0 0 10,000
FY 91 Tri-Met Sec 8/(e){4)/Sec 9 natch 22,000 0 0 22,000
Hillsboro AA ~ local match 56,994 - 0 0 56,994
Bi-State Study - IRC 15,000 0 0 15,000
Local Government Dues Assessment 315,000 0 0 315,000
Contract Services 25,989 0 0 25,989
~Documents & Publications 21,499 0 0 21,499
_Interest on Investaents 12,000 0 0 12,000
Other Miscellaneous Revenue 46,353 0. .0 46,353
Trans. Resources from Gen’l Fund 391,446 0. 25,000 416,446
Trans. Resources from S.W. Oper. Fund 208,153 0 0 208,153
Total Resources 4,630,448 (25,000) 25,000

EXHIBIT A .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-374

REVISIONS

4,630,448



EXHIBIT A ' ' .
ORDINANCE NO. 90-374 :

' REVISIONS
. ‘ CURRENT Computer RLIS PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET Enhancenents * Consultant BUQGET.
ACCOUNT ¥ DESCRIPTION FIE “AHOUNT FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
TRANSPURTMIUN PLANNING FUND EXPENDITURES N
Total Personal Services 30.50 1,434,787 0;00 0 0.00 0 30.50 1,434,787
Materials & Services
521100  OFfice Supplies 24,380 0 d 24,380
521110 Computer Software - 15,000 43,100 0 58,100
- 521240 Graphics/Reprographic Supplies 2,690 : 0 0 2,490
521310 Subscriptions 570 0 0 570
521320  Dues , 1,100 0 0 1,100
524110 Accounting & Auditing Services 5,000 0 0 5,000
524190 Misc. Professional Services 1,152,000 (98,500) 25,000 1,078,500
524210~ Data Processing Services _ 750 0 0 750
525640 Maint. & Repairs Services-Equipment 34,985 18,215 0 55,200
526200 Ads § Legal Notices 2,500 0 0 2,500
526310  Printing Services 29,350 0 "0 29,350
526320 Typesetting & Reprographics Services 1,000 0 . 0 ~ 1,000
526410 Telephone 6,060 0 0 - 6,060
526420 Postage 500 0 0 500
526440  Delivery Services 350 0 0 350
526500 Travel 21,000 -0 0 21,000
526800 Training, Tuition, Conferences 6,720 0 0 6,720
528100 License, Permits, Payaents to Other Agencies 1,035,000 0 0 1,035,000
529500 Meetings - 1,000 0 0 1,000
529800 Miscellaneous o 1,000 - 0 0 1,000
531100 Capital Lease-Furniture & Equipment 69,101 (15;265) 0 53,834
Total Materials & Services 2,412,056 (52,450) | 25,000 2,384,606
Capital Outlay
571500  Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipment 75,785 27,450 0 103,235
Total Capital Outlay 75,785 27,450 0 103,235
Interfund Transfers

581513 Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldg. Fund 94,062 0 0 94,662
581410 Trans. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 320,428 0 0 320,428
581415 Trans. Indirect Costs to Insurance Fund 5,897 0 0 5,897
582142 Trans. Resources to Planning & Developent Fund 111,582 0 0 111,582
582610 Trans. Resources to Support Svs. Fund - 20,000 0 0 20,000
583410 Trans. Direct Costs to Support Svs. Fund 42,528 0 0 42,528 -
Total Interfund Transfers - 594,497 0 0 594,497



EXHIBIT A

" ORDINANCE NO. 90-374

REVISIONS

CURRENT Conputer RLIS PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET ~ Enhancenents Consultant . * BUDGET
. ACCOUNT ¥ DESCRIPTION FIE - AMOUNT  FTE  AMOUNT  FTE ©  AMOUNT  FTE  AMOONE
IRANSPDRIAI;UN PLANNING FUND EXPENDIIURES (continue'd)-l

Contingency and Unappropriated Balance

599999 - Contingency 92,479 0 ‘0 92,478
. Unappropriated Fund Balance 18,844 0 0 18,844
Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance - 111,323 0 ] 111,323

" TOTAL EXPENDITURES

30.50 4,630,448




EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-374

REVISIONS

. : CURRENT Computer RLIS * PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ’ BUDGET Enhancenents Consultant * BUDGET
ACCOUNT # DESCRIPTION » C o FIE MMONT FIE . MMONTFTE  AMOUNT FTE  AHOUNT
GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES | |
ALL OTHER EXPENDITURES OF FUND : 17!.30 1,304,896 0 0 '17.30 1,304,896
Interfund Transfers ’ |
581513" Trans. Indirect Costs to Bldag. Fund ; 117,577 0 0 117,577
581610 Trang. Indirect Costs to Support Svs. Fund 396,669 -0 0o 396,669
581615 Trans. Indirect Costs to Insurance Fund . 6,804 0 0 6,804
582140 Trans. Resources to Transportation Fund o 391,448 - 0. 25,000 416,448
582142 Trans. Resources to Plan. & Dev. Fund 695,423 0 - o 895,423
382610 - Trans. Resources to Support Svs. Fund 230,818 .0 0 230,818
Total Interfund Transfers ' 1,838,737 0 - 25,000 1,863,737
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance | ‘
599999 -~ Contingency . ' ' ‘ 125,000 0 (25,000) . 100,000
~ Unappropriated Fund Balance 65,000 0 : 0 . 65,000
‘Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance 190,000 0 (25,000) - 165,000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ’ - 17,30 3,333,633  0.00° 0 0.00 -

0 17.30 3,333,833



EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO, 90-374
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91 -

CURRENT . PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION  REVISION APPROPRIATION

Council ’ :
Personal Services : - 373,323 0 373,323
Materials ¥ Services , 308,570 0 308,570
Capital Outlay : ' . 3,800 0 3,800
Subtotal = | 685,69 0 685,693
Executive Management .
Personal Services A 477,987 0 477,987
Materials § Services o , 135,814 o0 136,816
Capital Outlay , 4400 0 4,400
Subtotal — - 619,203 0 619,203
General Expense . .
Interfund Transfers 1,838,737 25,000 1,863,737
Cont ingency : 125,000 " (25,000) 100,000
Subtotal I 1,963,737 0 1,983,737
Unappropriated Balance _ 65,000 0 65,000
Total General Fund Requirements 3,333,633 ' 0 3,333,833

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUND

Personal Services , 1,436,787 0 1,434,787

Materials & Services - S 2,412,056 (27,450) 2,384,606
Capital Outlay ‘ ' 75,785 27,450 103,235
Interfund Transfers o 594,497 0 - 594,497
Contingency : . 92,479 . 0 92,479
Unappropriated Balance _ ' 18,844 ' 0 18,844
Total Transportation Planning Fund Requirements 4,630,448 0 - 4,830,448

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED

NOTE: THIS ACTION ASSUMES THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-370, THE FY 1990-91 SUPPLEMENTAL
BUDGET, AND ORDINANCE NO. 90-373



Amended Contracts List - Transportation

EMME2/INRO Proc
New equipment
necessitated
higher license

RLIS Marketing Study
Software - New
Computer - SAS,
WordPerfect, FrameMaker,
Unix '

Masscomp/INRO/New !
Computer Maintenance

PC ' (Macintosh) 4

Networks - Ethernet, Netcard

Approved . Ezgpgsed
§ 2,500 $ 18,700
35,000

26,900

8,470 “ 23,420
14,000 22,000

19,010



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-374 AMENDING
ORDINANCE NO. 90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 BUDGET
AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF \
ENHANCING COMPUTER ACQUISITIONS IN THE TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT AND PROVIDING AN RLIS MARKETING CONSULTANT

Date: November 15, 1990 Presented by:' Andrew C. Cotugno
Jennifer Sims

.l-v ' . . . ’ ’
FACTUAL, BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS °

This Ordinance provides the necessary amendments to the FY 1990-
91 budget to increase and enhance computer acquisitions in the
Transportation Department and to provide funding for a marketing
- consultant for the RLIS program. The specific requests are
explained in detail below. . - '

- Computer Acggiéitions

' The adopted FY 90-91 budget providéd for several major areas of
computer acquisitions for the Transportation Department:

. Replacement of the Masscomp computer used for travel
forecasting ' C . :

. Expansion of the HP computer used for RLIS

. Addition of personal computers for transportation planners

. Addition of peripherals for common usage : ‘

Over the past six months, Transportation and Data Processing -
-staff have gone through an extensive process to evaluate how to
best serve the needs of the department. The overall data
processing plan for the department.was established in October
1988, as shown in Attachment A. The FY 90-91 budget provided for
implementation of major components of the system plan, including
replacement of the. Masscomp computer, upgrading of the RLIS
computer (HP), addition of PCs for the Planning section and :
additions of shared peripherals. Since adoption of the FY 90-91
budget, a detailed "Request for Proposals" process was completed
for the major elements of the acquisition involving the Masscomp
replacement and common peripherals. Based upon this evaluation,
the budget amendments summarized below (see Attachment B for
details) are recommended: '

1. Masscomp Replacement - The total cost of the Masscomp .

replacement is proposed to be increased by approximately
$53,000 as follows: S .



Staff Report

Ordinance No. 90-374
Page 2

Budget - =  Proposed
New Computer lease- - $ 40,044 ‘ $ 32,234
Software ) , 3,726 26,900
EMME/2 License . 3
' Upgrade ‘ 2,500 18,700
Maintenance : 8,470 o - 23,420
Printer R _ 0 . 2,100
Installation and '
Training . 0 4,000
Total $ 54,740 : $107,354

This replacement computer provides a significant improvement
in capacity and provides a future upgrade path. Providing
this level of improvement is critical because of the
overload during the past year in need for travel forecasts.
The project schedules for Metro and other agencies have been
seriously hampered as a result. The increased cost’
reflected here is largely due to software costs. The EMME/2
license upgrade cost is based upon the power of the machine
running the software. Due to the substantial increase in
power over the Masscomp, a significant portion of the
increase is software license cost. In addition, the new-
license fee is based upon its application to a more detailed

~ travel forecasting system (1,000 traffic zones rather than

500), necessitated by the finer level of detail needed for
Metro studies. The second item involves purchasing rather
than leasing other software, including the computer

‘operating system, a word processor, a spreadsheet, a

statistical package and a report generator. The actual
computer lease cost is-reduced from the budget level since
it is included for six months rather than a full year. The.
FY 91-92 cost will be correspondingly higher. The

- maintenance costs are higher due to the delay in retirement

of the Masscomp and the higher cost of maintenance for a
larger machine. ' -

The acquisition also includes a laser printer ($2,100),
allowing the travel forecasting section to retire an old
Tektronix terminal and screen copier for an annual
maintenance cost savings of $2,489 per year.:

RLIS - The budget included expansion of the memory and disk
for the HP computer used for RLIS plus the addition of a
work station. These acquisitions are complete or in process

‘ @or a $7,000 savings. 1In addition, a laser printer ($2,100)
. is proposed to be added for the use of this section. The
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existing printer in use by this section w;ll be shifted to

the Transportatlon Planning sectlon (described in 3. below)

Transportatlon Planning - This section of the Department
requires personal computers that can serve multiple
functions, including high capacity and graphics quality for -

"access to the travel forecasting and RLIS computers. In

addition, stand alone functions involving spreadsheet
applications, word processing, report generation and
statistical analysis is needed for their studies and
reports. The budget provided for two new computers and two
upgrades to existing computers. The budget is proposed to -
be amended to allow instead for four new computers so that -

~the section can standardize with Apple Macintosh and to
‘allow one of the upgrades to continue to be used for the

travel forecasting section as a stopgap until the Masscomp
replacement is available:. This change involves an increase

in the budget from $18,000 to $24,500.

Shared Equipment - The adopted budget provided for two :
components of department-wide shared equipment. The budget
amendment revises the cost on these two items plus proposes
to add two new items, as follows:

a. Network - The budget included installation of a local
area network to interconnect the three sections of the
department and provide access to shared equipment. The
budget is proposed to be increased from $7,775 to
$22,210 based upon a more detailed specification of the
installation.

b. Optical Disk Drive - The lease of a multiple disk drive

‘ was budgeted at $13,670. 'The revised budget includes a
single disk drive (to be leased at $1,790) instead to

meet short-term needs. Future evaluation will be glven'

" on the need for more capacity for future needs. =~

C. Electrostatic Color-Plotter - Color plots are

frequently produced using the RLIS -and EMME/2 programs.

" The current method involves using a multi-pen plotter.
This method is effective for line drawings (such as
street maps) but is very inefficient for complicated
plots involving shading of large portions of a map
(typical of an RLIS map). 'An electrostatic color
plotter is proposed to be added to provide a higher
quality and faster method of plotting complex maps

. (typically reducing plot time from three hours to eight
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mlnutes) This is proposed to be leased at $8,591 for
six months of FY 91. The total three-year lease will
be $51,546.

~d. . Secretarial and General Access Prlnter - The exlstlng
g NEC printer available to the secretaries is proposed to

be retired and replaced with a new printer. It doesn’'t
support some of the printing capabilities provided by
the software in use in the department and requires
frequent service. The replacement would be available
to the full staff through the network rather than just
‘the secretaries as is presently the case. The added
cost is $2,800.

e. Surge protection devices have been addeduat a cost of
$5,500 to protect the department's equipment from power -
fluctuations. , '

The proposed budget amendment would revise the Materials and
-Services and Capital spending authority to allow for these
changes. The overall spending authority remains unchanged as a
result of a corresponding reduction in M&S costs-.associated with
LRT consultant activity which has been either reduced or delayed.
The actual consultant contract amounts will be established in the
UMTA grants upon receipt and will carry forward into FY 91-92.
The increased revenues for these added computer costs ($74,000)
are proposed to be from an unanticipated increase in the

. Transportation Department fund balance carrled over from FY 89-90
to FY 90-91.

RLIS Marketing Consultant

At the direction of the IGR Committee, staff has initiated a
consultant selection process to provrde assistance in defining
how to market and price RLIS services to the general public and
business community. The IGR Committee has reviewed and concurred :
with the RFP.. ThlS task is estimated to cost $35,000.

The proposed budget amendment would allow for thls contractual
service within existing M&S authority as a result of LRT
consultant activity having been reduced or delayed. The revenues
are proposed to be $10,000 from an unanticipated increase in the
Transportation Department fund balance plus $25,000 increase in
the transfer from the General Fund to the Transportation
Department. The change in the transfer amount is included in
this ordinance as a budget amendment which is offset by a
corresponding reduction in the General Fund contingency.
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'EXECUTIVE ()]?]?I[(:!BI! S !!l!(!()l!l!l!!i[)]lﬂﬁl()ll

The Executive Officer recommends the adoption of Ordinance No. .
90-374, increasing and enhancing computer acquisitions for the
Transportation Department and providing a marketlng consultant
for the RLIS program.

AcC:mk
90-374.0RD
11-15-90




Attachment A

-

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT STRATEGIC PLAN
| Computer System Concept Overview -

GIS (RLIS) System

Shared Peripherals
printers, plotters, CD-ROM (Census)

Managment Info System

j \ ~ (A-series)
Cd

access to 9-track tape. kaser printer




‘ 4 Attachment B -
EY 90-91 Tran r‘ _Department B t Amendmen
- Account Description  Adopted Budaet Change ._Jmmaaed_gndgez
521110 Computer Software

EMME/2 License

Upgrade ' " $ 2,500 16,200 ' -$ 18,700
New Computer _ ' : ' ‘

. Software o 0* _ 26,900 , - 26,900

All Others - 12,500 _ : 0 12,500

‘ i $ 15,000 .~ 43,100 $ 58,100

*See also under 531100 - Leased Furniture and Equipment
525640 Maintenance and Repalrs ~ Equipment

‘Masscomp/INRO/New

1Computer o o : B ’

Maintenance - § 8,740 14,950 $ 23,420
Network - - 375 2,825 : 3,200
Optical Disk B 1,000 . (400) v 600
Electrostatic Plotter 0 T 840 840
All Others - . 21,140 — 0 27,140

$ 36,985 18,215 »- 8§ 55,200

531100 Capital Lease - Furniture'and Equipment

Optical Disk $ 12,670 " (11,480) , $ 1,190
; New Masscomp , : , ' : Lo
Replacement . 40,044 (7.,810) 32,234
. Masscomp Replacement .
Software - - 3,726 (3,726) : 0
- Electrostatic Plotter -0 - 7,551 7,551
All Others 12,661 —_— -0 12,661

$ 69,101 (15, 265) $ 53,836
571500 Capital - Office Furniture and Equipment .
' New PCs (Macintosh) $ 14, 000 8,000 § 22,000

PC Upgrade _ , 4,000 (1,500) ' 2,500
Network - o 7,400 : 11,610 - 19,010 -
. HP-RLIS Expansion . 37,000 - (7,160) - 29,840
Switches, Cables, o : _ o
Surge Protectlon, etc. .1,500 . 5,500 ' © 7,000

Printers , 0 17,000 7,000

New Computer ‘ :
Installation and o ’ : '
‘Training . .0 4,000 ‘ 4,000
All Others ' ' 11,885 0 11,885
: ‘ $ 75,785 27,450 ‘ $103,235



Account  Description Adopted Budget. Change Proposed Budget

524190 Miscellaneous Prdfessional Services

 RLIS Marketing o - L
Consultant S 0 35,000 $ 35,000
I-205/Milwaukie LRT 770,000 - (5%,100) 718,900
Hillsboro LRT . 132,000 (57,400) 74,600
All Others 250,000 : 0. —250,000
» $1,152,000 -  (73,500) $1,078,500
All Other Categories © 2,575,757 o 0 2,575,757

Total Department 3 $3,924,628 0 £ $3,924,628

ACC:mk
FYS0BUDG. AMD
- 11-15-90
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" BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
' METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
'90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 - o
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE Introduced by Rena Cusma,

) ~ ORDINANCE NO. 90-375
)

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENHANCING THE ) Executive Officer
) = .
)
)

PARKS AND NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM OF
THE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT ‘

WHEREAS, The Council of the'Metropolitan Service Distriét'has
reviewed and consideredvtﬁe;need to modify the FY 1990-91 Budgét;‘and
| .WHEREAs; The need for.a modified budget plan’has been justified;
and | | -

WHEREAS, Adeéuéte'funds exist for other identified needs; now,
therefore, | _ | |

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

That Ordinance No.v90-340A, Exhibit B, FY 1990-91 Budget, and |
ﬁxhibit C, Schedule of Appropriations, are hereby amended as shpﬁn in
'Exhibits'A and B to this Ofdinance fgr the purpose of enhancing the
parks and natural areas program of the Planning and Development

 Department.

‘ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of _ s 1990.

Tanya Cdllier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

.Clerk of the Council

L]

kr:ord90-91:p&d:ord
November 14, 1990



EXHIBIT

A

'ORDINANCE NO. 90-375

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND

S11121

st221

511235

312000

521100
521110
521240
521260
521290
521310

© 521320
524190
525640
525710
526200
526310
526320
526410
526420
526440
526500
526700
526800
529500

CURRENT
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPIION FTE AMOUNT
Urban Growth Management Program
Personal Services
SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) -
Director of Planning & Develop - 0.50 31,110
Regional Planning Supervisor. 1.00 47,248
Senior Regional Planner 3.50 141,881
Senior Management Analyst . 1.00 40,121
Assoc. Regional Planner 0.25 6,194
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 34,462
Administrative Assistant : 0.50 14,250
WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (Full time) :
Adninistrative Secretary 0.50 11,730
~ Secretary 0.50 8,748
_ WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) ;
Temporary Administrative Help 0.50 7,200
- FRINGE 98,342
Servnce Reiunbursement- Norkers’Conpensatlon 6,601
Total Personal Services 9.25 - 448,107
Materials & Services
0ffice Supplies 5,500
Computer Software 3,080
Graphics/Reprographic Supplies 2,500
Printing Supplies ' 1,125°
* Promotion Supplies 300
Subscriptions 2,860 -
Dues 2,000
Nisc. Professional Services 593,659
Maint. & Repairs Services- Equ1pnent 1,550
Equipment Rental 750
- hds & Legal Notices . 2,200
Printing Services 21,200
" Typesetting & Reprographlcs Services 4,500
Telephone 3,210
Postage 8,200
Delivery Service 1,500
Travel 12,350
. Temporary Help Services - 1,000
Training, Tuition, Conferences 9,200
Meetings 8,050
Total Materials & Services 690,734

REVISION

AMOUNT

P

FTE

ROPOSED
BUDGET

AMOUNT

0.25

0.25

11,000 -

1,000
5,300

17,500

(21,500)

(21,500)

31,110
47,268
141,881
40,121
17,194
34,662
14,250

11,730
8,748

8,200
103,842
6,601

465,807

3,500
3,080
2,500
- 1125
300
2,860
372,159
1,350
750
2,200
L1 gtV
4,300
3,20
8,200
1,360
12,350
1,000
9,200
8,050

669,234



FISCAL YEAR 1990-91

PLANNING & OEVELOPMENT FUND (continued)
Urban Growth Management Program

Capital Outlay

571400 Purchases-Equipment & Vehicles
571500 Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipment

Total Capital Outlay

" TOTAL EXPENDITURES

EXHIBIT A

-ORDINANCE NO. 90-375

CURRENT PROPOSED
BUDGET REVISION BUDGET -

FIE  AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT

6,750 6,750

350 4,000 4,350

7,100 4,000 11,100

0.25 0 9.50 1,145,941

9.25 1,145,941



EXHIBIT B o
ORDINANCE NG. 90-375
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1990-91

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION -

“Urban Growth Managenent - ‘ :
Personal Services o ' 448,107 17,500 465,607

Materials & Services 690,734 (21,500) 669,234
-Capital Outlay o . 7,100 . 4,000 11,100
Subtotal 1,045,941 0 1,145,941
Solid Waste Planning _ ' -
Personal Services ' ~ 397,332 : 0 - 397,332
Materials & Services: ' 394,83 . . 0 394,835
Capital Outlay _ YRR 0 11,550
Subtotal ‘ | | 803,77 0 803,717
General Expenses ‘ : o ’
Interfund Transfer - X 346,328 0 346,328
Cont ingency : ' 174,837 : -0 174,837
Subtotal | I 520,165 0 521,165
Total Planning & Development Fund Requirements ‘ 2,470,823 -0 2,470,823

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN THE SAME AS PREVIOUSLY. ADOPTED

NOTE: THIS ORDINANCE ASSUMES THE ADOPTION OF ORDINANCES 90-370, 90-373 AND 90-374



STAFF REPORT

~ CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-375 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
"~ . 90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
-SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENHANCING THE PARKS AND NATURAL
- AREAS PROGRAM OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Date: November 16, 1990 - Presented by: - Rich Carson
: : A . ' ' Jennifer Sims

FACTUAL, BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On June 8, 1988, the Council adopted Resolution No. 88-933
supporting continuation of a study in cooperation with local :
governments which identified aspects of parks functions that could best
be provided on a regional basis and those best provided on a local
basis, and calling for a plan to implement a regional/local parks
system. Subsequently it became clear that the metropolitan area’s
greatest open-space planning deficiencies centered around the
preservation and management of natural areas and the linkages between
such areas, as opposed to active recreational facilities and highly

,developed parks. Thus, natural areas and regional linkages are now the
- focus of Metro’s Parks and Natural Area Planning Program for the next
several years. _

 INTERGOVERNMENTAL LOAN OF PARKS PLANNER

The adopted budget for FY 1990-91 established a new Associate
Regional Planner position to assist on the Parks and Natural Areas
Program. This position is being filled on a six month temporary basis
by a senior parks planner on loan from the City of Portland Parks
Bureau. The addition of this planner, who brings an extensive
background to the program, has allowed the department to accelerate the
Parks and Natural Areas Program to include production of studies and
reports as well as the prellmlnary work on a functional plan. In’
effect, the department is proceeding with phases 3 4 and 5
.concurrently.

- . This budget amendment is made in response to a request from the
Portland Parks Bureau to revise the intergovernmental agreement. The
City is requesting that Metro fund a part-time replacement for the City
of Portland Parks Bureau senior planner who is on loan to Metro. This
action amends the FY 1990-91 budget and transfers half of the amount of
the intergovernmental agreement to Personal Services to cover this.
replacement hire. Approximately $16,500 will remain in the Materials &
Services category to fund the rev;sed intergovernmental agreement
" authorizing the loan of personnel. Metro’s total expenditure
commitment has not changed. :



- staff Report . ,
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 DATABASE SERVICES — PARKS & NATURAL AREAS

The FY 1990-91 budget also included $5,000 for outside database

- services in support of the parks and natural areas program. These
services can be provided by in-house staff in Metro’s RLIS program at a
savings to the Planning & Development Department. This action requests
the transfer of $1,000 of these identified funds from Materials &
Services to Personal Services to allow for in-house staff to provide
these services. The remaining $4,000 is requested to be transferred to
Capital Outlay to provide computers for parks and natural areas program
staff to use in the production of the studies and reports outllned at
the beginning of this staff report. “ﬂ

' EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION
The Executive Officer recommends adoptlon‘of Ordinance 90-375,

enhanc1ng the Parks and Naturals Areas program of the Plannlng &
Development Department.

kr:ord90-91:p&d:sx
November 16, 1990 .
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 90- -369, ESTABLISHING AN OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT
RELATIONS TO PROVIDE GOVERNMENT RELATIONS SERVICES TO THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Date: .November ‘14, 1990 : Presented by: Councilor McFarland

' COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

At the November 13, 1990 meeting of the Intergovernmental Relations
Committee, Councilors Bauer, Devlin, Gardner, Hansen and myself voted -
unanlmously to recommend Council adopt Ordinance No. 90-369, as
prev;ously amended.

‘COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES:

None. 'This was the’Cémmittee’s'second review of Ordinance No; 90-369..

BACKGROUND & EXPLANATION

At their September 8, 1990 retreat, Councilors reviewed issues related .
~ to the 1991 State legislative session and reached consensus the Metro
lobbyist position should be jointly responsible to the Administration -
~and the Metro Council, similar to the General Counsel pos;tlon. '

: The Intergovernmental Relations Committee (IGR) received the ordlnance

in 'draft form October 9 and asked the Government Relations Manager to-

prepare comments in writing for discussion. At the October 23rd IGR

meeting, the Committee discussed Government Relations Manager

- McMurdo’s written comments, dated October 18, 1990, and heard

testimony from Mr. McMurdo. The Committee favored redrafting

~ Ordinance No. 90-369 to include language suggested by Mr. McMurdo.

~ Ordinance No. 90-369 received its first reading in thls amended form
at the Council meeting on October 25, 1990. :

. SUMMARY & ANALYSIS

Ordinance No. 90-369 would add a new chapter to the Metro Code to

~create an Office of Government Relations with these prOVlSlonS.

o The position will prov;de services to the Council, Executive
Officer and Metro commissions;

o The Executive Officer shall app01nt the Government Relatlons
Officer subject to the Council confirmation of the appointment;

o Either the Executive Officer or the Council may remove the

. Government Relations Officer;

o The duties of the Office shall lnclude managlng ‘the District’s




State legislative program, communicating District programs and
policies to other local, state and federal government bodies and
representatlves and appropriate special interest groups; and
monitoring and keeping the Council and.Executive Officer abreast of
programs and policies of other local, state and federal government
bodies and and special interest groups;

The Office shall advocate only on behalf of Metro as a whole: that
is, on matters which have been. approved or adopted by the Council

- (and any task force or committee it authorizes to act in its stead)
and also by the Executive Officer. :

If the Council and Executive Officer disagree, the Offlce shall not
represent or advocate for elther the Counc11 or the Executlve.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

. AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING AN ORDINANCE NO. 90-369

: )
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT RELATIONS )
TO PROVIDE GOVERNMENT RELATIONS) , Introduced by Councxlor
SERVICES TO THE METROPOLITAN ) Gardner
SERVICE DISTRICT )
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:
“Section l. The follow1ng Chapter is added to the Code of
the Metropolltan ‘Service Dlstrlct.
| CHAPTER 2.11
OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT RELATIONS

2.11.010 Purpose: The purpose of this Chapter is to establish

an Office of Government Relations to provide government relations
services to the District and its Couneil, Executive Officer and

any Metro commissions.

2.11.020 Government Relations Office Created: There is hereby
created an oOffice of Government Relations consisting of ;he"
‘Government Relations Officer and such subordinate employees ae
the Council may provide. ‘The'Government Relations Officer and |
any subordinate émployees shall be employed by the District
subject to Personnel Rulee adopted by the Conneil;' The

- Government Relations Officervshali~be.appointed by the Executive
Officer subject to the confirmatien of a majerity of the members
of the Couneil. The Governmentrielations Officer may'be removed
by the Executive Officer or by a vote of a majority of the

members of the Councii.' The Office of Gevernment Relations is

ORDINANCE NO. 90-369 - Page 1



not a department of the District. All contracts authorized for
Government Relations-Setvices shall be managed'through the Office
of_Governmental Relations. | ‘ ’

$2.11.030 Dutles: The Government Relations Officer ehall have
the follow1ng duties: o

(a). ResponSLblllty for managlng the DlStILCt s State.
“Legislative Program 1nclud1ng. |

(1) Aésembling theIDistrictfs legislative program for |

review and apntoval,by the_Ceuncil‘following a process

established by the Council;a
 (2) Insure District representationtbefore legislativel
committees with individual legislators both duting a |
legislative eession and in interim periods and with
other interested persons; |
‘(3). Development and lmplementatlon of a system to
.monltor and lnform the Counc11 and Executlve Officer of
rDlstrlct related leglslatlon, and

(4) Preparation of a final legislative report

analyzing District related legislatione' .

(b) ,Responsibility fer communicating District programs
and policies to local, state and federal governmental officials,,
‘and task forces, commissions, and rule making bodies.

| (c) Responsibility to monitotvand_communicate to the
Council and Executive Officer programs and nolicies of other
governments and spec1a1 lnterest groups whlch affect or lmpact

functlons or activities of the District.

ORDINANCE NO. 90-369 - Page 2



2.11.040 Advocate for District Policies: In cafrying_out the
duties of the Office; éhe_GovernmentARélations‘Officer'or
subordinate employees shall not represent or advocate the
position of any single Metro elected.official or group of elected -

officials. [The—Covernment—Relations—Officer—orsuberdinate

foiéefr] The Government Relations Officer or subordinate

‘employees shall advocate only on_matters which have been approved’

or adopted by the Metro Council or any task force or committee

authorized by the Council to represent the Council on legislative

- matters and whicﬁ have been approved by'the Executive Officer.
For any mattér.ih which the Council or any task force or
committee aufhorizéd to represent the Csuncil on legislative
Qatters and the Exedutivé Officer disaqgree, the Government

Relations Officer and subordinate employees shéll not represent

or advocate for either the.Mefro Council or the Executive

Officer.

. ORDINANCE NO. 90-369 - Page 3.



PR

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: | B - _ ‘

Clerk.of the Council

90-369.0RD/aeb _ -
2002 .
. Rey.lsed 10/24/%0 -
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SOLID WASTE COHMITTEB REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 90-368, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING ORDINANCE
"NO. 88-266B ADOPTING THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT -
PLAN TO INCORPORATE THE SPECIAL WASTE CHAPTER

Date: November 23, 1990 Presented‘by: .Councilor David Saucy

Committee Recemmendation' At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste
Committee meeting, Councilors Collier, DeJardln, Saucy and Wyers

. voted unanimously (Collier; 4/0 vote) to recommend Council:

adoption of Ordlnance No. 90-368 as amended. Councilor Buchanan
was excused.

Committee Discussion/Issues: Rich Carson, Director of Planning &
Development and Becky Crockett, Solid Waste Planning Superv;sor,
gave -staff’s report.

Ms. Crockett said the ordinance would amend the Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) to include the Specxal Waste
Chapter which includes long-term management options for special
waste into the RSWMP. Ms. Crockett said the agenda included two
other items related to solid waste issues: Resolution No. 90-

- 1329, For the Purpose of C1051ng St. Johns Landfill as a General
Purpose Landfill but Contlnulng to Accept Limited Types of Solid
Waste for a Limited Time to Ensure Proper Closure and Agenda Item
No. 7, Proposed Metro Procurement for Regional Special Waste
Facilities._‘She said it was unusual for staff to introduce
planning and implementation items concurrently, but the schedule
of events was such that both lssues had to be addressed
concurrently.

Ms. Crockett introduced Robert Newman of SCS Engineers, Inc.,
formerly of the Planning & Development Department, and explained
-he wrote the Special Waste Chapter and was present to explain the
Chapter to the Committee. Mr. Newman gave staff’s report on the
Special Waste Chapter and gave the Chapter’s key points. Mr.
Newman pointed out that the Special Waste Chapter established the
~Special Waste Permit Program, the Load Checklng Program, the
Waste Exchange Program, and the Technical Assistance Program. It
also recommends the following items: A Demonstration Depot; A
Construction and Demolition Debris and Land-Clearlng Debris
Processing System; Special Waste Landfill Capacity; Dewatering
Capability for Non-Hazardous Industrial Sludges;. Reglonal

- Disposal Restrictions on Petroleum Sludge; and Treatment
.Capablllty fo/r Petroleum Contaminated Soil.:

Ms. Crockett discussed actions that would result from adoptlon of
the Special Waste Chapter such as an application for amendment of
the EQC order. Ms. Crockett distributed amendments to the.
Special Waste Chapter. She said the amendments were specific.
Staff removed every Chapter reference that could be construed as
1ncon515tent w1th Resolution No. 90-1329 because four substreams
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would not be considered appropriate for dlsposal at St. Johns
Landfill after February 1991.

.Councllor Wyers asked staff to explain issues related to ,
procurement. Ms. Crockett said how the Council decided on
procurement would not affect the Solid Waste Chapter. She said
the Chapter could be adopted and then work out the procurement on
spec1al waste substreams.

The Committee opened the publlc hearlng and heard testlmony on
- the issues. :

Rod Grimm, Grimm’s Fuel Company, discussed how Grimm’s processed

. construction/demolition/wood waste. He said last year they -

marketed 5,000 tons of recycled material. He said they received
an order from the paper industry for 9,000 tons of recycled tons.
He said a market was developing that could contribute to the cost
of processing. He said Grimm’s could currently process 60,000
tons of material and that-they had invested in capital equipment
to do so. He said with shearing equipment they could process
stumps to acceptable sizes for customers and some that materials
-could be used for pellets and the market could be diversified.
He said all issues led back to the market. Mr. Grimm said he
hated to be told he had to bid on his own business. He said
-Grimm’s was the only business for years to process these

- materials. He noted Grimm’s had plans for rock recycling. He
said it was previously mentioned at this meeting that sheet rock
could not be recycled, but said Grimm’s could use it for their
processing techniques and could also use mixed paper.

Councilor Collier asked if Mr. Grimm’s testimony on having to bid
on his own business requlred an amendment. Ms. Crockett said the
issues raised by Mr. Grimm spoke to the heart of procurement
issues. She said he and others in the private sector that had
invested in equipment to manage/process construction/demolition
debris in the market to create hog fuel and other products. To
Councilor Wyers’ question, Ms. Crockett said the Chapter
identified Metro had to put on-line some type of recovery system
for cggstructlon demolition debrls and that it was economlcally
feasible. : .

The Committee had no further questlons or comments and voted

unanimously to recommend the full Council adopt Ordinance No. 90-
368 as amended.

TDlDEC:pa )
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

/

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AHENDING
ORDINANCE NO. 88-266b ADOPTING

) ORDINANCE NO. 90-368

) :
THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE ‘ ) Introduced by: Rena Cusma

)

)

MANAGEMENT PLAN TO INCORPORATE Executive Officer
THE SPECIAL WASTE CHAPTER

_ _ WHEREAS,;MetropOIitan Service District Ordinance No. 88-266B
adopted‘the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan as a functional
plan, and ’

| ‘WHEREAS, There is a need to develop solutions for Special

'Wastes as a component of the Regional: Solid Waste Management
Plan; now therefore,

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY
‘ORDAINS:

That the Reglonal Solld Waste Management Plan is amended to
correct P011c1es 3.0, 3.1 and 3.2 on special waste and to include
.the expanded Chapter 3, Special Waste, shown as Exhibit A to this
Ordinance. ' o '

 ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolltan Serv1ce District
this ‘ day of _ ‘ , 1990.

‘Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

_Clerk of the Council E



- MEIRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

50372211646
DATE: = November 20, 1990
TO: Metro Council Solid Waste Committee

FROM: & Richard carson, Director
Planning and Development Department -

RE: Attached Amendments to the Special Waste Chapter

&

. Based on recent discussions with DEQ and the Solid Waste Departﬁént
‘staff, I proposed the attached changes to the Special Waste

Chapter. These changes reflect recommendations made to exclude the
following materials from the St. Johns Landfill after February,

1991

Recycled Paper

non-hazardous industrial sludges’
non-hazardous petroleum sludges
petroleum contaminated soils
asbestos ' ’



disposal practices of waste containing hazardous substances in
order to assist in encouraging waste reduction. '

SPecial‘Waéte‘xaﬁagement Options

"+ construction/Demolition and Land-Clearing Debris =~ .
-(estimated 1990 generation - 259,500 tons) L T

A number of...potential - management options . were ..explored.-.for -
construction and demolition debris and land-clearing debris. From
the options developed it is apparent that the’ processing and
' recovery of the waste stream is both economically and technically
viable and is the preferred means to mange this material. A
combination of three options are recommended; a salvageable
s e 4 «building materialndemonstrationmproject,;a&processingaSYStem,nand
continuation of in-region limited-purpose landfilling for residual
. ‘and non-processable material. B s

.« Non-Hazardous Industrial Sludges ‘ _ ,
~ (estimated 1990 generation - 2,700 tons or 750,000 gallons)

With greater awareness of the problems -caused by - liquids in
landfills and stricter land disposal regulations under Subtitle D
of RCRA, there is a need to prevent the disposal of free liquids
within the solid waste system. Shert—term—optiens—are—limited—te
3 3 - — . Long term options would
involve encouraged recovery through a waste exchange and
development of regional dewatering capability. .

"« Non-Hazardous Industrial Waste Dusts and Ash
(estimated 1990 generation - 920 tons)’

The dusts and ash are diverse and one of the smallest waste streams .
in terms of annual volume, These two factors taken together limit

. the choice of possible management options, while at. the same time
the diversity of the material denies a single approach to their
..management.. Short term options are limited to. current techniques
(i:e.,  landfilling at-the St.. Johns Landfill) .until alternatives
can be developed. Long term options would involve encouraged
recovery through a waste exchange and land disposal at a properly
‘permitted limited purpose landfill.

.. Sewage Grit and Screenings

(estimated 1990 generation - 5,300 tons)
Management options for sewage grit and screenings include both a
short and long-term solution. For the short-term the material is
to be directly hauled to a permitted landfill by waste water
treatment plant operators. For the long-term a further assessment
of the feasibility of developing a reload facility to provide for.

- 4



consolidation of grit and screenings prior to transport to a land
disposal facility needs to occur. This assessment will need to
include determining the future increases in quantities of this
material due to state policy to eliminate cesspools as a method of
sewage disposal in urban areas.

« Non-Hazardous Petroleum Sludges
(estimated 1990 generation - 550 tons)

Chewt—4 , i : Limited—1 e ek Eo—_
“}anéfi%}inq*a%ﬁ%he—serﬂ;ehne—ﬁandfili.vAThevlongwtermAoptionvwould
involve a solid waste system disposal ban to encourage. recovery of
the material. .Currently.petroleum sludge is processed within the
region to recover -hydrocarbons -which are removed from - the -sludge
through gassification and converted into alternative fuels.

. Soils Contaminated with Petroleum Products
(estimated 1990 generation - 40,000 tons)

: sunt—ef—p oleun AaREs safe—le In the long
term treatment facilities which remove and destroy the hydrocarbons
contained in the soil should be developed.

- Asbestos Wastes
(estimated 1990 generation - 1,600 tons)

The only options that were viewed as feasible for managing asbestos
involve 1landfilling. Landfilling is well-suited for asbestos
because the asbestos fibers are immobile when buried and this
method is the best overall at 1limiting human exposure to the
material. i : hnc :

alternatives—ean—be-develeped. Long term options include asbestos
clean-up contractors to direct haul to land disposal sites. This

practice will prevent the unnecessary rehandling of asbestos waste.



FHEATORLRPY

Non-Hagardous IndustrialrSIudge'S' b hatwate e
(estimated 1990 generation - 2,700 tons or 750,000 gallons) '

With greater awareness of the problems caused- by 1liquids: in .
.-1andfills and stricter land disposal regulations proposed under
Subtitle D of RCRA, Metro must move to prevent the disposal of free
liquids within the solid waste system. Shert—term—eoptions—are

developed. Long term options would involve regional dewatering
facilities developed by the private sector.. ' e

Waste Exchange - B
~ Some of ‘the wastes in this waste stream ﬁay be amenablesto reuse -or

recycling through a waste exchange. For instance, .any-one of. the
chemical sludges may be reused in other manufacturing processes.
Some of the organic sludges included in this category may also be
reused. : o L v

Technical Assistance

Technical assistance provided by Metro and DEQ would be directed at

reducing the amount of waste generated, finding alternative uses
_for the sludges, and changing or improving disposal practices

through on-site dewatering. :

Dewatering Capability (2,700 tons)

The primary means of managing industrial sludges would involve.
dewatering on-site or at dewatering facilities followed by disposal
.of residual at a landfill.-. To the extent possible, -existing-or
planned private sector facilities should be used for dewatering the.
sludges to the degree required by landfill operators and/or federal
regulations. Currently the Columbia Ridge Landfill (Gilliam
County) will require all waste materials to be a minimum 20% solids
and must pass the¢paint filter test. Transport of residual to the
landfill should be by ‘the dewatering facility directly to an
appropriate .landfill. Metro transfer stations will. not accept
industrial waste sludges. ' :

Non-Hazardous Industrial Waste pDusts and Ash
(estimated 1990 generation - 920 tons)

The non-hazardous industrial waste dusts and ash are not as diverse
.as the -industrial .sludges,..but some variety is.contained in this
group of wastes. The dusts and ash are also one of the smallest
waste streams in terms of annual volume. These two factors taken
together limit the choice of possible management options, while at
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.Non-Hazardous Petroleum '81udgeé _ : CoLee i
(estimated 1990 generation = 550 -toms) - - reerotoeett

‘ . The long term op
involve a land disposal ban to encourage recovery. ‘

tion shoui{i: ;
Ban Petroleum’ Sludges from Metro Waste Disposal system . R

" Currently petroleum sludge is processed. within -the. region -to
- recover -hydrocarbons -which- are--removed - from-*the +sludge through
gassification and converted into alternative fuels. However, since -
the process may charge anywhere between -$1.00-to -$2.50 -a‘'gallon;

‘....many - generators .prefer..to -dispose -of . this material :at..the:.St.

"John's Landfill, which charges- approximately $.25 a gallon. ‘Since
there are existing facilities which can effectively process this
material, it is recommended that Metro ban the material from the
solid waste system with the intent of encouraging recovery.
Recovery of hydrocarbons from petroleun ‘sludges would allow
recycling of a valuable resource and should decrease future risks
to the environment. : ' :

Soils Contaminated with Petroleum Products
(estimated 1990 generation - 40,000 tons)

P‘E ]-|A| ;‘. .l - £ 4} .; e —+3 5|_.‘

Therefore, beginning immediately Metro should increase 1land:

.disposal fees for petroleum contaminated soil in order to encourage
' .the development of treatment options. In the long term, Metro and
DEQ should encourage or require the development of treatment
facilities which remove and destroy. the hydrocarbons contained in
the soil. : : g ‘ '

Treatment Facility in Metro Region

Joint efforts by Metro and DEQ should explore developing a
treatment facility for petroleum contaminated soil. Recently DEQ
formed an internal workgroup to exanine various options for
treating contaminated soils and streamlining the permitting process
 for. treatment facilities....Should a treatment facility.be developed
Metro should work to encourage its use over land disposal through

tbe use of .rate incentives or flow control.
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’

‘A treatment - facility would. remove and. destroy the petroleum
contaminants from the soil to the.point where the soil could be -
.used as clean fill. Treatment would be achieved by heating the
..80il to remove the petroleum..product through volatilization. The
volatilized product would have to be captured by emission control
.~ systems or sent through a furnace for combustion. ‘It is possible
that existing or planned gassification facilities could fulfill
) this function. However until the region can rely on such new
s etivtechnology-land: disposalwwill«remain:assthe:only: wiable.optiona

Landfill

_%ews - -- --Metro-should.develop..agreements:with _fnearby".-permitted.landfills.
to assure receipt of petroleum -contaminated soil from- contractors
within the Metro region. Metro should review the merits of
developing agreements with more than one landfill to provide
contractors the maximum amount of flexibility in deciding which
facility to utilize. No special treatment is assumed, although the.
soils should be spread thinly at the disposal site to allow

Sopinivoldtization prior~to burial...While there:are many specific design
and operating specifications for landfills, at a minimum a landfill
receiving permitted petroleum contaminated soil should contain a
single liner, single leachate/collection.system, and groundwater
monitoring. The—St-—Johnlo—Landfill-eould—be—used—as—a—dispesat

» ‘Asbestos Wastes
(estimated 1990 generation - 1,600 tons)

Lahdfillihg is well-suited for asbestos because the asbestos fibers
are immobile, when buried and this method is the best overall at
limiting human exposure. 3 s

’ o ~ .
alternatives—ean—be—develeped. Long term options would involve
Metro developing agreements with "nearby" permitted landfills to
accept asbestos waste directly from asbestos clean-up contractors.
Metro should encourage the direct haul of asbestos to disposal
sites in order to prevent the rehandling of asbestos waste.

Landfill -

" Metro should develop agreements with nearby permitted landfills
(in-region or out-of-region) to assure receipt of asbestos from
contractors within the Metro region. Metro should review the
merits of developing agreements with more than one landfill which
can guarantee the disposal of asbestos waste in a safe and reliable
manner and to provide contractors the maximum amount of flexibility
in deciding which facility to utilize. Currently several existing
permitted nearby landfills may be capable of disposing of asbestos

- waste. The River Bend Landfill in Yamhill County,- and the
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Regional Disposal Restrictions on Petroleum Sludge

Description: Metro should encourage .the conversion of petroleum.
sludge into alternative fuels. It is recommended that  Metro
initially restrict the disposal -of petroleum sludge .generated
within the region by increasing the charge for disposal to a level
comparable to the cost for recovery.  Periodically, Metro should
- review the - performance and -needs of existing .petroleum: sludge

B fiizfrecovery"~facilities-=:to~-determine»"whethe'r-'"they“have"thej'-capacity'--to

absorb the effects of a disposgl ban..
. Timeframe: January i, 1991.

Implementation: - Metro. -

Treatment Capability for Petroleum Contaminated Soil

‘Description: Metro should encourage the treatment of petroleum
‘contaminated soil by increasing the disposal charge for petroleum

contaminated soil generated within the Metro region to a level . |

comparable to the cost of treatment. Metro and DEQ should work
closely to bring about treatment capability which remove and
destroy the hydrocarbons contained within the soil. Prier—te—the

Timeframe: January 1, 1991.

Implementation: Metro.
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-368 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 88-266B ADOPTING THE -
REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN TO INCORPORATE THE
SPECIAL WASTE CHAPTER |

Date: November .20, 1990 Presented by: Richard Carson .
. ' Becky Crockett
.Robert Newman

PROPOSED ACTION

Ordinance-No. 90-368 amends the Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan to incorporate the Special Waste Chapter. - The Chapter
establishes a system for the long-term management of special
wastes consistent with the state hierarchy and the operatlonal
needs of the. Metro solid waste systen.

- FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan was adopted by Council -

as a policy framework which will incorporate additional chapters
upon completion of technical analysis and recommendations to the
Council by solid waste policy and technical committees.

The need for the development of solutlons for the management of
‘special waste was acknowledged with initial adoption of the Plan,
which 1ncluded policies for Chapter 3 Special Waste (Low-Grade
Waste).

The Special Waste Chapter recognizes that the Metro solid waste
system is in transition. With the eventual closure of the St.
Johns Landfill, and the long haul transfer of waste to the
Columbia Ridge Landfill, the solid waste system will experience
increased difficulty in managing special wastes. Due to their
unique characteristics, special wastes are not conducive to
processing and compaction at regional transfer stations. Since
. the primary solid waste system is not designed to handle these
materials it is necessary to develop specific management :
. strategies for each special waste substream. In addition, a
focus of the special waste chapter has been to 1nvest1gate waste
reduction and recovery methods where feasible.



In addressing each spec1a1 waste substream 1nd1v1dua11y the
chapter establishes the follow1ng.

L]

Spe01al Waste Permlt Program - Provide for testing and

-ensure compllance with the special waste chapter.__

Load Checking Program - Develop a comprehen51ve load

‘checking program at all Metro solid waste fac111t1es

accepting reglonal waste.

Waste,Exchange Program ~ Promote the use of an existimg

- multi-state waste exchange.

Technical Assistance Program - Provide speeial waste

generators with up to date technical information relevant to

recovery methods, treatment systems and waste mlnlmlzatlon
techniques. :

;Demonstratlon'Depot - Develop e demonstration depotlfor~

self-haul/residential material only at the St. Johns
Landfill to test the usefulness of a salvageable building
material depot.

Construction and Demolition Debris and Land-Clearing Debris
Processing System - Develop a processing and recovery system
for construction and demolition debris and land-clearing
debris generated in the Metro region

Special Waste'Landfill Capacity - Develop long term
agreements (beyond 5 years) with landfills which can take
specific types of special wastes or all special waste

‘materials requiring disposal.

t\Dewater:i.ng Capability for Non~Hazardous Industrial Sludges -

Ensure the development of dewatering capability for non-
hazardous industrial waste sludges through agreements with

.prlvate dewaterlng facilities.

Regional Dlsposal Restrlctlons on Petroleum Sludge -
Encourage the conversion of petroleum sludge into
alternative fuels by restricting the disposal of petroleum

"sludge generated within the region by increasing the charge

for disposal to a level comparable to the cost for recovery.

Treatment Capability for Petroleum Contaminated Soil -
encourage the treatment of petroleum contaminated soil by

~ increasing the disposal charge for petroleum contaminated

soil generated within the Metro region to a level comparable
to the cost of treatment.



DECISION PROCESS

The Technical and POlle Committees of the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan project have reviewed and approved the draft
Special Waste Chapter. The draft chapter 1ncorporates the
amendments requested by these committees. .

The pollcy Committee approved the Special Waste Chapter with the
- proviso that input from the private sector be considered when the
chapter is brought before the CSWC. The Policy Committee
requested that staff note that they have concerns about the
private sector having the sole responsibility in establishing a
processing and recovery system for construction and demolition
debris. While the private sector may be able to perform the -
\serv1ce more quickly and cheaper, Metro must at a minimum
establish performance goals and drive the procurement process to
ensure long term reg10na1 management con51stent with the Special
Waste Chapter.

 SUPPORTING RE?ORTS

Accompanying the Special Waste Chapter are two supporting
‘reports, the Special Waste Technical Report and the Special Waste
Background Documents. The Special Waste Background Documents

- contain the results of specific tasks of the study which provided
data and information critical to the development of the Technical
Report and Chapter. The Special Waste Technical Report
characterized each special waste substream in detail and
‘evaluated a wide range of management options. The Special Waste
Chapter takes precedence over the supporting reports.

IMPLEMENTATIONIISSUES»

Spec1f1c 1mp1ementatlon 1ssues have been raised by ‘the planning
committees. The implementation issues are shown as Attachment A
and contain comments from the planning committees.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION
The Executive Officer recommends approval of Ordinance 90- -359,

adopting the Special Waste Chapter of the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan.



' ATTACHMENT "A"

. -Date: October 4, 1990

To: Metro Council -
From: - Richard Carson,‘ Director -

Planning & Development Department

Re: Special Waste Chapter Imnlementation Issues

. The Special Waste Chapter of the Reglonal Solid Waste Management Plan mcludes a
management plan for special waste generated in the Metro region.

This staff ‘report identifies several implementation issues that are not included in the Special '
Waste Chapter. These issues will be discussed at the CSWC meeting and will be addressed
by the Planning and Development Department and the Solid Waste Department ~

a;mg

Both DEQ and Metro have established specific timeframes for development of
a system to process construction and demolition debris in accordance with
negotiations on the EQC waste reduction order.

b. Procurement

Three alternative pfocurement strategies are identified for de\;elopxng the
construction/demolition and land-clearing debns processing system

" ¢.  Washin nty Landfil

" Washington County has requested that the Hillsboro Landfill and the Lakeside
Reclamation Landfill be allowed to diversify into providing material recovery
capabilities in order to ensure financial stablhty Please see attached
memorandum from Washmgton County. .



- d. hns Landfill Clo

After its closure as a @néral-purpose landfill the facility may continue'to
accept limited types of solid waste in limited quantities for a limited t1me to -
ensure proper closure. :

Timin

* The EQC order identifies speclfic actions and nmeframes for developing matenal recovery
centers. Based on economic and technical analysis, Metro is to determine if specific -
geographic areas can support a facility or facilities for the recovery of salvageable
construction materjals. Based on this determmatxon Metro is to assure that th1s recovery
~system will be developed. :

Metro has conducted an extensive technical and economic analysis to determine the feasibility
of developing a system to process and recover construction and demolition debns The
analysis

strongly indicates that recovery is economlcally viable and can provide the region w1th
_reliable long-term management of significant portions of the material. Although this report
fully analyzed three different configurations of a processing facility, a processing system can
take many forms. A procurement process will be used to determine what type of a system is
eventually developed. _ ’

The proposed schedule for proceedmg with the. development of recovery facﬂlty(les) for

~construction and demolmon debris as follows:

December 1990 ' - Council approves Special Waste Chapter.
July 1'991.-Janua;ry 1992 . - Procurement'
July 1992 , Start facxhty(les) constructlon if new facilities
' ‘ needed.
. January 1994 _ ’ Processmg and recovery system for construction
: ' and demolition debris and land-cleanng debris is
fully operatlonal

1 Procurement in this context includes all forms of facility
development from independent private sector implementation to.an
open competitive process. ~



Prior to and in conjunction with the construction/demolition debris and land-clearing debris
processing and recovery system, the processing of source separated and high quality mixed
wood debris will take place at Metro East, OPRC, Grimms Fuel Inc., East County
Recyclmg, and Lake51de Reclamatlon Landfill.

Procuremen

Three eltefnat_ive procurement strategies are identified for de\}eloping the recommended
management strategy for construction/demolition and land-clearing debris as follows:

1. Independent Private Sector Implementation - Allow the private sector to
' independently provide for the management of these wastes. This alternative
would largely be a no action policy. In this alternative, Metro would take no
direct role in providing for special waste management.

2.  Closed Private Sector Facility Implementation through Metro Controlled
Procurement - Develop a Metro procurement process to establish a franchise
or contract agreement with existing facilities for the management of the
material. The goal of this alternative is to stimulate existing private sector
facilities to provide for the processing and disposal of the material beyond
what may occur without any Metro involvement. Planned implementation
through existing operators would ensure the development of the recommended
system.' It may also allow for an accelerated schedule if it appéars the private
sector on its own will not be able to provide needed services.

3. Open Private Sector Facility Implementation through Metro Controlled .
Procurement - To select a vendor(s), Metro could carry out a negotiated
procurement process. The negotiated procurement process could begin with -
issuing a Request for Qualifications or Request for Proposals (RFQ/RFP) from
interested contractors. The basis for evaluation of contractor qualifications and

- proposals would likely include: the contractor’s experience and financial
capabilities; site evaluation factors such as traffic, aesthetics, noise,

" environmental control, etc.; the proposed design of the site; the proposed
services to be offered; and the cost. Once the qualifications and proposals
have been evaluated, a recommended ranking of the vendors would be
developed. Negotiation with the top ranked vendor would proceed and
contract documents would be agreed upon.

Existing facility operators who currently provide for the management of construction and
demolition-debris have expressed opposition to an open procurement process. Existing
facility operators have requested a period of time to develop a processing system prior to an

- open procurement process arguing that they have initiated efforts to recover the material. In
order to ensure development of a processing system which achieves the maximum level of



processing, existing facility operators have requested that Metro develop a goal in‘dicating'
~ desired levels of processing. If the goal is met, Metro would not need to enter into an open
procurement process.

The advantage of a decentralized system of existing facilities is in its ability to provide a
. degree of redundancy and backup should breakdowns occur. Equipment used for the
processing of construction and demolition debris could also be used for other materials.

‘The disadvantages of this approach is that existing facilities will not likely expand to provide
uniform levels of service region-wide commensurate with rates of generation for their. service
areas. This may result in the flow of material to those facilities which charge less by
-providing limited processing. In addition, it is not known whether the existing facility . .. -
operators will make efforts to process the full waste stream. Planned modifications to date
appear .to focus on the processing of wood waste only (25%) as a result of recent increases in
the market value of hog fuel. -Removal of wood waste would certainly be beneficial but
would not meet the goals of 80% recovery identified in the Special Waste Chapter. Also,
basing long-term processing and recovery of the material on short term hog fuel markets may
not result in the existing facility operators prov1d1ng continuously available processing -
capac1ty

Washington County Landfills

- Washington County staff has raised a concern regarding the long-term viability of their two -
limited-purpose landfills, the Hillsboro Landfill and the Lakeside Reclamation Landfill. With
‘the processing of construction and demolition debris and land-clearing debris, volumes
requiring disposal will be diminished, potennally reducing the total volumes received by
these two fac1ht1es ‘

,Washmgton County staff has requested that the two facilities be allowed to dlversxfy to
provide disposal and material recovery and processing functions. Washington County has
provided financial support for programs at both facilities with the stated purpose of '

~ enhancing waste recovery and recycling capacity. Should the Hillsboro Landfill and
Lakeside Reclamation Landfill not be authorized to become the principle reglonal processing
and recovery facilities for construction and demolition debris, Washington County will seek
to negotiate a long-term agreement with Metro that will assure financial security for
continued operation of both facilities as disposal sites.



st Iohns Landfill Closure

In order to achieve proper slopes for closure and compensate for settlement, a 51gn1ﬁcant
~-amount of material will be needed at the St. Johns Landfill after early 1991.. It is estimated
that between 700,000 and 1,000,000 cubic yards of subgrade fill material must be added.
The material could be soil only, or soxl plus specific waste materials.

A possible altematlve would be to stop operating the St. Johns Landfill as a general-purpose

landfill but continue operanon as a limited-purpose landfill. As a limited-purpose landfill the
~St. Johns Landfill would receive construction and demolition debris and land-clearing debris.

Flows of this material could reach as high as 150,000 tons per year. Over 3.5 years this ‘
- would: total about 525,000 tons and fill approximately 400,000 cubic yards.of air space: Any
remaining fill needed to achieve the required slopes would be imported fill material. -

The acceptance of construction and demolition debris and land-clearing debris at the St. -
Johns Landfill may present problems for the Hillsboro Landfill and Lakeside Reclamation
‘Landfill. Continued acceptance of some solid waste at the St. Johns Landfill could deny _
these facilities volume that they may have been expecting. However it is far more likely that

volumes would not be reduced substantially since St. Johns would receive material it
currently receives and that which currently goes to Metro South. Alternatively, the use of -
the St. Johns Landfill as a limited-purpose landfill until 1994 would expand the useful life of
the HllleOl'O and Lake51de Landfills.



WASHINGTON
COUNTY,

% OREGON | .» | . September 14, 1990

To: . ﬂRobert Newman
From: Bill Martsh, ' .
. )’ R . -

Subjectﬁ Special Waste Chapter

After reviewing the Special Waste Chapter of the Regionai Solid
Waste Management Plan, Washington County has two main concerns. .-
I will address each and offer proposed language changes where
- appropriate. I B - '

On pagés 57, 58 and 59, local governments are mentioned under
"Roles and Responsibilities" but are not defined. Under Section 1,
.local governments need to be included with the following: :

Local gdvernment's role is to manage the proper collection,
transport and, where it is applicable, disposal of special
wastes. _ . ' o o

A new section should be added after Section 6 with the following:

Local governments shall regulate and implement the'colléction,
- transportation and, where appropriate, the disposal of solid
waste. : ‘

- Local governments shall assure that the collection of
special waste is conducted in a cost efficient and

-+ reliable manner in full compliance of Metro Policy 6.0
of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

- Local governments,; where épplicable; will provide spOt‘
checks at disposal facilities to ensure that permitted
material is comparable to tested material. -

- Local governments shall evaluate the need for
additional regulation. of special waste collection and,
where applicable, disposal to ensure proper management.

- Local goverhments‘shall be involved in the promotion
of source reduction, recycling, ehergy recovery and
environmentally sound land disposal of special waste.

= Local governments should assist Metro in providing
technical assistance to waste generators to both reduce
the volume and minimize toxicity of the waste stream.

Department of Health & Human Services
155 North First Avenue

: Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 : . . T

WIC Nutrition Program: (503) 640-3555 “TDD: ) (503) 648-8601

Health Services: (503) 648-8881 Administration & Planning: (503) 693-4402 . Environmental Health: (503) 648-8722



Oon pages 66 through 73, Metro refers to the use of in-region
landfill capacity. Assuming that this reference 1is to the
' Washington County ' regulated Hillsboro  Landfill and Lakeside
Reclamation Landfill, Washington County has strong concerns with
Metro proposed plans as llsted.

Washlngton County landfills presently accept approx1mate1y 200,000
tons of material for disposal. The operators and Washlngton County
have worked hard to accommodate the closing of other in-region
landfills and have made the necessary investments in additional
land and equipment. Further, both landfills have initiated plans .
- for extending the operational life of both landfllls out to the

. year 2010.

- With Metro's stated waste reductlon programs, the amount of
material for disposal will be reduced by up to 75%, or 55,400 tons.
This will severely affect the financial stablllty of these two
landfills unless they are allowed to provide both dlsposal and
materlal‘recovery and. proce551ng functions. -

Metro understands the need for a base level of financial support.
to solid waste facilities and has established "put or pay"
agreements at both Metro East and at Columbia Ridge Landfill.
Washington County is concerned that the two landfills have adequate
financial resources to operate properly, provide area consumers
with a valuable service and contrlbute to the establlshed closure
and post closure accounts. -

Washlngton County has supported.both landflll s programs to enhance
their waste recovery and recycling capacity. By diversifying the
v operatlons of the 1landfills to include both dlsposal and
processing, the operators can spread the scope of operations and
enhance their financial securlty'whlle providing: necessary serv1ces"
for the region. ;

Washington County . w111 look for support from Metro in support of -
the continued diversification of Hillsboro and Lakeside Landfills
~ into multi-use facilities. If the landfills are not. able to
diversify their operations, Washington County, Metro and the
operators of the landfills need to work out a long term agreement
that will assure the financial security for contlnued operatlon of
these facilities as dlsposal 51tes.

Washington County has additional concerns that will be addressed
at the Facilities Subcommittee meeting on September 14. If you have
any questlons, please call me at 648-8722 for further explanation. -



EXHIBIT "A"

(The Special Waste Chéﬁter can be obtained from the
Planning and Development Department or '
- the Metro Council Office)

!
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. SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

_ORDINANCE NO. 90-372, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO CODE
- CHAPTER 5.02 ESTABLISHING TONNAGE BASED SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
RATES AT METRO FACILITIES ' :

Date: ~November 21, 1990 - Presented by. Counciior Judy Wyers

Committee Recommendation: At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste
Committee meetlng, Councilors Collier, DeJardln and Saucy voted -
unanlmously (Collier; 4/0 vote) to.recommend Council adoption of
Ordinance No. 90-372 as amended. Councilors Buchanan and Wyers
were excused. ‘

. Committee Discussion/Issues: Roosevelt Carter, Budget & Finance
- Manager, gave staff’s report. He said the Metro Council adopted
Resolution No. 90-1248 April 26, 1990 to state a policy of
weighing all vehicles at Metro-owned facilities. He said the
policy was directed at implementing weighing "self-haul" Metro
facility customers who have historically been charged on a flat:
rate -or yardage basis. :

Mr. Carter said the ordinance would: implement the policy. He
said staff proposed, consistent with the opening of Metro
Northwest Statlon, to start weighing all waste haulers and set
the current minimum charge of $15 for those haulers who had less
than 550 pounds of waste because the scales would not weigh below
that welght. :

Mr. Carter sald the ordlnance changed deflnltlons of "self- haul'-
and "private" 'in favor of "cash account customers" for those
haulers who did not have Metro credit accounts and eliminated the
"commercial" designation and replaced it with the "credit account
- customer" designation. He said the new designations would assist:
staff for statistical purposes and would align with current data
collected by staff. He indicated the ordinance would affect
74,000 annual trips to Metro faCllltleS and the revenue impact
would be an addltlonal $180,000 1n revenue for FY 1990- 91,

Mr. Carter. noted amendment language distributed by staff to amend
Ordinance No. 90-372 Section 7 to make the ordinance effective
date January 12, 1991 as opposed to the normal 65 working days.
He said the effective date was made pursuant to a declaration of
- emergency in conformlty with ORS 268. 515(7) requirements.

The Committee had no comments or questions and voted unanlmously
‘to recommend Ordinance No. 90- 372 to the full Council for
adoption as-amended.
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FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
METRO CODE CHAPTER 5.02,
ESTABLISHING TONNAGE BASED - -
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES
METRO FACILITIES

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

ORDINANCE NO. 90-372

)
) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
)  Executive Officer

) ' : '

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN»SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

SECTIONS

5.02.010 .

5.02.015

5.02.020 -

5.02.025

5.02.030
5.02.035

5.02.040

5.02.045
'5.02.050
5.02.060

' 5.02.065

5.02.070

5.02.075
5.02.080
5.02.085

CHAPTER 5.02

DISPOSAL CHARGES ANDUUSER FEES -

Purpose
Definitions

- Disposal Charges at St. Johns Landf111

Disposal Charges at Metro South Station
Waiver of Disposal Charges at St. Johns Landfill
Litter Control.at St. Johns Landfill and the Metro

-South Station

Excess Weight Charge at st. Johns Landfill

User Fees

Regional Transfer Charge

Payment of Dlsposal Charges and Surcharges, Credit
Policy

Special Waste Surcharge and Special . Waste Pernmit
Application Fees

Source Separated Yard Debris Dlsposal Charge
Certification Non-Compliance Fee

Post-Collection Recycling Incentive
Out-of-District Waste .

Section 1 - Metro Code Section 5 02. 015, Definitions, is amended

as follows:

5.02.015 Definitions: As used in this chapter, unless the
context requires: otherwise°
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"Metro South Station" is that solid waste
transfer station owned and operated by Metro and located at 16101
S. E. 82nd Drive, Oregon City, Oregon, 97045._

"Metro East Station" is that Metré solid waste'

transfer and recycling station 1ocated at -6161 N.W. 61lst Avenue,
.Portland, Oregon, 97201.'

"Metro/Rledel Compost Facility" is that SOlld
waste mass compost facility located at 5437 N.E. Columbia
Boulevard Portland, Oregon, 97232

+e)r¥ "Mlxed Paper" means uncontamlnated recyclable
,'paper exclusive of newspaper and cardboard.

53 "Person" means any individual, partnership,
association, c oration, trust, firm, estate, 301nt venture or
any other private entity or any public agency.
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. (h): "St. Johns Landfill" is that landfill owned by the
City of Portland, Oregon, operated by Metro and located at 9363
N. Columbia Boulevard Portland, Oregon 97203.

'SOlld Waste" means all putresc1b1e and
nonputresc1b1e wastes, including without 11m1tatlon, garbage,
rubbish, refuse, ashes, paper and cardboard; vehicles or parts
thereof; sewage sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or
other sludge; commercial, industrial, demolition and construction
waste; home and industrial appliances; and all other waste
material permitted by ordlnance to be disposed of at the

‘St. Johns Landfill.

"Source Separated Yard Debris" means tw1gs,

~ branches, grass clippings, leaves, and tree limbs in a form
appropriate for mechanical processing for reuse or sale. Source
- separated yard debris does not include yard or conStruction
debris that is not appropriate for mechanical .processing for
reuse or sale or that has unacceptable types or amounts of
contaminants mixed with it. The operator or person in charge of
accepting this waste shall make the final determination of what
is source separated yard debris based on the capability of '
available machinery to process it. The Director of Solid Waste
may establish guidelines for determining what is source separated
yard debris within the meanlng of this chapter.

Special Waste" means:,

1) Solid: waste which is any unusual component of
mun1c1pa1 solid waste;

'2) Solid waste which could potentially ‘contain
substantial quantities of waste defined as hazardous
waste by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality or the U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency:;
or :
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3) Solid waste whlch requires extraordlnary
management.

Examples of special wastes are: Chemicals, liquids,
sludge and dust from commercial and industrial
operatlons- municipal waste water treatment plant grits,
screenlngs and sludge; tannery wastes, empty pesticide
containers, dead animals or by-products; and wastes
containing asbestos..

"Tler One User Fee" means that fee collected
through- the reg nal waste disposal system which consists of
fixed expenses associated with the administration and plannlng of
programs from which the entire region benefits. This fee is
collected at all reglonal facilities which includes fac111t1es
owned and operated by Metro. .

_ 3 "Tier Two User Fee" means that fee collected at

St. Johns Landfill, Metro South Station, Metro East Station, and
Metro/Riedel Compost Facility which con51sts of flxed expenses
particular to those facilities.

(ordinance No. 82-146, Sec. 2; amended by Ordinance No. 86-210,
Sec. 1; Ordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 2; Ordinance No. 88-278,
Sec. 1; Ordinance No. 89-269, Sec. 2; Ordinance No. 89-295,
Sec. 1; and Ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 2) ’

5.02.020 Disposal Charges at St. Johns Landfill:

(a) A commercial base disposal fee of $26.00 per ton of
solid waste delivered is established for disposal at the St.
Johns Landfill. Said rate shall be in addition to other fees,
charges and surcharges establlshed pursuant to this chapter.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of 5.02. 020(a), the
base disposal rate for Self-Haul trips of two and one-half. cubic
yards or less of garbage shall be $3.50 per cubic yard if the
disposer has separated and included in his/her load at least
one-half cubic yard of recyclables (except Source Separated Yard
Debris). This rate shall be in addition to other fees and
charges established pursuant to this chapter.

(c) The following table summarizes the disposal charges
to be collected by the Metropolitan Service District from all
persons disposing of solid waste at the St. Johns Landfill. The
minimum charge for commercial vehicles shall be $15.00.

(ordinance No. 82-146; amended by Ordinance No. 83-163, Sec. 1;
Ordinance No. 85-191, Sec. 2; Ordinance No. 86-214, Sec. 2;
ordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 3; Ordinance No. 88-278, Sec. 2;
ordinance No. 89-295, Sec. 2; and Ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 3)
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ST. JOHNS LANDFILL

~ : Tonnage
Vehicle , ‘ , : Rate
Category Fee Component $/Ton
Commercial |
- Disposal Fee $26.00
Regional Tier One User Fee - 7.00
Metro Tier Two User Fee 14.00
Total Rate '$47.00%
Vehicle ‘ Trip
~ Category Fee Component Rate
Residential Self-Haul
Flat Fee’ '$15.00
Tires Type of Tire- ._Per Unit
Car ‘tires off rim $ .85
Car tires on rim 2.30
Truck tires off rim 2.30
- Truck tires on rim _ . 7.00
Any tire 21 inches or larger A
diameter off or on rim - 12.00
* ~ Total Rate does not include state imposed fees which

are currently for commercial, $.50 DEQ Promotion )
Program Fee and $.50 DEQ Orphan Site Program Fee and
enhancement fees established pursuant to Metro Code or

State law.
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Section 2 - Metro Code Section 5.02.025, Disposal Charges at
Metro south Station, iS‘amended as follows:

5.02.025 Disposal Charges at the Metro South Station, Metro East
Station and the Metro/Riedel Compost Facility. '

. (a) A’feemmefeta&i base disposal rate of $26.00 per ton
of solld waste delivered is established for disposal at the Metro
South Station, Metro East Statlon and the Metro/Rledel Compost
Fac111ty. _

(b) An enhancement fee of $.50 per feemmere&a&} ton is
establlshed to be charged at the Metro South Station, Metro East
Station and the Metro/Riedel Compost Facility.

(d) The dlsposal fee and enhancement fee established by'
thls section shall be in addition to other fees, charges and
surcharges established pursuant to this chapter. ..

(e)  The following table summarizes the disposal charges
to be collected by the Metropolitan Service District from all
persons disposing of solid waste at the Metro South Station,
Metro East Station and the Metro/Rledel Compost Facility. The
mlnlmum charge for feemmereialy vehicles shall be $15.00.

(Ordinance No. 82-146; amended by ordinance No. 83 163, Sec. 2;
Oordinance No. 85-191, Sec. 3; Ordinance No. 86-214, Sec. 3;
Oordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 4; Ordinance No. 88-278, Sec. 33
Oordinance - No. 89-269, Sec. 2; Ordinance No. 89-295, Sec. 3.; and
Ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 4) '
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‘METRO SOUTH STATION -
METRO EAST STATION
METRO/RIEDEL COMPOST FACILITY -

Tonnage

Vehicle o : ‘ . : . Rate
Category ' Fee Component - $/Ton
Disposal Fee . ' o , ' $ 26.00
Regional Tier One User Fee 7.00
Metro Tier Two User Fee _ 14.00
_ Regional Transfer Charge r o _ . _17.00
Total Rate oo ' $ 54.00%

Ik iale i . : Mae$am

AT A= X - LLLTP

(bees—net—apply—to—Metreoef

Riedel € t Faeility]
Flat—Fee ' £15.60—3

Tires - Type of Tire Per Unit

- car tires off rim S o $ .85

Car tires on rim . < . 2.30
Truck tires off rim a - 2.30
Truck tires on rim ' o - 7.00
Any tire 21 inches or larger dlameter,
off or on rim , A + 12.00

* Total Rate does not include state imposed fees which are
currently {fer—eemmereial}, $.50 DEQ Promotion Program Fee and
$.50 DEQ Orphan Site Program Fee and enhancement fees
establlshed pursuant to Section 5.02.025 (b).
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5.02.030 Waiver of Disposal Charges at St. Johns Landfill: A
waiver of disposal charges may be made by the operator of the

St. Johns Landfill for disposal of inert material including but
not limited to earth, sand, stone, crushed concrete and broken
asphaltic concrete and wood chips, if, at the discretion of the
operator of the landfill, such material is needed at the landflll
for cover, road base or other" 1nternal use.

(Ordinance No. 82-146, Sec. 5)_

5.02.035 Litter Control: All vehicles entering Metro operated
solid waste disposal facilities, transfer stations, recycling
centers, or compost facilities with loads that are not covered
with a secure tarp or solid tight fitting cover that prohibits
material from being blown from the vehicle while in motion shall
be charged double the total dlsposal charge which would otherwise
be charged.

(Ordinance No. 82-146, Sec. 6; amended by. Ordlnance No. 89 269,
Sec. 27 and Ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 5)

5. 02 040 Excess Weight Charge at St. Johns Landfill: All:
vehicles entering the St. Johns Landfill with gross weights in

excess of the Incinerator Road Bridge weight limits established
by the City of Portland shall be charged double the normal
disposal rate per ton for the amount of weight in excess of the
bridge weight limit. Said weight limlt shall be posted at the
gatehouse of the landflll.

(Ordinance No. 82-146, Sec. 7)

‘gection 3 - Metro Code S8ection 5.02.045, User Fee, is amended as
follows:

5.02.045 User Fees: The following user fees are established and
shall be collected and paid to Metro by the operators of solid
waste disposal facilities, whether within or without the
boundaries of Metro, for the disposal of solid waste generated,
originating, collected or dlsposed within Metro- boundarles in
accordance with Metro COde Section 5.01.150:

(a) Tier One User Fee

(1) For noncompacted feemmereial} solid waste,
t$~7+5—per—eubie—yard—delivered;—or} $7.00 per ton
delivered.

(2) For compacted feemmereta}} solid waste,‘fseras
per—eab&e—yard—de%tvereé+—er} $7.00 per ton

delivered.
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'(b). Tier Two User Fee: $14.00 per ton for all
feemmereiald solid waste delivered..

(c) - fiﬂser%} materlal, 1nc1ud1ng but not limited
to earth, sand, stone, brushed stone, crushed concrete, broken
asphaltlc concrete and wood chips used at a landfill for cover,
diking, road base or other internal use and for which disposal
charges have been waived pursuant to Section 5.02.030 of this
chapter shall be exempt from the above user fees.

(d) User fees shall not apply to wastes received at
franchised processing centers that accompllsh materlals recovery
and recycllng as a primary operatlon. : :

(Ordlnance No. 82- 146, Sec. 8; amended Ordlnance No. 85-191, Sec.
4; ordinance No. 86-214 Sec. 4; Ordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 6;
Ordinance No. 88-278, Sec. 4; Ordinance No. 89-269, Sec. ; and
"Ordinance No. 90-337 Sec. 6; Ordinance No. 90 351, Sec. 1)

Section 4 - Metro COGe Section 5 02 050, Reglonal Transfer
_Charge, is amended as follows'

5.02.050 Reg10na1 Transfer Charge:.

: (a) There is hereby established a regional transfer
charge which shall be a charge to the users of Metro South
Station, Metro East Station and Metro/Riedel Compost Facility.
Such charge shall be collected and paid in the form of an add-on
in addition to user fees establlshed by Section 5.02.045 of thls
chapter. ‘

‘ (b) The followlng regional transfer charges shall be
“collected and paid to Metro by the users of Metro South Station,
Metro East Station and the Metro/Riedel Compost Facility for the
disposal of solid waste generated, originating, collected or
dlsposed w1th1n Metro boundaries: . .

For all feemmeretaif solld waste $7 00 per ton ‘delivered.
(c) Reglonal transfer charges shall not apply to wastes

received at franchised processing centers that accomplish
materials recovery and recycling as a primary operation.
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(Ordinance No. 82-146; amended by Ordinance No. 83-163, Sec. 3;
ordinance No. 85-191, Sec. 5; Ordinance No. 86-212, Sec. 1;
Ordinance No. 86-214, Sec. 5; Ordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 8;
Ordinance No. 88-278, Sec. 5; Ordinance No. 89-269, Sec. 2; and
ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 7) : S :

5.02.060 Payment of Disposal Charges and Surcharges: Credit
Policy: : ‘

. (a) Disposal charges and out-of-state surcharges
established pursuant to Sections 5.02.020, 5.02.025 and 5.02.055
of this chapter may be paid in cash or check at the time of
disposal, or may be paid pursuant to the credlt pollcy
established in this section.

. (b) For purposes of this section, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) Account charées'are "due" on or before the last
day of the month billed and are "past due" -
thereafter.

(2) Account charges are "30 days past due" on the
first day of the month following billing.

(3) Account:charges are "45 days past due" on the
fifteenth day of the month follow1ng bllllng.

(4) Account charges are "60 days past due"_on the
first day of the second month following billing.

(c) Persons wishing to dispose of solid waste at Metro
disposal facilities on a credit basis shall be required to first
submit and have approved an application for credit on a form '
provided by Metro. That application shall include such
provisions as the Metro Executive Officer deems necessary to
secure prompt payment. . Approval shall be consistent with prudent
credit practices. : -

(d) A finance charge of one and one-half (1-1/2) percent
per month (18 percent per annum), computed from the date an
account becomes thirty (30) days past due, will be assessed on
all accounts which become sixty (60) days past due and will be
added to the oldest months charges past due. Finance charges
will continue to be assessed on negotiated repayment schedules.

. (e) Accounts 45 days past due may be placed on a "cash
only" basis until the account is paid in full or brought to .
within 30 days past due. If an account is allowed to become 60
days past due, permission to dispose of waste at the facility may
" be denied until the account and finance charges are paid in full.
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. _ (f) If, pursuant to subsection - (e) of this section, an
account is placed on a "cash .only" basis more than. once during
any consecutive 12-month period, or if service is denied because
the account is allowed to become 60 days past due, the account
may be required to submit a new application for credit. Such new
application must be accompanied by a satisfactory payment
.guarantee bond, or other payment guarantee acceptable to the
Executlve Offlcer, which is:

(1) Effectlve for one year, and

(2) COllectable if the account again becomes 60
days overdue durlng the period of the bond; and

(3) In an amount equal to 150 percent of the amount
due when credit was last suspended or service was
denled whlchever is greater.

(g) If a credlt customer sells, terminates or makes
,substantlal .changes in the scope of their business after their
application for credit was approved, they must notify Metro of
this sale, termination or substantial.change immediately. Credit
may be discontinued until and unless an appllcatlon containing
the new information is approved.

(h) Adjustment of accounts receivable and reversing of
finance charges will follow prudent credit practices; adjustments
- over $500 will be reported to the Council in wr1t1ng on a monthly
basis, and adjustments over $10 000 will require Council
approval. _

(1)V.The'Executive Officer'may end pursuit of accounts
receivable, consistent with prudent credit practices, when the
llkellhood of collectlng does not justify further collection
costs. . Such actions will be reported to the Council in writing

', on a monthly basis when the amount. exceeds $500, and amounts over

$10,000 will require Council approval.v

(Ordlnance No. 82 146, Sec. 11, and Ordlnance No. 90-350)

5.02.065 Spec1a1 Waste Surcharge and Spe01a1 Waste Permit .
Application FeeS° :

- (a) There are hereby’ establlshed a Special Waste
Surcharge and a .Special Waste Permit Application Fee which shall
be collected on all special wastes disposed at the St. Johns
Landfill and on all Special Waste Permit Applications. Said
surcharge and fee shall be in addition to any other charge or fee
established by this chapter. - The purpose of the surcharge and
permit application fee is to require disposers of special waste,
1nc1ud1ng asbestos, to pay the cost of those services which are

‘5,02 - 11



provided at the St. Johns Landfill and by the Metro Solid Waste
Department to manage special wastes. The said surcharge and fee
shall be applied to all spec1al wastes as defined in Metro Code
Section 5.02.015. . :

(b) The amount of the Speclal Waste Surcharge collected
at the st. Johns Landfill shall be $4.00 per ton of special waste
(excluding asbestos) delivered. The amount collected at the St.
Johns Landfill for asbestos shall be $100 00 per ton delivered.

(c) The minimum ‘charge collected through all fees for
each special waste (excluding asbestos) disposal trip shall be
-$15.00. The mlnlmum charge for each asbestos trip shall be
$100.00.

' (d) The amount of the Speclal Waste Permlt Appllcatlon
' Fee shall be $25.00. This fee shall be collected at the time
Special Waste Permlt Appllcatlons are. recelved for processing.

(e) Lab or testlng costs whlch are 1ncurred by Metro for
evaluatlon of a partlcular waste may be charged to the disposer
of that _waste. .

(f) The fees listed in this section shall not be
collected from any person who obtains a special waste permit to
dispose of waste containing asbestos or other special waste which
-is removed from a dwelling or apartment bulldlng of three or
- fewer units owned or rented by that person and not disposed of by
a commercial hauler or asbestos remover. The purpose of this- '
exemption is to encourage such persons to separate Special Waste
from the re51dent1a1 waste stream so that it is dlsposed of
properly.

(Ordinance No. 85-191, Sec. 6; amended by Ordinance No. 86-214,
Sec.. 6; Ordinance No. 88-257, Sec. 9; and Ordinance No. 90-337,
- Sec. 8) : ' :

Section 5 - Metro Code S8ection 5.02.070, Source 8eparated Yard
Debris Disposal Charge, is amended as follows:

5. 02 070 Source Separated Yard Debrls Disposal Charge° '

: (a) There is hereby established a reduced disposal fee
for ‘Source Separated Yard Debris which shall be collected on all
source separated yard debris disposed at the St. Johns Landfill,
Metro South Station or Metro East Station fby—eemmeretal—aﬂé
self-Haul—&ispesers+} Said disposal charge is in lieu of other
Base Disposal charges, User Fees, Regional Transfer Charges,
Rehabilitation and Enhancement Fees, and Certification
Non-Compliance' Fees which may be required by Sections 5.02. 020,
5.02.025, 5.02.041, 5.02.045, 5.02.046, 5.02.050 and 5.02.075 of
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this chapter. These other fees shall not be collected on waste
which is accepted as Source Separated Yard Debris, under the
definition of 5.02.015(d), The purpose of the Source Separated
Yard Debris Charge is to encourage greater source separation of
yard debris so that material is diverted from land d1sposa1 at

St. Johns Landfill or the feitHiam—Ccountyt

Landflll and is made available for reuse.

. (b) The.amount of the Source Separated Yard Debris
charge to be collected at the St. Johns Landfill, Metro South
Station and Metro East Station shall be $25 00 per ton for Source

be $25.00. The minimum charge for the dellvery of a 51ngle y
Christmas tree as Source Separated Yard Debris shall be $.50.

(Ordinance No.,86f210,'Sec.'2; amended by Ordinance No. 86-211,
Sec. 1; Ordinance No. 86-214, Sec. 7; Ordinance No. 88-257, Sec.
10; Ordinance No. 88-278, Sec. 6; Ordinance No. 89-295, Sec. 4.;
- and Ordinance No. 90-337, Sec. 9) :

- Bection 6 - Metro Code Section 5.02.015, Certification
Non-Compliance Fee, is amended as follows:
’ . . L.

5.02.075 cCertification Non-Compliance Fee: There is hereby
established a Certification Non-Compliance Fee.  The purpose of

this fee is to pay for the cost of 1mplement1ng remedial programs
to bring non-certified areas or jurisdictions in compliance with
current certification standards, and to support other programs
which are directed at accomplishing the recycling goals of the
certification program. This fee shall be collected on all waste
generated in non-certified areas and delivered to Metro
facilities by specifically identified feemmereial} disposers and
shall be in addition to other fees collected. The Certification
Non-Compliance Fee shall be set by the Metropolitan Service
District Council when the following conditions have been met:

(a) The Metro Council has adopted a Waste Reduction
Certification Program which provides criteria and a process for
designating local areas or jurisdictions and/or {eemmereialt
waste disposers as either certified or non-certlfled for the -
purpose of collectlng this fee; and

(b) The Metro Council has made the determlnatlon that a

local jurisdiction is not in compliance and that implementation
of the fee is needed to achieve the purposes stated above.
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- (ordinance’ No. 86-214, Sec. 8)

"5 02.080 _Post-Collection Recxcllng Incentive: The Executive
Officer shall enter into agreements with franchised processing

centers that accomplish materials recovery and recycling as a
primary operatlon, to pay two dollars per ton of Mixed Paper
dlsposed in mixed loads of 50 percent to 79 percent Mlxed Paper.

‘(Ordlnance No. 88-257 Sec. 11)
5.02. 085 0ut-of-Dlstr1ct Waste:

: . (a) ' Solid Waste generated outside of the District shall
not be accepted at the St. Johns Landfill, Metro South Station,
Metro East Station or Metro-Riedel COmpost Facility for disposal
unless a special permlt to do so is issued by the Metro Executive
Oofficer. Any permit issued shall specify the circumstances
‘justifying such exception. Any permit issued shall be subject
to: _ '

(1) Avallable landfill or facility capac1ty
con51der1ng the capacity needs for disposal of Solid
Waste ‘generated within the District;

(2) No adverse impact upon District rate payers:;

(3) Any Solid Waste authorized to be disposed under
this ordinance shall be subject to the same
standards and conditions pertaining to "Acceptable
Waste" deliveries to the above named facilities; and

(4) Any additional conditions as specified by the
'Executive Officer which may be necessary for the
safe, efficient or cost effective operation of Metro-
facilities.

(b) Any special permit issued under Paragraph 1 shall
explre in a period of time not to exceed 12 months from date of
issuance unless a longer period of time is authorized by the
Metro Council. Any renewals or extensions of a permit resultlng
in a cumulative permit period exceeding 12 months shall requlre
the approval of the Metro Council.

: (c) Any special permit 1ssued by the Executlve Officer
may be revoked upon thlrty (30) days notice to the pernit holder.

(d) Any permit for a monthly tonnage in excess of one

thousand tons (1,000) per month must be referred to Counc11 prior
to the approval. ‘ '
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(Ordinance No. 90-352, Sec.. 2)
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ATTACHMENT A

ANNUAL WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

‘Year 1 of A Five Year Plan (1990-1995)

gegibnal Reduce, Reuce,'Reeycle, Recover Standards

"II. Residential Curb51de

K. Each local government shall develop a rate structure that”
. provides an incentive to red ce
shall s.ec1fy

~includes:

1. a mini-can option for which the disposal charge per
unit volume for a mini-can is € T less than
the disposal charge per unit volume for a standard 32
gallan can, or ' ‘

2. a welght based disposal rate that makes use of a
slldlng rate scale such that the dlsposal char e per
unlt of weight ¥ Z £ K




A1 TALOMCIN| R

RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE
October 24, 1990

Meeting Summary

MEMBERS PRESENT: Charles O'Connor, Jonathan Block, and
R all (via telephone)

METRO STAFF PRESENT: oosevelt Carter, Neil Saling, Phil
North, Jeff Stone, Kate Babbitt, and
Julie Cash

Roosevelt Carter introduced Kate Babbitt (Metro's new bottom line
person) and Neil Saling, Acting Finance and Administration
Director, to the committee members. Mr. Carter also explained
that we had faxed ali the information to Mr. Hall so he could
read and make a decision in case he couldn't physically be here.

Mr. Carter went over the attached schedule for the next 5 months
regarding the Rate Review Committee and deadlines we will be
encountering.

Mr. Carter explained that this meeting was called on such short
notice due to the time frame available to present the proposed
rate adjustment and revamp of the recycling credit. The main
proposed adjustment is weighing all vehicles at Metro East
Station and Metro South Station. After evaluating the recycling
credit we propose a flat $3/trip credit for a minimum of

1/2 cubic yards of recyclables.

Mr. O'Connor noted this presentation of the ordinance and
proposed changes was very clear and precise. He then asked what
is the bottom line? :

Ms. Babbitt explained the bottom line was roughly $80,000 on the
positive side of the ledger.

Mr. O'Connor estimated that $80,000 at an estimated 1 million
tons is roughly $.08/ton.

Mr. North explained the ordinance change would not be effective
until March 6, 1991. He also noted, while reading the ordinance,
that it may be somewhat confusing regarding St. Johns Landfill.
He did not think the verbiage relating to St. Johns Landfill all
had to be changed in that it will be closing February 1991. He
explained that we tried just to change the verbiage that dealt
with those facilities coming on line (i.e. Metro East Station and
the Composter).

Mr. Stone explained the new proposal of changing the now existing
titles of commercial/self-haul to credit/cash .accounts.



. Mr. O'Connor asked, after reading proposed Section 5 - Metro -Code -
. Section 5.02.070(b), if we could change the words "Cash Account

Customers" to "Persons other than credit account customers" in
that it was confusing.

Mr. Saling asked if we would be defining construction and
demolition debris this round.

Mr. North explained not right now. . - .
There was general discussion about the ordinance and both Mr.
Block and Mr. O'Connor stated they were in favor of our proposed
changes. We then got Ross Hall on the telephone, for a quorunm,
wherein Mr. Hall noted to Mr. O'Connor he was in favor - giving 3
members in favor of the proposed changes. :

We also discussed the next meeting,‘because of availability,
would be either November 14th or 15 at 3:30 or 4:00 p.m.

Meeting adjourned.

I:\roosevel\trc90-91\trc1024.mln



AMENDED STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90=372 FOR THE PﬁRPOSE OF
AMENDING METRO CODE CHAPTER 5.02 ESTABLISHING TONNAGE
BASED SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES AT‘METRO FACILITIES

November 20, 1990 . _ Presented by Bob Martin
B . Ph11 North

'FACTUAL BACKGﬁOUND AND ANALYSIS

- On April 26, 1990 the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 90-1248.
This Resolution adopted a policy to require weighing of all
~vehicles at Metro owned facilities. This policy is directed at
implementing weighing of "self-haul" customers of Metro facilities
who have hlstorlcally been charged on a flat rate or yardage basis.

The ordinance presently before the council will amend the Metro
.Solid Waste Rate Ordinance Chapter 5.02 to establish a uniform rate
for solid waste dlsposal at Metro facilities for "commercial" and
"self-haul". It is anticipated that charging under the new
weighing policy will begin with the opening of the Metro Northwest
Station and closure of St. Johns Landfill.

Also this ordinance will be a bridge or interim rate  pending
examination and complete rate recommendations by the Rate Review
Committee for FY 91-92. A copy of the minutes of the Rate Review
Committee meeting of October 24, 1990 with respect to this current
ordinance proposal are shown as ATTACHMENT A.

Wlth uniformity of rates, the termlnology "commer01al " and "self-
haul" became unnecessary distipctions. These terms have been
replaced in the ordinance with the terms "Credit Account Customer"
and "Cash Account Customer" respectively. This new terminology
allows continuation of tracking of ‘commercial' and ‘self-haul'
disposers for database purposes and provides a more uniform
terminology for coordination between the Solid Waste Department and
the Accounting Department.

With respect to the declaration of emergency to accelerate the
" effective date of the ordinance, this need has arisen in order that
the Metro East Station not be required to initiate one manner of
rate collection (flat fees for self-haulers) and shortly thereafter
introduce a new rate structure (weighing of all vehicles). It is
believed that the natural confusion surrounding rate changes such
as will occur at Metro South Station would be exacerbated at the
. Metro East Station by initiating one rate structure and then
- shortly replac1ng it with another.



BUDGET IMPACT

The impact of the proposed rate changes on the 1990-91 budget has
been analyzed. Total revenues are expected to increase by
approximately $160,000 through June of 1991--.580,000 from Metro
South Station and $80,000 from Metro Northwest Station. The
analysis assumed current recycling levels and that 40 percent of
self-haul trips will be subject to the minimum charge of $15.00.
Because these funds have not been appropriated in the current year,
they will be carried over as part of the Solid Waste Revenue Fund's
1991-92 beginning balance. - o

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION - .

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 90-372.

PN:gbn -
swrate.rpt
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FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1347 APPROVING A FISCAL
YEAR 1990-91 SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AND TRANSMITTING THE
APPROVED BUDGET TO THE TAX SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION
COMMISSION (TSCC)

Date: November 23, 1990. Presented by: Councilor Van Bergen

Committee Recommendation: At its November 15, 1990 meeting the
Solid Waste Committee voted unanimously - to recommend that the
Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1347. All Committee members were
‘vpresent and voted aye. '

Commlttee Dis cuSSLOn(Issues. Jennifer Sims, Financial Services

- Manager, presented the staff report. She indicated that the
purpose of this resolution is' to approve the proposed
Supplemental Budget for submission to the Tax Superv;sory
Conservation Commission (TSCC). The resolution is a companion -
measure to Ordinance No. 90-370 which is the actual instrument to
adopt the Supplemental Budget and Revised Schedule of
Appropriations. Ms. Sims reviewed the Supplemental Budget
Schedule which is attached as Attachment 1 to this report.

Ms. Sims presented information on the proposed budget actions,
particularly the financing plan for the proposed Sears Building
acquisition and renovation. She indicated the Supplemental
Budget for the Sears Building project provided among other things
external borrowing of $7,920,000 in Bond Anticipation Notes and
.internal borrowing of $4,744,339 from the Solid Waste Revenue
Fund. These loans will be pald back during the next fiscal year
once final financial plans are developed for long term flnanclng _
of the progect.

She responded to specific questlons from Committee members and
Council staff regarding the consolidation of Workers’
Compensation costs into the Insurance Fund; the extent of the
costs for the Convention Center Grand Openlng, and the staffing
requirements*for the Sears Building project and its impact on the
Regional. Facilities project.

GVB:DEC:lrj
A:\90-1347.SR




ATTACHMENT 1
(Fin. Comm./Res. 90-1347)
‘Supplemental Budget Meeting Schedule '

ReSolutiou No.‘90-1347.

. Finance Committee, Thursday, November 15, 1990.

' Review and discuss Supplemental Budget. Recommend approval of
Resolution No. 90-1347, approvmng Supplemental Budget, to’
Counc;l. v

Councxl Meetlng, Thursday, November 29, 1990.

Approve Resolution No. 90-1347, approvrng Supplemental Budget
and transmitting lt to the TSCC .

Ordinance No. 90-370

Council Meeting, Thursday, November 29, 1990.
First reading of Ordinance. Conduct public hearlng on budget.

Finance Commlttee, Thursday, December 20 1990
“Conduct public hearing on Supplemental Budget

Council Meeting, Thursday, December 27, 1990 , :
Adopt Ordinance 90-370, Supplemental Budget. This is a
required date to meet terms of bulldlng purchase

TSCC hearlng'w1ll be held sometlme in December. Hopefully, the week
of December 10th. ,




- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE"
"METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

: FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A RESOLUTION NO. 90-1347
- FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 SUPPLEMENTAL
BUDGET AND TRANSMITTING THE
APPROVED BUDGET TO THE TAX
SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION

COMMISSION

- Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

Nt N Vg it St st

WHEREAS, A SubpiementéI,Bﬁaget is neéessary as provided in ORS
294.480 (1)(a) due to "aﬁ occurrence or condition which had not been
aséertained at the time of the preparation of a budget for the current
year which requires a Change in,finahcial planning;" and

WHEREAS,‘The Council of ﬁhe Metropolitan Service District convened
.as Budget éommittee haé reviewed the Proposed Supplemental Budget and
held a public héaringhon»the proposed Budget and consideréd qverall
issues affécting‘thevFY.1990-91 SuppleméntalvBudget; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to OregonlBudget La&, the Council COnvened_as
Budget.Committeé must apprdve the FY 1990-91 Supplémental Budget and
said approved budggt must ‘be ﬁzanSmitted to the Tax Supervising and
= Conservation Commission (TSCC) for pgbliq hearing and review; now,

. therefore, |
BE IT RESOLVED,

l: That the Proposed FY 1990 91 Supplemental Budget as amended
by.the Council of the Metropolitan Service District convened as Budget
Committee, which is on file at the Metropolitan Service District
~offices, is heréby approved. | .

| 2. - That fhe Executive Officer is hereby directed to submit the
' Approved.FY 1990-91 Supplemental Budget to the Tax Supervising and‘

Conservation Commission for public hearing and review.



Resolution No. 90-1346
Page 2 :

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

29th day of November . , 1990. -

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

kr:ord90-91:supp:res
November 5, 1990 :



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO.. 90-1347 APPROVING A :
SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET AND TRANSMITTING THE APPROVED BUDGET TO
THE TAX SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION COMMISSION AND ORDINANCE
NO. 90-370 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 90-340A REVISING THE FY
1990-91 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE PURPOSE QOF ADOPTING
A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET, CREATING THE SMITH AND BYBEE LAKES
TRUST FUND AND AUTHORIZING AN INTERFUND LOAN

Date: November 5} 1996 . Presented by: - Jennifer Sims

FACTUAL B}CKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

" A Supplemental Budget is necessary due to unforeseen circumstances
that require changes in our financial planning. Two actions are
presented toward adoptlng a Supplemental Budget for FY 1990-91.°
Ordinance No. 90-370 revises the FY 1990-91 Budget Appropriations
‘Schedule, creates the Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund and authorizes
an interfund loan. This action is presented for consideration at this
time but is not intended to be adopted until after the Tax Supervising
and Conservation Commission (TSCC) conducts a public hearing. TSCC
review is required under Oregon Budget Law because a new fund is being
created and total fund appropriations are increased. Resolution No. -
90-1347 approves the Supplemental Budget and transmits the approved
budget to the TSCC. Specific actions requested under this proposal are
explained below. T : - . -

[}

Reidel éomgbst Facility Revenue Bond Issue - In FY 1989-90 Metro
issued Industrial Development Revenue Bonds for the Reidel Compost

Facility construction project. At that time it was ‘indicated
that, under the terms of the bond sale and the Metro-Reidel
service agreement, Metro'’s only budgetary obligation pertained to
the service agreement payments to begin at the time of final
acceptance, estimated to be June, 1991. Bond Counsel has now
advised us that all..debt.service. payments.for.both..the Series "A"
and Series "One" bonds must be budgeted. Metro’s obligation to
pay debt service on both series of bonds is llmlted to the amount
of "loan repayments" received from Reidel.

-Both Series of bonds bear interest at a floating rate. The debt
service has been estimated with an average interest rate of 7
percent. 'A copy of the estimated debt service schedule is
attached to the Ordinance (Appendix A). To compensate for’
fluctuations in the interest rate, an additional 10 percent of the
estimated FY 1990-91 debt service has been included in the

~budgeted amount. - Additional revenue, in the form of a pass
through receipt from Reidel, will be received in an amount exactly
equal the amount of debt service to be paid. The estimated debt

service for FY 1990-91 is $2 318,085. Refer to Exhlblt A, pages -
A-15 and A-18.



Staff Report
Supplemental Budget
Page 2 ‘

‘Washington Park Zoo Capital Fund - During the last Quarter of FY

1989-90, the Zoo did not expend the funds for the Africa
Rainforest Exhibit at. the rate that was anticipated. As a result,

these funds were carried forward into FY 1990-91 as beginning fund

balance. However, the expenditures that were planned for FY 1989-
90 are now .being charged to FY 1990-91. The FY 1990-91 budget'did
not anticipate these expenses. This action calls for the

recognition of $535,000 in additional fund balance plus $20,000 in

-~ +additional-.interest .earned on.the.fund .balance to support the:

increased FY 1990- 91 expendltures Refer to Exhibit A, pages A—lé

Stagehand Labor Agreement - Metro ERC - The Metro ERC renegotiated
the Stagehand labor agreement after July 1, 1990. The old -
agreement provided that stagehand salaries were to be pald to the
employee by the event promoter. The new agreement requires the
Metro ERC to pay wages directly to these employees. The Metro ERC
will be reimbursed for the expense from the promoter.
Unanticipated revenue will be received in the amount of $270,756.
The Performing Arts Center Personal Services line items 511235 -
Wages, Temporary Employees and 512000 - Fringe will be increased
$225,630 and $45,126 respectively. Refer to Exhibit A, pages A-33
and A-36 to A-38. ‘ o N _ -

Oregon Convention Center Grand Opening Expenditures - At the time
the FY 1990-91 budget was prepared, the exact method of conducting
the Oregon Convention Center Grand Opening had not been
determined. It was anticipated that the event would be promoted,
managed and operated by a third party. All event sponsorships,.

.- donations.and expenditures would be handled by this third party.

Metro'’s obllgatlon was to have extended only to the amount of
expenditures in excess of revenues received,. estimated to be

. .approximately $200,000. Subsequently, a decision by the Metro

Exposition-Recreation Commission retained management and operation
of the Grand Opening event. All revenues were to be received and
expenditures disbursed by the Metro ERC. The result of this

- management decision was .not reflected in the FY 1990-91 budget.

This action requires the recognition of $984,354 in additional
revenue and appropriation for a like amount of expenditure in
excess of the amount anticipated. Refer to Exhibit A, pages A-29

St. Johns Landfill Purchase Agreement - The City of Portland and
the Metropolltan Service District will be entering into an
agreement in which Metro will purchase the St. Johns Landfill from
the City of Portland for a nominal fee. By the terms of this
agreement the City will transfer to Metro those funds designated
for landfill closure and implementation of the Lakes Plan. Metro
agrees to accept custody and responsibility of these funds and to



Staff Report
Supplemental Budget
Page 3

act as Trust Fund Manager of the Smlth & Bybee Lakes Trust Fund
. which is to be establlshed as part of the Smith & Bybee Lakes
Management Plan.

The Management Plan, j01ntly developed and approved by the City
-and Metro, advises certain actions to be taken at such time as
they become available. It is anticipated that some of these
actions will be necessary during FY 1990-91. 1In addition, the
‘-~Plan - requires-the-establishment of:a.Management. Committee .to .. .m=::
develop policies and propose future budgets for the management of
the Lakes area. This proposed action creates the Smith & Bybee
Lakes Trust Fund, under the management of the Planning &
Development Department, and establishes appropriations for FY
. 1990-91 based on estimated expenses derived from the activities
"outlined. in the Management Plan. The total amount of the fund is
estimated to be $1 938 070 for FY 1990 91. Refer to Exhibit A,
page A—24..f_-‘ _ : '

By the terms of. the agreement between the City and Metro, the City
will transfer to Metro during FY 1990-91, the entire amount of the
End Use Fund, estimated to be $908,070. 1In addltlon, the City
agrees to turn over those funds designated in the Refuse Dlsposal
Fund. The estimated balance of this fund as of June 30, 1990, is
$2,233,522. One million of this amount is to be transferred _
~during FY 1990-91. The remaining ‘balance of the "Refuse Disposal -
Fund" is to be transferred to Metro no‘'later than December 31,
‘1993. All funds to be received during FY 1990-91 will be
transferred from the City within thirty days of signing the
agreement .or as soon as Metro creates the Smith and Bybee Lakes
" Trust Fund, whichever .is later. Additional contributions to this
fund, at the rate of $.50 per ton, will be made by Metro for the '
remaining life of the St. Johns Landflll.

Consolldatlon of Workers'’ Compensatlon into Insurance Fund -
Beginning ‘July 1, 1990, the workers’ compensation program was

. changed from a premium based program to an incurred loss program.
This program pays for time loss, medical expenses and reserves as
they are incurred rather than on a monthly premlum basis. This
change was prompted due to significant increases in workers’
compensation premiums not known until the last week in June. The
impact on accounting for and  management of this type of program
was not identified at the time of the change.

The FY 1990-91 budget,was based on the former premium based
program. Worker Compensation funds were budgeted in thirty-four
different appropriation units. Amounts needed were determined as

' a percentage of salaries in each unit. The task of tracklng and
managing the new incurred loss program at this level is very
dlfflcult and time consumlng
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This proposal recommends that the Workers Compensation Program be
consolidated into the Insurance Fund. Funding for the program L
will be transferred from the various departments to the Insurance
Fund on a similar basis to that of the current liability/property
program. Claims and losses will be tracked by department within
the Insurance Fund but the program will be managed on an agency
wide basis. Reserves will be established to fund extraordinary
losses which may exceed the amount transferred in any one year.
Any-reserve draws would. be: relmbursed by the approprlate
department in subsequent years. , . ,

For this year, funding has been 1dent1f1ed in each individual
Personal Services appropriation unit. This is the amount of the
frlnge line item originally estimated for Workers’ Compensation.
©v - - - premium payments to SAIF. Appendix B to the Ordinance lists the
appropriation categories and the dollar amounts identified for
Workers’ Compensation. To avoid complications with Metro’s
federally approved Indirect Cost Rate Proposal, for FY 1990-91
only these amounts will remain in the Personal Services category
- of each appropriation unit but will be separated from the Fringe
line item and identified as "Service Reimbursements-Worker
Compensation". These identified amounts will be transferred to. .
the Insurance Fund for payment of actual costs incurred.
Beginning with FY 1991-92, these payments will be shown as
transfers to the Insurance Fund and will be appropriated under the
Interfund Transfer object category. This method of accounting
conforms to GASB standards. Any amount paid into the Insurance
Fund in FY 1990-91 in excess of the ‘actual amount needed will be
retained in the Fund to establish a beginning reserve for the
Worker Compensation program.. Metro is currently conducting an
actuarial study for. its llablllty, casualty and worker
compensation programs to determine. the amount of reserves that
will be required. .

This action does not change the appropriation amount in the
various Personal Services categories. For this reason, unless
other actions proposed under this Supplemental Budget modify
appropriation units of a fund, only the total fund summary has
been reflected in the.Exhibits. Appendix B provides a complete
‘list of all Personal Service categories and the dollar amounts
involved. Refer to Exhibit A, pages A-10 and Apll for detailed

- changes proposed to the Insurance Fund.

office Building Purchase - On October 11, 1990 the Council agreed'
to proceed with the purchase of the Sears facility as Metro’s new
office headquarters. The purchase price of the facility is $5.15
million. One million is payable at closing no later than December
28, 1990 and the balance is due by July 1, 1991. The transaction-
will be financed through a combination of internal and external




‘Staff Report
Supplemental Budget
- Page 5 -

borrowing. Metro will finance through Bond Anticipatlon Notes theA
~amount of the purchase price and anticipated renovation costs
associated with the estimated tax-exempt portion of the bulldlng.
An interfund loan from the Solid Waste Revenue Fund to the
Building Fund will be required to finance the remaining estlmated
taxable portion of purchase and renovation .costs. Prior to the
end of FY 1991-92, Metro will issue either revenue bonds or s
) certificates of part1c1patlon and refund the short term financing
"~“obligations. ~"The“expenditure:-allocation: as.outlined.in the = = .:..-
'Exhibits portrays the current estimate of purchase and renovation
costs for FY 1990-91. ‘

This actlon proposes a modlflcatlon to the appropriation structure
of the Bulldlng Management Fund. Two separate Accounts will be

* ‘created in the fund to track and manage the resources and
expenditures of. each facility administered through this fund.
Each Account will have separate appropriation units for personal
services, materials and services and capital- outlay. Refer to
Exhibit A, ‘pages A-4 to A-9.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 90-
1347, approving the FY 1990-91 Supplemental Budget and transmitting the
approved -budget to the. Tax Superv151ng and Conservation Commission. In
addition, following TSCC review and certification, the Executive
Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 90-370, adopting the FY
".1990-91 Supplemental Budget, creating the Smlth and Bybee Lakes Trust

Fund and author121ng an interfund loan. ' _

"’krzond90-91:suppésr
November -5, 1990
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-INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1343, APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT
WITH THE INTERGOVERNMENTAIL RESOURCE CENTER
FOR BI-STATE COMMITTEE STAFF SUPPORT

‘Date: November 15, 1990 _ Presented by: Councilor Bauer .

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

At the November 13, 1990 meeting of the Intergovernmentéi Relations
Committee, Councilors Devlin, Gardner, Hansen, McFarland and myself
voted unanimously to ‘recommend Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1343.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES:

" When the contract term began, Metro had not hired the additional
Council staff position intended to cover the Bi-State staffing
obligation. For this reason, the contract requires full reimbursement
($2,400) from Metro from July and August, 1990,.and the contract has
been delayed in reaching Council.

BACKGROUND &.EXPZANATION

In January, 1990, Metro approved Resolution No. 90-1182, an
intergovernmental agreement with Intergovernmental Resource Center
(IRC) for Bi-State staff support during December, 1989 through June,
1990. . ' ' , ‘ - - :

The agreement incorporated in Resolution No. 90-1343 continues the
staffing for the Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee, and authorizes
the expenditure of funds budgeted for FY 90-91.

The agreément'covers the term July, 1990 through June, 1991. It
- establishes the equal division between Metro and IRC of the .5 FTE
- level of staffing for the period September, 1990 through June, 1991.

The contract‘cbligates Metro to pay IRC up to $2,400 to fund Metro’s
half of the .5 FTE during July and August, 1990, whén IRC alone
provided the full .5 FTE staffing.

In addition to providing its own .25 FTE staff contribution starting
in September, 1990, Metro agrees to pay IRC $360 for each of the
remaining ten months (September, 1990 through June, 1991), in
recognition that this is a period of transition to joint staffing:



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING AN | RESOLUTION NO. 90-1343

 INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH ; |
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESOURCE ) INTRODUCED BY COUNCILOR
CENTER FOR BI-STATE COMMITTEE ) ‘ LAWRENCE BAUER
'STAEF SUPPORT" ) .
‘WHEREAS,dthe Metro Council andAthe Intergovernmental~Resource
Center of ClarkpCounty‘(IRC) created the Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee-(Bi-State) through jointvresolution on September 24 -1981;’and—
WHEREAS the Metro Council on October 26, 1989, adopted .
Resolution No. 89- 1088A, extendlng Bl-State s operations for another two
- years; and .
‘ WHEREAS,dthe purpose of the'Bi-State is to enhance underetanding
between Oregon and Washington policy-makers of metropolitan issues of
mutual concern and to promote recognition of the commonality of problems
and encourage cooperative mutually beneficial solutions; and - A
WHEREAS, Metrovand IRC agreed in January 1990 to establish a Bi-
State Coordinator position at 50 percent of a full-time equivalent
(.5 FTE); and | _ | ' |
WHEREAS, the establishment of a third Metro Councii analyst
posmtlon prov1des Metro the flexibility to share Bi-State stafflng
dutles with IRC; and
WHEREAS, the 1990491 fiscal year represents a period of
‘transition from‘IRC‘staffing.to equal staff support from IRC and Metro;
and _ ' ‘
‘WHEREAS( the Metro Conncil approved the expenditure of $6,000 in

FY 1990-91 to support Bi-State operations; and



WHEREAS, an Intergovernmental Agreement between Metro and IRC is
necessary to formalize the stafflng structure and allow IRC to IGCELVG

1ts due compensatlon, now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council approves an Intergovernmental Agreement with the
intergovernmental Resource Center, attached as Exhibit A, for the
purpose of providing staff support to the Bi-State Pollcy Advisory

Commlttee through fiscal year 1990-91.

ADQPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan‘Servioe District this

day of ___ 1990.

- Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

cs:irciga.res



AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE Exhibit "A"
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
AND THE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESOURCE CENTER

PROVIDING FOR A TRANSITION FROM A COORDINATOR POSITION
TO JOINT STAFFING OF THE .
BI-STATE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, This agreement, entered into by and between the
Intergovernmental Resource Center (hereinafter called IRC) and. the
Metropolitan Service District (hereinafter called Metro), is to provrde
for staffing support to the Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee (herein- .
after called Committee)'as the Committee transitions from having a
SLngle, full-time Bi-State Coordinator position, managed by.IRC, to
joint stafflng prov1ded by both IRC and Metro; and ‘

WHEREAS, Since 1983 ‘Metro and IRC have jOlntly chalred the
Committee which meets on a- bl-monthly basis; and

, WHEREAS, The Commlttee was established to enhance understandlng

between Oregon and Washington pollcy-makers of metropolitan issues of
mutual concern; to promote recognition of the commonality of problems
and encourage cooperative mutually benef1c1a1 solutions; and

: WHEREAS, In January, 1990, Metro and IRC mutually agreed to
establish a Bi-State Coordinator pOSltlon whereby IRC provided to the
Committee the services of a coordinator at approximately 50 percent of
an FTE to provide professional staff assistance to the Committee; and

_ WHEREAS, Continued professional staff support to the Committee

shall be necessary'for‘fiscal year 1990-1991 to fulfill the Committee’s
goal of addressing several issues of concern -- Columbia River resource
management, land use planning, air quality, economic development joint
objectlves, hazardous household waste dlsposal coordination, telecommu-
"nications, tourism -- as well as other issues which _may be identified
during the year, to facilitate the flow of pertinent issue information;
and to assist the Committee in -identifying and analyzmng cr1t1cal
~elements of the issues; now,

THEREFORE Metro and IRC hereby mutually agree to the follow;ng.

' SECTION 1 '
TRANSITION FROM A BI-STATE COORDINATOR POSITION TO JOINT STAFFING

1. For the.months of July and August, 1990, IRC shall provide the
services of a Bi-State .Coordinator to assist the Committee as
requested, but not to exceed 50 percent of an FTE (Full-time Staff
Equlvalent) or 90 hours per month. The Coordinator shall prov1de
staff ass;stance to the Committee as follows:

A. Develop and distribute agendas in a timely fashion consistent
- with applicable Washington and Oregon publlc meetlng law
requirements;

B. Prepare reports or other materlals as requested by the Committee
and facilitate the presentation of materials and appropriate
briefings on matters of interest to the Committee; .

C. Oversee the. recordlng and distribution of meeting minutes and
Committee actions;



D. Prepare necessary resolutlons or other appropriate vehicles for
the IRC Board of Directors and the Metro Council to act on Bi-
State recommendations, actions or other information consistent
with the respective jurisdiction’s formats and procedures for
handllng such actions; and :

E. Maintain all necessary records, bylaws, contractual agreements

-and any other appropriate materials in conformance with
applicable Washington and Oregon public meeting law requirements;

F. Provide other assistance as requested by the Committee.

2. For the months of September 1990 through June 1991, IRC and Metro
- shall each provide professional staff support to the Committee as -
requested, not to exceed 25 percent of an FTE or 45 hours per month,
for total joint staff support not to exceed 50 percent of an FTE or
90. hours per month. 1In addition, Metro shall pay to IRC a flat
amount of $360 per month during the perlod of September 1990 through
June 1991, in recognition that this is a period of transition to
joint stafflng. The designated IRC and Metro staff (hereinafter
referred to as designated staff) shall develop a 301nt work plan to
provide assistance to the Committee per the activities outlined in

l A. through 1.F. above.

3. The designated staff shall provxde continual administrative and
professional staff support to the Committee. The designated staff
shall be accessible and responsible to the Committee Co-Chairs.

SECTION 2
BUDGETS

Metro and IRC shall each budget adequate funds for their respectlve.»
staff to the Committee. In addition, Metro shall budget $6,000.00 for
the term stated in this agreement to -fund the Bi-State Coordlnator
position durlng the months of July and August at a rate of $§13.33 per
hour of time billed each month up to a maximum of 90 hours per month or
a. total of $2,400, 00, and to fund transition staffing as needed per
. Section 1.2. ' ' : ' '

- SECTION 3 ' :
METHOD OF PAYMENT, ACCOUNTING

1.  For July and August 1990, IRC shall bill Metro monthly for the Bi-
State Coordinator position consistent with the terms described in
Section 2 herein. IRC shall provide to Metro a monthly. accounting
of the Coordinator’s hours and expenses charged to the Committee.

2. All other expenses associated with the coordination of the
‘Committee, beyond the direct designated staff services and related
1nd1rect support, shall be divided equally by Metro and IRC.

SECTION 4
PERIOD OF AGREEMENT

The term of agreement shall commence on July 1, 1990. and shall terminate
on June 30, 1991, unless terminated earlier pursuant to Section 5.

- - SECTION 5
TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT,

AGREEMENT - PAGE 2




-This ,agreement shall be terminated upon the recommendation of the
Committee and mutual written concurrence from Metro and IRC. The date
- of the last correspondence from either Metro or IRC stipulating termina-
tion of this agreement shall be the date of termination. No additional
expenses shall be incurred by IRC on coordination of the- Bi-State
Committee following the date of termination.

SECTION 6
TERMS OF AGREEMENT

Agreement is premised on continued existence of the Bi-State Policy
Advisory Committee in a form substantially similar to the form provided
in the bylaws approved by the Metro Council and the IRC Board of Direc-
tors.. This agreement shall neither require nor prejudice any further
agreement between the parties. The invalidity, in whole or in part, of
any provision of this agreement shall not affect the validity of any
other provisions. ' :

IRC will maintain direct responsibility for staffing of the Bi-State
Coordinator position during the months of July and August. . Principal
managerial staff at IRC will provide advice to the Bi-State Coordinator
on matters relating to intergovernmental affairs. IRC will not assign
the staffing of the Bi-State Committee to any other agency or party.

- ADOPTED this day of _ ., 1990:
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESOURCE CENTER METROPOLITAN ,SERVI.CE‘ DISTRICT .
By: __ __ __ . By:

John Magnano, Chair, ‘ : - Rena Cusma,

Board of Directors - Executive Officer
By:  _ : . .

- Gil Mallery, Executive Director APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Metro General Counsel

"cs sblstate ..iga
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RESOLUTION NO. 90-1352



' INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1352,. APPROVING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
BI-STATE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE"
REGARDING AIR QUALITY PROTECTION MEASURES

.Date: November 15, 1990 Presented by: Councilor Bauer
* COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION : |

At the ‘November 13, 1990 meetlng of the Intergovernmental Relations"
Committee, Councilors Devlin, Gardner, Hansen, McFarland and myself
voted unanimously to recommend Counc11 ~adopt Resolutlon No. 90-1352,
as amended. -

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION[ISSUES'

-Counc110r Bauer described the Bi-State work program with respect to
air quality.

The overall .goal is to standardize regulation, because both sides of
the River share the same airshed. Statlonary sources of pollution
affect air quality on both sides of the River, and many of the same
vehicles travel on both 81des of the Rlver.

Committee members agreed that the Resolutlon should state exp1101tly
that standardization should be based on the higher. standard in each
lnstance. The Committee amended the Resolution accordingly.

The IGR Committee is expectlng to review more spec1f1c air quallty
' recommendations from Bi-State in the coming weeks.

BACKGROUND & EXPLANATION

Air quality is one of seven issues whlch the Bi-State Pollcy Adv;sory‘
Committee has identified for its investigation in the coming biennium.
The Bi-State will work with both state leglslatures in 1991 to
encourage the development of uniform enhanced air quallty standards
for both sides of the Columbia Rlver. :



BEFORE THE COUNéIL‘OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE RESOLUTION NO. 90-1352

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BI-STATE .;_ o
POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ) INTRODUCED BY COUNCILOR
- REGARDING AIR QUALITY - ) LAWRENCE BAUER, CO-CHAIR
PROTECTION, MEASURES" ) BI-STATE POLICY ADVISORY
‘ ‘ ) COMMITTEE o
WHEREAS, the Metro Council and the Intergovernmental
Resource Cehter of Clark Cognty‘establiéhed the Bi-State Policy
Advisory Committeé (Bi-State) 5y,joint resolution on Sepﬁember
24, 1981; and _ ‘ |
WHEREAS, Mefro's chargé to Bi—State includes_the-direction,
"to dévelop ;eéommendations fér consideration by thé Metro
Council;" and | | A
WHEﬁEAS,'Bi-State has identified Air quality as one of the
seven issues for its investigation, in recognition of the )
'imbortaﬁce of the local air quality problem and theAneed'for a
'regiohal appréach to address it; and '
WHEREAS, Bi-State has established an Air Quality
- Subcommittee to iﬁvestigate air quality iésueswin the Portland-
Vancouver metrépolitan area; and
WHEREAS,.  Bi-State’s Air Quality Subcommittee has déﬁeloped
r?éommendations in support of standardized air‘quaiiﬁj protection
measures for the'Portland-Vancquver airshed;vand
. WHEREAS, Bi-State adopted Resolution 10-01-1990 on October
26;‘1990 (attached as Exhibit A), thch "accepts and endorséé the
recommendations of the Air Quality SubcommitteéAand encourages
‘Metropolitan Service District ‘and Intefgoverhﬁental Resource

Center to forward theseirecbmmendations to their reépective state

legislatures;" and



WﬁEREAS, the reoonmendations.of the Air Quality Subcommittee
and the full Bl-State committee (attached as Exhibit B) include
.calls to standardlze and enhance an expanded motor vehlcle
lnspectlon/malntenance program, standardize regulatlons and
_enforoement prooednres on stationary sources of air pollution on
both_sides of the Columbia River, establish and enforce a |
standardized-system of stationary sonree emiseions fees,iexpand
the.Emission Fee concept_tonall major area sources of air
pollution; and preserve local control of air-quaiity policy in
order to coordinate poiioy implementation; and |

WHEREAS, it is in the public interest)that standardized air
quallty protectlon measures be based on the hlgher of the two
states’.standards, now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council of the Metropolitan Servioe District accepts and
~endorses the recommendatlons of the BL-State Policy Advisory Committee
regardlng air quallty protectlon, and further recommends that the more
strlngent of the Oregon and Washlngton regulations form the basrs for
establlshlng air quality standards for the Portland—Vancouver alrshed,
and A \

BE» IT FURTHER ’RESOLVED,

That‘the Council directs that copies of this Reeolution, with
Exhibits A and B attaohed, shall be sent to the Governor and Governor-
'Elect of Oregon; members offMetro’e legislative delegation; members of
the Joint Committee on. Envrronment, Energy and Hazardous Materials; and
members of relevant House and Senate Commlttees, 1nclud1ng the House
" Environment and Energy Committee and Senate.Agrrculture and Natural

Resources Committee.



'ADOPTED'by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of _ ., 1990.

‘Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

csibisairqg.res
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o "' : L4 "A"
BISTATE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE =~ CXniPit
“RESOLUTION 10-01-1990

For the purpose of recommending that Metropolitan Serv1ce District and mtergoverdmental
Resource Center forward recommendations to their respective state legislatures concerning
consistent and uniform approaches’ to air quality regulations affecting the Portland-
Vancouver metropolltan area.

WHEREAS, the - Bi-State Pollcy Adwsory Committee established - a
subcommittee to mvestlgate air quality issues in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan
: area, and .

- WHEREAS, the A1r Quahty Subcommittee met on two occasions during the.
months of August and September of 1990 to formulate recommendatlons regarding
‘air quahty regulations applied to the metropohtan area; and

' WHEREAS, the September 27, 1990 meetlng of the Air Quahty
Subcommittee culminated in policy recommendations to the Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee as expressed in an October 12, 1990 letter from Stuart Clark, Air
Program Manger with the Washington State Department of Ecology, and John
Kowalczyk, Air Quality Planning and Development Manager with Oregon State
Department of Environmental Quallty, to Councilor Larry Bauer and Commlsswner
John Magnano, a copy of which is appended to thlS Resolution. :

NOwW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee accepts and endorses the recommendations of the Air Quality _
Subcommittee and encourages Metropolitan Service District and Intergovernmental
Resource: Center to forward ‘these recommendations to their respective state’
- . legislatures.

Adopted this 26th day of October, 1990 by the Bl-State Pohcy advisory Commlttee

Councilor Lawrence Bauer
Co-Chau' -

i c;//m

Commissioner John I\rﬁxgnan
~ Co-Chair . o
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li-State . : o ' : ) : 1351 Officers’ Row )
v S ~ Vancouver, Washington 98661

. Y npn 1
int, tablished by IRC and METRO in 1983 . Exh;blt B (206) 699-2361
iy established by IRC a : , o - Fax (206) 696-1847 .

October 12, 1990

Councilor Lawrence Bauer, Co-Chair
Commissioner John Magnano, Co-Chair

- Bi-State Policy- Advisory Committee -
1351 Officers’ Row ;
Vancouver, WA 98661

RE: Recommendations on Air-Quality Issues
Dear Councilor Bauer and Commissioner Magnano: :

The States of Washington and Oregon share a mutual concern for maintaining the unique
quality of life enjoyed by residents in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area. This
- concern has formed the agenda of the Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee. Through this
intergovernmental mandate, the committee has identified the airshed shared by the two
‘States as a common resource impacted by the inevitable and rapid growth of urban areas on
both sides of the Columbia River. In ‘establishing the Bi-State Air Quality Subcommittee,
the Advisory Committee has acknowledged both the importance of the local air quality

problem and the need for a regional approach to addressing it.

We of the Air Quality Subcommittee believe there is a need for 'undcrsta'nding'thc ways in
which different emissions affect the environment in order to formulate policies which are
consistent and equitable, a “leveling of the playing field" that ensures that both the public

and private industry are paying costs proportionate to their respective levels of pollutants,
for example. - ' ) -

As the time for new legislative scssions'appro'aches in Salem and Olympia, we urge that the
Advisory Committee put forward recommendations to Governors Gardner and Goldschmidt

which we. believe will result in constructive new legislation of-benefit to both states. Our
recommendations are as follows: | '

*Working together for a better Northwest future"




‘Councilor Lawrence Bauer
Commissioner John Magnano
October 12, 1990
Page 2

L The Bi-State Air Quality Subcommittee supports a more consistent and uniform
approach by the governments of Washington and Oregon regarding air quality issues
‘affecting the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area. With respect to proposed legislation,

. such an approach would seek to adopt regulations which would be largely standardized -
- between the states and which would not place disproportionate costs on any group or
area. We recommend the following policy actions: '

a. Standardize and erhance ain expanded motor vehicle emission inspection and
" “maintenance (I/M) program to cover major urban areas on both sides of the
Columbia River. The EPA has determined that I/M programs are among the

most cost-effective for controlling urban air pollution. We recommend that

projections of urban growth’s impact on local travel be used to determine the
boundaries of the I/M program. S

'b. Standardize regulations and enforcement procedures on stationary sources of air
pollution on both sides of the Columbia River. These sources, also called point
sources, are monitored and regulated differently in the two states, resulting in
inconsistent control of industrial emissions within the region.

c. Establish and enforce a standardized system of stationary source emissions fees
~ within the framework of the new Clean - Air Act requirements to further limit air
pollution from major-industrial and commercial sources. '

d. Expand the Emission Fee concept to all major area sources of air pollution.
These sources are potentially more effectively controlled through a
nonregulatory, market-based approach which should include establishing an -
air quality improvement fund from the fees to support public and private
projects that would cost-effectively reduce-emissions. o -

e. Preserve local control of air-quality policy, with the objective being coordination--
“ not centralization--of policy implementation. : -

- We are in the process of formulating additional and more specific recommendations to the
Advisory Committee in the coming weeks, realizing that time is growing short for submission
of formal recommendations to the state legislatures. We are also aware of a need for
educating the public in Portland, Vancouver, and particularly the surrounding small
communities and rural areas on the significance and implications of air-quality issues. We
will be considering ways to inform residents of the metro area on why the varying impacts
-of different categories of emissions require a range of approaches to control.



Councilor Lawrence Bauer
Commissioner John Magnano -
October 12, 1990

Page 3

~ On behalf of the subcommittee members, we invite your questions and comments in

response to these recommendations, which should be directed to subcommittee coordinator
_Dave Anderson. . o ‘ ’

| Sincerely,

PISNC,
Stuart Clark, Air Program Analyst

Washington State Department of Ecology
Member, Bi-State Air Quality Subcommittee

. - Johin Kowalczyk, Mahager, Air Quality Planning & Development
Oregon State Department of Environmental Quality
Member, Bi-State Air Quality Subcommittee

Other Subcommittee members listed below:

John Magnano, Clark County Commissioner

Richard Brandman, Transportation Planning Manager,
Metropolitan Service District of Portland

Dick Serdoz, Director, SW Washington Air Pollution Control
Authority ' SR

Elsa Coleman, Parking Manager, City of Portland

a:\da\baucrﬁn
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INTERGOVERNMBNTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

 RESOLUTION NO. 90- 1353, SUPPORTING LEGISLATIVE CONCEPTS 1IN RELATION
TO THE 1991 LEGISLATURE

Date: November 14, 1990 o , Presented by: Councilor Devlin

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

At the November 13, 1990 meeting of the Intergovernmental Relations
Committee, Councilors Bauer, Gardner, Hansen, McFarland and myself
.voted unanimously to recommend Councll adopt Ordlnance 90-1353, as
amended. :

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES:

The Government Relations Officer told the IGR Committee that the Otto
- Committee will meet on December 5th, when it is expected to consider
the four Metro housekeeping bills. The Otto Committee may also take
up the business license bill. The IGR Committee asked the current
Government Relations Officer to represent Metro at this meeting.

The IGR Committee did not discuss and take a position on each
legislative concept referenced in Ordinance No. 90-1353. The

" Committee deferred to the judgment of the standing committees which
had previously considered these legislative concepts, with briefings
from departmental staff, and had recommended them to Council for
approval, through the IGR Committee.

The IGR Commlttee did ant1c1pate that Council would debate each of the
legislative concepts, since all standlng commlttee members could be
present.

The IGR Committee amended revised draft Ordinance No. 90-1353 in two
particulars:

- o to add a provision, as follows. "with respect to Ballot Measure .
#5, monitor and respond as approprlate to lmplementlng and other
related legislation; and,"

o to clarify that Counc11 should "introduce legislation whlch w111“
enable the Council to prov1de 'itself medlcal and dental benefits.

The Bi-State Pollcy Advxsory Committee recommendation. regardlng air
quality protection, whlch is referenced in Ordinance 90-1353, is also
- recommended to Council ln a separate Resolut;on‘ No. 90 1352.

The IGR Committee did not recommend a policy of not introducing
legislation this year beyond housekeeping matters. Councilor Devlin
said that the Council should have only a short list of‘legislative
concepts which it seeks to lntroduce, as opposed to support, during -
the session. }



- BACKGROUND & EXPLANATION

At the Council retreat September 8, 1990, Councrlors present agreed

. the IGR Committee would compile Metro s proposed 1991 legislation and

legislative positions for Council adoptlon and transmlttal to the
" Legislature by the end of 1990.

At the retreat, it was further agreed that Committees should submit
their recommendations to IGR in time for its first meeting in
November. The Chair of the IGR Committee distributed a request, dated
September 13, 1990, to the Council,: the Executive Officer and the
Department Heads that recommendations and materials be made .available
to the IGR Committee by November 5, 1990.

At the October 23, 1990 IGR meeting, the Government Relations Officer
advised the IGR Committee that Metro refrain from introducing
legislation in 1991 beyond housekeeping items, though Council could
express its support for legislation proposed by others.



. BEFORE THE'COUNCID OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

SUPPORTING LEGISLATIVE CONCEPTS
IN RELATION TO THE
1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

| Resolution No. 90-1353

Introduced by'the Inter-
governmental Relations
Committee -

WHEREAS, The 1991 session of the Oregon State Legislature

will convene'on”January 14, 1991; and

' WHEREAS, The Council of'the_Metfopolitan_Servioe7Diétrict in
Resolution No. 90-1339ttransmitted housekeeping legislation
providing as follows. - | i

o LC 178- 1. amends ORS 251.285 to prov1de for jud1c1al
review of Metro explanatory ‘statements in the Voters
Pamphlet in Multnomah County CerUlt Court.

o "LC 178r2: makes permanent the exlstlng'process-for

Fappoihtinglmembets of the Boundary Comﬁiésion{

ol Ic 178-3: clarifiee Council authority to :eapportionl.
the District into l3 sﬁbdist:icts as of 1-4-93. |

.lo LC 1568=ramends ORS 268.360 to ptovide that an

ordinance may become effective 90 days after adoptlon.

WHEREAS, The Councll has received from its Solld Waste
Commlttee leglslatlve concepts which would'
o support expanding the Reoycllng Information'Center

statewide (Exhibit “"A");




o support seeking Metrb / State funding of a mobile
facility for household hazardous waste collection
(Exhibit "A"); |

o 'suppoit enacting standards for coding plastic consumer.
‘packaging (Exhibit "B");

o suppo;ﬁ establishing a revenue source for the Resource
Conservation‘Trust fund; A

. support uniform.purchasing policies specifying recycled °
'contentVAndvéstablishing-a preference for pufchase'ofv
récycled méterials (Exhibit "B");

o ‘suppdrt requiring certain'landlordé to provide
collection for principél recyclables (Exhibit "B");

o support the'concept of incentives for recycling

buéinesses to 1qcate in Ofegon (Exhibit ﬁB");‘

o suppo;tlthe’conéept offincentives»to“encburage

| environmentally friendly business tb locate in Oregon
(Exhibit "B");'v }

o ‘support the cancepﬁ of requiring thét packaging be
laEeled with compatible matérial.(Exhibit "B");

o establish a comprehensiveicivil penalty system to-

. reduce illegal dumping (Exhibit "C");

vb establish a»taék force to develop‘legiéla£ion b;séd on
revisions to Ballot Measure #6; | .'

o direét DEQ to,d:éft regulations.relating t§ limited

- purpose landfills; and,

WHEREAS, The Council has recéived from its Finance Committee




leglslatlve concepts which would.
o request State fundlng at the rate of $60 000 per
biennium for increased staff suppqrt for the Bi-State
‘ PolicylAdvisqry Cemmittee (Exhibit "D") (Aleo referred
| by the Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee);aand
A"o . introduce legislation ﬁhich will amend ORS 268.160 to
‘enable the Council to provide medical and dental

. benefits for Councilors (Exhibit "G"); and,

WHEREAS,-fhe‘Council has received frem its‘Intergevernmental.
Relations.Cpmmittee legislative conceéts'which would:
.o allow ODOT to incﬁr'debt for the local match to LRT
fundlng (LC 875) (Exhibit "E"); |
o . prov1de revenue from cigarette tax to retlre
- debt fqr 1ocal match to LRT funding (LC 1204)_(Exhibit
"E"); |
o expand'scope of7“passport“ bqsiﬂesellicensing
o (LC 1263) (Exhlblt "EF");
o) endorse the recommendatlons of the Bi-State Pollcy
_ Advisory Commlttee regardlng air quality protectlon
(Resolution 90-1352)‘(Agenda item No. 8); [andy]
with ;esgecttto'ﬁallot Measure #5, monitor  and respond
as appropriate to implementing and other related |

o

legislation;-.and,

WHEREAS The Council seeks to indicateaits support for these




legislative concepts; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, The Council of the Metropolitan Service
District indicates its support for the legislative concepts

summarized above, pending review of bills which may be drafted in

reference to these concepts.

| ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

~this __ day of | . , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



. + - LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

METRO . Exhlblt A d
2000 S.\Y. First A\'enue
Portland, OR 97201-3398
3032211646
TO: Councllor Jim Gardner

Chair, Council Intergovernmental Relations Committee

FROM: Karla Forsythe, Council Analyst L/M—

 DATE: November 2, 1990

- SUBJ: Council Solid Waste Committee - Legislative Proposals

" At the October 30, 1990 Solid Waste Committee meeting, Solid Waste
Director Bob Martin discussed ideas for legislation currently under
consideration by various groups. Based on information he presented,
Committee members asked me to convey to the IGR commlttee their support
'for two legislative proposals.

Flrst, the committee supports efforts to expand the Recycling
Information Center statewide. Although it appears the expansion would
cost appréximately $600,000, the Committee believes that both Metro and
other areas of the state would .benefit from an enlarged base of
information about recycling act1v1t1es and markets.

Second, the Committee supports joint state/Metro funding of a mobile
household hazardous waste collection facility. Both the Metro region
and the state have been mandated to establish permanent receiving depots
for household hazardous waste. Rather than establishing permanent
facilities at all transfer stations, it appears it would be more cost
effective to fund a "station on wheels" which would supplement fixed
facilities. Joint funding would allow the state to use the mobile
facility to carry out its responsibility to prov;de household hazardous -
- waste collection in other areas of the state. :

The Committee will be reviewing several other legislative proposals at
its November 6, 1990 meeting. The Committee will be considering a
. proposal from Multnomah County Commissioner Sharron Kelley for a
comprehenslve civil penalty system to address lllegal dumping. The
Committee will also review suggestions presented to it by the Plastics
_Recycling Advisory Task Force last July. I will let you know as soon as.
‘possible if the Committee decides to refer any of these proposals to the'
IGR Committee for further review. :

cc: Counczl Solid Waste Committee
Don Carlson, Council Administrator
Bob Martin, Solid Waste Director

XPipa
X2:IGR

" Recycled Paper



LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS
Exhibit B

.'RECOMMENDATIONSATO SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE FOR
'~ LEGISLATIVE SUPPORT BY METRO IN 1991

1) ' Designate plastics as a principalbrecyclable.
Recommended by: Plastics Recycling Advisory Task Force

'Background: According to Task Force member Sara Vickerman,
making plastics a pr1nc1pal recyclable would bring plastlcs into
the curbside recycling program. Although the Opportunity to
Recycle Act 18 based on the assumption that materials pay for

'~ themselves, in reallty very few do so consistently, due to market
fluctuation. In her view, plastics are comparable to the volume
of mired waste paper and newspaper with regard to: cost
effectlveness of recycling. A Nature Conservancy poll showed
qverwhelming public support for recycling materials even if they
doc not pay for themselves, and even if fees must be lncreased, or
a packaglng surcharge lmposed.. '

. 2) Establlsh statewxde plastic codlng identification standards
for ‘consumer packaging.

_.Recommended by: Plastics Recycling Advisory Task Force

. Background provided by the Task Force: The national society for
the plastics industry has established seven codes which can be
used on plastics packages to facilitate sorting. Approximately
- 50 percent of plastic packages brought to drop-off centers are
coded.

Reason offered for Metro to: support: Sortlng is critical to
. plastics recycllng, and coding is necessary before proper .sorting
can occur. A ,

- 3) Create lncentlves'to encourage the lndustry to attach labels
- which are made of a material compatlble with the package to
‘which they are attached. Incentlves could 1nclude tax

.abatement or credits. ,

. Recommended by: 'Plastics Recycling Advisory Task Force

' Reason offered for Metro to support: Unless labels are of the
~ same type of material as the package to which they are attached,
they must be detached before the package can be processed for

recycllng. This increases the proceSSLng cost and the market
_przce.

.'4) Supgort fundlng for the Oregon Resource Conservatlon Trust
' Fund.

Recommended by: Plastics Recycling Advisory Task Force



PLASTICS RECYCLING TASK FORCE
Legislative Proposals
Page 2

Background' According to Task Force member Sara Vickerman,.
although the Trust Fund was created during the last leglslatlve
~session, it was not funded. The Trust Fund includes a habitat
conservation account to protect wildlife habitat (currently the
state has no comprehensive approach to habitat protection), and
to provide recreatlonal opportunltles and environmental education
programs. There is also a requirement that the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) perform a statewide assessment of the
need to improve recycllng programs in Oregon. The DEQ has.
distributed questlonnalres to businesses and environmental
organlzatlons in all wastesheds asking their views on this topic.
Various funding mechanisms have been explored, including a three-
quarter of 1 percent surcharge on packaging. Task Force members
believe the Trust Fund would encourage more publlc/prlvate
partnershlp in researching, developlng and improving the
infrastructure for recycllng in Oregon.

Also according to Ms. Vickerman, lf the funding mechanism were a
packaging surcharge, approximately $50 million annually would be
collected, with half used to build Fund principal; $10 to $12
million for recycling; and another $10 to $12 million for land
conservation. :

Reason offered for Metro to support' Metro supported the
'leglslatlon which established the Trust Fund. Unless it is
funded, it will not be able to accomplish its mlsslon. Funding
will help stem the tide of failing recycling markets in Oregon;
will help prov1de financial incentives to encourage recycling;
and will permit grants and matching funds for new env1ronmental
technologles. : -

. 5) Support: leglslatlon to develop incentives to reward entities
- that divert, collect and pre-process recyclables for final
introduction into industrial processes for paper, plastics,
glass, oils, and other consumer. and commercial product
_processes.

Recommended‘by: Plastics'ReCYCling Advisory Task Force

Background: According to the Task Force, Oregon markets

presently consist mainly of sole source buyers currently

saturated with diverted materials. Because of this saturatlon,

and because Oregon wastes are dlverted from other major

. population sectors for processing in Oregon pulp and other
‘industries, markets have declined. ,

Reason offered for Metro to support: Since Metro has been active
in rewarding recycling, it is approprlate for Metro to work with
state government to establish economlc lncentlves to encourage
contlnued diversion. :



PLASTICS RECYCLING TASK FORCE
Legislative Proposals
Page 3

6) Support legislation to ‘encourage siting of énvironmentally
friendly services industries and commerce within the Metro
area, through enterprise zones, tax abatement and tax

credits. : A o
Recommended by: Plastics Recycling Advisory Task Force

- Reason offered for Metro to support: As an agency involved in
transportation, natural areas, regional services, and solid waste
and recycling, it is appropriate for Metro to support the
establishment and development of new environmental industries in
the Portland Metro region. Incentives of this type could make
the difference in attracting these industries to the area.

7) Metro should become involved with the work of the Western

' Legislative Assembly Waste Reduction and Recycling Coalition
to establish uniform purchasing and secondary materials
procurement policies for the 13 western states, and should’
support legislation introduced as a result of the work of -
this group. ‘ : ‘

ReComﬁended by: ?lasﬁicé Recycling Advisory Task Force

Background: The Coalition will be a governmental and industry
support group formed to establish uniform purchasing and
secondary materials procurement policies for the 13 western
states. The Task Force supports the work of the Coalition
towards specifying recycling content and.establishing a
preference for purchase of recycled materials as an important
boost to the recycling industry. Last July, the Task Force
.anticipated that the Western Governors conference would be taking
" action on this issue at its fall conference in Anchorage.

Reason offered for Metro to support: As a regional agency, it is
appropriate for Metro to participate in and support these
efforts. : ’ : - : .

8) Support legislation to close a gap in SB 405 by requiring
landlords who provide garbage collection to provide
recycling collection for principal recyclables; consider

-including commercial landlords as well as residential.

Reéommehded by: ‘Recycling Advocates (ROS Guttridge)

XPipa
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS
Exhibit C .

. SHARRON KELLEY
Multnomah County Commissioner
District 4

© 606 Courty Counhouse
Portland. Oregon 97204
_ (S03) 2485213

1991 ‘Legislative Proposal

I. = Program or Issue Summar

ORS 164.775, 164.785, 164.805, 818.300 and 818.310 as well
as portions of Chapters 459 and 466 should be amended to
establish a comprehensive civil penalty system to reduce
"illegal dumping (disposal): :

Duhping of hazardous and mediéal wastes should remain
subject to criminal penalties.

Penalties for illegal disposal of other forms of waste and
recyclable materials should be changed to a civil fine with a
minimum of $500 and a maximum of $999. Additionally, the
. enforcing agency should be entitled to recover its costs for .
clean up and disposal of the materials.

‘The state should adopt the evidentiary presumption
contained in Section 5.800(3) of the Lane County Code to assist
enforcement of the new civil penalty. .

The state should adopt the mandatory load cover regulations
contained in Section 9.035 of the Lane County Code except to
broaden this regulation to also include. recyclable materials.
The civil penalty should be set with a minimum of $100 and a
- maximum of $300. : _ .

The state should establish a reward for information leading
" to the imposition and collection of a fine under the civil
illegal disposal and mandatory cover regulations (for ‘
non-public employees) of up to 51 percent of the fine collected
by the ‘enforcing agency. ’ : :

The statute should expressly authorize local enforcement by
~county and city governments and by Metro. The statute should
also expressly authorize the use of hearings officers for
enforcement. Additionally, the statute should expressly
authorize inter-governmental agreements to combine enforcement
procedures. : : o '

Needs Statement or Policy Rationale

Illegél dispoSal'is a major problem. Fine levels are
‘outdated and are imposed through expensive criminal procedures
by public employees with more pressing priorities. A task

II.



force with representatlves from Multnomah, Clackamas, and
Washington Counties, Metro, the Port of Portland, the City of
Portland, and the State of Oregon has concluded that this
‘'systen should be shifted into the civil realm with higher
fines, use of a hearings officer, easier burdens of proof, and
no need for counsel and juries at public expense.

111 Eeggirgd Statutory Change
‘ 'See I above. :

Iv. Legislatjve ﬂistotz '
| : JUnknown. |

V{ Effect of Progosal on_Multnomah Countz Ogeratlons
citizens, Clients :

This would relieve pressure on DA to pursue such cases and
would free District Court judges for more serious criminal
matters. A hearings officer would probably be shared.
Employees pursuing dumpers would need to testify.

VI. Budget Informatlon (1f appllcable)

s No initial effect. Eventually, County: should pick up a
share of a hearings officer as needed to enforce the statute.

VII. Groups Likely to Initiate, Supgoft or Oppose

SOLV (Stop Oregon Litter and Vandalism).

1541L - 54
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606 County Courthouse
“Portiand, Oregon 97204
(503) 248-5213

SHARRON KELLEY
Muttinomah County Commissioner -
Distnct 4

Draft Common Ordinance ‘about Illegal Dumping =
(SECOND REVISION)® v

Chapter One - HEARINGS OFFICER
. 005 gurQOSe' - ’ .
o The purpose of this Chapter'is’to provide for'theiﬁrompt;

 effective, and efficient enforcement of the - County -
‘Code. (Compare Lane County Code ("Lcc") 5.010; City of '

+.010 Establishment

The office of Code Hearings Officer is hereby created. The

Code Hearings Officer shall act on behalf of the Board of

Commissioners in considering and applying regulatory enactments
and policies set forth in the Code. The Code Hearings Officer
shall be appointed by the Board of Commissioners. The Board of
Commissioners may enter into an intergovernmental agreement to

‘share a hearings officer with other jurisdictions. The Board
- may designate more than one hearings officer with each such

hearings officer performing the functions of the Code Hearings
Officer for the sections of the Code designated by the Board.

(Compare LCC 5.010; PC 22.02.010.) -

1,015 Jurisdiction .

The Code Hearings Officer shall have jurisdiction over all
cases submitted to him in accordance with the procedures and
under the conditions set forth in this Code.. (See PC
22.02.020.) ~ : '

.020 Enforcement,>

.~ The County may institute appropriate suit or legal action,
in law or equity, in any court of competent jurisdiction to
enforce the provisions of any order of the Code Hearings
Officer, including, but not limited to, its suit or action to
obtain judgment for any civil penalty imposed by an order of

" the Code Hearings. Officer pursuant to Section .050 and/or any

assessment for costs imposed under the authority of the County
Code. (Compare PC 22.02.040.) . - v ' : '



.025 Generally

(a) In addition to any procedure set forth elsewhere in
this Code, Code enforcement proceedings before the Code
Hearings Officer shall be conducted in accordance with the
procedure set forth in this Chapter.

(b) The Code Hearings Officer may promulgate reasonable
rules and regulations, not inconsistent with this Chapter, .
concerning procedure and the conduct of hearings. The proposed
rules or regulations shall not be effective until approved by
the Board of Commissioners. 1In. conducting its review, the
- Board of Commissioners may amend the proposed rules or
regulations as it deems appropriate. .

(Compare PC 22.03.010, LCC 5.015.)

.030 Ihitiation ot Proceeding

(a) A proceedlng before the Code Hearlngs Offlcer may be
1n1t1ated only as specifically authorlzed in the Code.

(b) A proceeding before the Code Hearlngs officer shall be»
initiated only by a county department f£iling a complaint with
the Code Hearlngs Officer in substantlally the followmng form

- COMPLAINT REGARDING COUNTY CODElVIQLATION

County, petitioner,

V.

_respondent(s)

1. Name and addreeS'of respondent (s) .

2. Address or location of the alleged violation.

3. Nature of vio1ation including.Code section violated.

4. Relief sought.

5. Department initiating procedure.




Dated:

. Signed

Title

(Compare PC 22.03.020, LCC 5.020.)

.035 Notice of Hearing

The Code Hearings Officer shall cause notice of the hearing
to be given to the respondent(s) either personally or by United
States Mail. The notice shall contain a statement of the time,
date, and place of the hearing. A copy of the Complaint shall
be attached to the notice. (Compare PC 22.03.020 - 030, LCC

5.020.)

.040 Answer

(a) A respondent who is sent a Complaint and notice of
hearing for a Code violation shall answer such Complaint and
notice of hearing by (1) personally appearing to answer at the
time and place specified therein, or (2) mailing or otherwise
delivering to the place specified on or before the assigned

~ appearance date, a signed copy of the Complaint and notice of

hearing, together with a check or money order in the amount of
the scheduled fine listed therein. If the violation is o
admitted, an explanation of mitigating circumstances may be
attached. If the violation is denied, a hearing date will be

-assigned by.the Code Hearings Officer.

(b) If the person alleged to have committed the violation
fails to answer the Complaint and notice of hearing by the '

- appearance date indicated thereon, which shall be no sooner

than -seven days from the date of the notice of hearing, or
appear at a hearing as provided herein, a default shall be
entered for the fine established for the Code section
identified in the Complaint. . :
(Compare LC 5.025.) o

.045 Hearing

(a) Every hearing to determine whether a violation of the
County Code has occurred shall be held before the Code Hearings
Officer. The County must prove the violation occurred by a
preponderance of the admissible evidence. -

.
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'(b) Uniess preclhded.by law, informal disposition of any
proceeding may be made, with or without a hearing, by

stipulation, consent order, agreed settlement, or default.

. (c) The Code Hearings Officer shall place on the record a
statement of the substance of any written or oral ex parte
communications made to the Code Hearings Officer on a fact in
issue during the pendency of the proceedings. The Code. :
Hearings Officer shall notify the parties of the communication
and of their right to rebut such communications. -

(d). The Code Hearings Officer has the authority to
administer oaths and take testimony of witnesses. Upon the
request of the person alleged to have committed the violation,
or upon his or her own motion, the Code Hearings Officer may
issue subpoenas in accordance with the Oregon Rules of Civil
Procedure, which.shall apply to procedural questions not
otherwise addressed by this Chapter. If the person alleged to
have committed the violation desires that witnesses be ordered
to appear by subpoena, he or she must so request in writing at
any time before five days prior to the scheduled hearing. A
$15 deposit for each witness shall accompany each request, such
deposit to be refunded as appropriate if the witness cost is
less than the amount -deposited. Subject to the same five-day
limitation, the complaining County official or County Counsel,
as-appropriate, may also request that certain witnesses be
ordered to appear by subpoena. The Code Hearings Officer may
waive the five-day limitation for good cause. Witnesses
ordered to appear by subpoena shall be allowed the same fees
and mileage as allowed in civil cases. If a fine is declared
in the final Order, the Order shall also provide that the
person ordered to pay the fine shall also pay any witness fees
attributable ‘to the hearing. = = ' ,

(e) . The person alleged to have committed the violation
shall have the right to cross-examine witnesses who testify and
shall have the right to submit evidence on his or her behalf,
but cannot be compelled to do so. S

(f)"After due consideration.of the evidence and arguments,
the Code Hearings Officer shall determine whether the violation
alleged in the Complaint has been established. When the '

~ .violation has not been established, an Order dismissing the

Complaint shall be entered. When the determination is that the
violation has been established, or if an Answer admitting the

~infraction has been received, an appropriate Order shall be

entered in the records. A copy of the Order shall be delivered
to the person named in the Order personally or by mail or to .
their attorney of record. Any motion to reconsider the Order
of the Hearings Officer must be filed within 10 days of the
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original Order or it may not be heard.

(g) Fines and costs collected pursuant to the provisions
of this Chapter shall be paid to the Department which issued
the Complaint. Fines and costs collected shall be credited to
the General Fund except where the Code provides for
distribution of the fine in a different manner.

(h) Hearings shall be conducted at locations determined by
the Code Hearings Officer.

(i) A tape recording shall be made of the hearing unless
waived by both parties. The tape shall be retained for at
least 90 days following the hearing or final judgment on appeal.
(Compare LCC 5.030, PC 22.03.050.)

.050 Fines and.Costs

When the Code Hearings Officer makes a determination that a
violation has been established, he or she shall impose the fine
and costs established in the Code for that violation. The
Order issued by the Code Hearings Officer shall contain the
amount of the fine and costs imposed and appropriate
instructions regarding payment. (See LCC 5.035.)

.055 Representation by Counsel

The County shall not be represented before the Code
Hearings Officer by County Counsel or hired counsel except in
preparation of the case or as provided below. A person charged
with a Code violation may be represented by his or her retained
attorney provided that one day’s written notice of such
representation is received by County Counsel; in such cases the
County may have County Counsel or hired counsel represent it.
The Code Hearings Officer may waive this notice requirement in
individual cases or reset the hearing for a later date. (See
LCC 5.040.)

.060 Review

Any aggrieved party, including the County, may appeal a
final adverse ruling by Writ of Review as provided by ORS
34.010 through 34.100. (See 1ICC 5.050, PC 22.04.010.)

.065 Enforcement

Fines and costs are payable upon receipt of the final Order
declaring the fine and costs. Fines and costs under this
Chapter are a debt owing to the County and may be collected in
the same manner as any other debt allowed by law. (See LC
5.060.)



~ _pursuant to Chapter

-

Chapter Two - CHANGES IN SUBSTANTIVE LAW

1.00 Refuse Hauling Requlations and Penalty

No person shall transport or carry solid waste or
recyclable materials in or on a motor vehicle or trailer, upon
a public road in the County, unless such refuse is either:

(a) Completely covered on all sides and on the top and
bottom thereof and such cover is either a part of or securely
fastened to the body of such motor vehicle or trailer; or

(b) Securely tied to the body of such motor,vehicle or
trailer so that no piece, article, item or part of such refuse
is not fastened to the body of such motor vehicle or trailer; or .

(c) Contained in the body of the transport vehicle in such
a way as not to cause any part of the hauled refuse to be
‘deposited upon any roadway or driveway in the Coui.ty.

Any person who violates this section shall be subject to a
civil fine of no less that $100 and no more greater than $500
for each violation. The County may prosecute any violation of
this section before the. Code Hearings Officer, pursuant to
Chapter ____of this Code.

(See LCC 9 035.)

2.00 Dumping, Littering and Penaltx

(a) No person shall throw or place, or dlrect another

" person to. throw or place, other than in receptacles provided-

~ therefor, upon the prlvate land or waters of another person
without the permission of the owner, or upon public lands or
waters, or upon any public place, any rubbish, trash, garbage,
debris or other refuse. _ .

(b) Any person who violates this section shall be subject
to a civil fine of no less that $500 and no more greater than
$999 for each violation. Additionally, any person who violates
- this section shall be subject to an award of costs to reimburse

the County for the actual expenses of clean-up and disposal
caused by the violation. The County may prosecute -any .
violation of this section before the Code Hearings Officer,
— of this Code and/or the County may
prosecute a violation'as a criminal or c1v1l offense to the
extent permltted under state law.

(c) "Evidence of a name foun& on an 1tem in a deposit of
illegally dumped rubbish, which would ordinarily denote
ownership of the iten, such as the name of an addressee on an
envelope, shall constitute prima facie evidence that the person
whose name - appears on the 1tem has v1olated this sectlon.

(See LCC 5.800.)



3.00 Rewards

Any person other than-a Codnty eﬁplbyee who provides-

‘information leading to the imposition and collection of a fine

under Sections 1.00 or 2.00 of this Code shall receive a reward
of up to fifty-one percent of the amount of the fine collected .
by the County. (See LCC 6. 997. )

GIS VE PA KAGE

Chapters 459, 466 and 818 of the Oregon Revised Statutes
currently provide penalties for certain activities related to
littering and illegal dumping. Because of the decision in City
of Portland v. lLodi, 308 Or 468 (198%), state legislation
amending these statutes is needed to provide local governments
with the authority to impose civil fines higher than the fines

- provided in these statutes. The statutes can be amended by

adding a sentence which would provide local jurisdictions with
express authorlty to impose overlapplng and higher fines.

- Local jurisdictions would retain the optlon to prosecute any

violation as provided under state law in lieu of or in addition
to the civil fine imposed by a hearings officer. :

1541L - 1




o | LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS
> 4 | . Exhibit D :

"METRO Memorandum

2000 S W, First Avenue - . !
Portland, OR 97201-5398 ’

503 2211646 -
'DATE: October 30, 1990
TO: Metro Council Finance Committee
FROM: Councilor Lawténce Bauer L;ﬁ/Cj‘
"RE: State Support. for Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee

At its October 26, 1990 meeting, the Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee approved a Resolution recommending that Metro and the
Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County (IRC) forward
requests for Bi-State funding assistance to their respective
state governments. As outlined in the attached report, "Bi-State
Policy Advisory Committee Scope of Work," Bi-State’s activities
are increasing as the Committee becomes more involved in the
seven issue areas it has identified, with the current level of
staff support becoming inadequate to meet Bi-State’s .needs. The "
Committee believes that the states of. Oregon and Washington will
continue to benefit from Bi-State’s work in fostering
communication and cooperation between elected officials in the

" two states, and it is therefore appropriate that they be asked to

provide some financial support.

The level of support Bi-State is seeking is $30,000 per year from'
each state for the 1991-93 biennium. Our request to the Oregon
Legislature will be for a General Fund grant to be administered
by Metro’s Finance & Administration Department. The $30,000 from
each state will enable Bi-State to increase its staff support
from the current 0.5 FTE to 1.0 FTE, shared equally between Metro
" and IRC. The total budget for Bi-State in the proposal will be

$75,000, composed of $30,000 from each state and $7,500- each from
Metro and IRC. ' . _ : . ' '

The Bi-State Committee considers that its work load for the :
~ coming biennium easily justifies two half-time support staff. In
the past year, we have adopted by-laws, expanded our membership,
increased the frequency of our meetings, and approved an =~
ambitious slate of issues. Of the seven issues we have chosen to
pursue, we have already become actively involved in three:
Columbia River Resource Management; Air Quality; and
Telecommunications. The work required for these three issues
‘alone will consume the staff resources currently available to Bi-

. State. 1If we are to address the remaining issues on our agenda;
those staff resources must be increased. . ~

XY

Recycled Paper
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MEMORANDUM
_October 30, 1990
Page 2

The Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee is a creation of Metro and
IRC. The Metro Council has shown its support of Bi-State in
approving its continued operations and its by-laws. The Council
has reviewed Bi-State’s agenda and approved part-time staffing in
order to act on this agenda. The Council now has the opportunity
to help Bi-State implement its work program by -including Bi-
State’s request for state funding in Metro’s legislative package;
should Council approve this request, Senator Glenn Otto has

- offered to have Legislative Counsel draft a Bi-State funding
bill, which he will sponsor in the 1991 session. Such funding -
will prov1de substantial benefits to the citizens of our four-
county reglon through furtherlng our goals of lntergovernmental
cooperation in addresslng the lssues before us.

csilbfincom.mem



BI-STATE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
' RESOLUTION 10-02-1990

For the purpose of recommending that Metropolitan Service District and Intergovemmental
Resource Center secure funding support for the Bi-State Policy Advisory Commxttee

WHEREAS Metropolitan Service District and Intergovernmental Resource
Center (formerly Regional Planning Council) established the Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee by joint resolution on September 24, 1981, to promote communication
and development of cooperative programs among governments and citizens of the
Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, Metropolitan Service District and Intergovemmental Resource
Center have devoted resources to staff and coordinate the activities of the
Committee; and :

WHEREAS, the activities of the Committee have increased substantlally
during 1989 and 1990, stralmng the resources available to support the Committee; -
~ and

WHEREAS, the Committee has the structure and ability to play a more
active role in addressing regional issues, but lacks adequate stable funding to support
its operatlon, and

WHEREAS staff for the Comm1ttee has developed a fundmg proposal
_ entltled Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee Scope of Work (a copy -of which is -
- appended to this Resolution), which demonstrates how the Committee will further '
local and state public policy development

- NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Metropolltan Service DlStl’lCt
and Intergovernmental Resource Center be encouraged to submit the Bi-State
Advisory ‘Committee Scope of Work to thelr respective state . legislative
representatnves -

o .Adopted thlS 26 day of October, 1990 by the Bn-State pohcy Advxsory Committee.

S

Councllor Lawrence Bauer
‘Co-Chair :

o

issioner John Ma
a1r




'BAI‘_-'STA'I_'E” POLICY ADVISORY'COMMITTEE SCOPE OF WORK -

The Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee is a cooperative consultative
body composed of ten elected officials from state and local governments
in metropolitan Portland and Clark County. . The Committee acts in an
advisory capacity to the Metropolitan Service District and the
Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County. Its mission,
embodied in its bylaws, is "to enhance understandlng between Oregon and
Washington pollcy—makers of metropolitan issues of mutual concern; to

~ promote. recognltlon of the commonality of problems and encourage
cooperatlve mutually benef1c1al solutions.”

The goal of the Bi-State is to become recognlzed as the 1oglcal
institution to which matters affecting the four-county region should be
referred for information. gathering and pollcy recommendations. No other.
such agency exists, and the development of the Bi-State into such a body
would serve to fill the existing void which must now be filled with o
ad hoc committees, often at considerable cost. A minor investment in
the Bi-State from the respective, state legislatures would recognize its
potentlal value as an lmpartlal advisor, whlle likely produc1ng long-
term sav;ngs.

BACKGROUND

The Bi-State Pollcy AdVLSory Committee had its orlglns 'in a Bi-State .
Task Force on Transportation, established by the governors of Oregon and

' Washington in 1980. Follow;ng the completion of its work in May, 1981,

" the Task Force included in its final report a recommendation to
~establish a bi-state policy coordination committee to foster
communication and address lssues affectlng Oregon and Washington
jurlsdlctlons. ’

On September 24, 1981, the Counc11 of the Metropol;tan Service District
and the Regional Plannlng Council of Clark County established the Bi-
State Policy Advisory Committee by joint resolution. That resolution
provided that Metro and the Regional Planning Council (later renamed the
Intergovernmental Resource Center, or IRC) would provide necessary staff -
support to the Commlttee, and charged the Commlttee as follows.

-- To provmde a forum at which policy-makers from the two states can
express views: and dlscuss metropolltan problems of mutual
. concernj;
- To provide a forum for the creatlon of ad hoc commlttees as
' . needed to resolve specific problems of mutual concern; ;
== To develop recommendations for consideration by the Metro Council
and the RPC. :



In its flrst years, the Bi~State concentrated on transportatlon and
solid waste issues. Its scope and stature were limited by a lack of
clarity of its role in ralslng and addresszng broader issues, which
resulted in minimal committee activity. The last couple of years, -
however, have been markedly different. The Bi-State has broadened its
 membersh1p, addlng representatives from the two state legislatures and
from the cities of east Clark and Multnomah counties to‘'its original sxx
members. It has refined its scope and vision, identifying a set of
issues whlch it has developed into a work plan for the future.

ISSUES

‘The Bi-State has identified seven issues for its 1nvestlgat10n in the

: upcomlng biennium. 1In developlng these issues, the Committee determined
that its focus should be on issues of concern to both Oregon and
Washington which are not being specifically addressed in other forums.
(Transportatlon issues, for example, are within the purview of IRC’s
Transportatlon Policy Commmittee and Metro’s Joint Polxcy Advisory
Committee on Transportatlon, both of which include bi-state
representatlon.) The Committee further recognized that its role is as
facilitator and advisor to substantive bodies, and developed its work
plan accordingly. It consists of the following issues:

1.. Columbia Rlver Resource Management. The Bl-State Committee was
quite interested in seeing the Columbia River included in the National
Estuary Program, and spent considerable time in 1989 advocating for its
inclusion. Governors Gardner and Goldschmidt elected -not to nominate
the Columbia for the program, recommendlng instead the creation of a
" Lower Columbia River water quality study program; the Committee is
monltorlng the. progress of this study. The Bi-State Committee maintains
an active interest in Columbia River water quality issues and sees this
as a focal p01nt for lts continued involvement.

- 2. Land Use. Growth management is an issue of anreaSLng concern in.
the urban and urbanizing areas of Oregon and Washington. The Bi-State
Committee is interested in ensuring that growth management is
coordlnated among metropolitan Portland jurisdictions in both states.
Specific issues include the relationship of land-use planning with
transportatlon planning; for example, how do we ensure that discussions
of interstate access include land use lmpllcatlons on both sides of the
river? Other issues that the Bi-State has touched on include the
implementation of House Bill 2929, which mandates the development of
-urban growth plans in Washington’s urban areas including Clark County.
The Bi-State has sponsored a tour of Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary for
southwest Washlngton off1c1als, to help promote understanding of the
issues and process involved in creating growth management plans.
Further coordination of growth management issues and processes is an
1mportant ong01ng piece of the Bl-State 8 agenda.



3. Air Quallty. The Committee has established a subcommittee on air
quality, which is encouraglng both states to standardize air quallty
regulations for stationary and mobile pollutlon sources. The Bi-State
-will work with. both state legislatures in 1991 to encourage the
development of uniform enhanced air quality standards for both sides of
the Columbia River, recogn121ng that the Portland area s airshed does
not respect polltlcal boundarles. :

4. Economlc Development. The Bi-State is lnterested in encouraglng
communlcatlon between Oregon and Washington economic development
’agenc1es, in order to promote the development of mutually beneficial
strategies for strengthening the Pacific Northwest economy. Inherent in
such efforts is the need to minimize direct competltlon between the
Clark County and Oregon portions of the metro area in their efforts to
. diversify their economic bases, and attract and retain jobs and
businesses. The Bi-State could support the efforts of exlstlng agencles
to disseminate lnformatlon, which would be a valuable tool in promotlng
interstate cooperation in economic development activities.

5. Household hazardous waste disposal.. Coordlnatlng programs between
the states for the safe dlsposal of household hazardous wastes would
provide the opportunlty for citizens to make use of such programs close
to their homes. The Bi-State could promote the development of
‘complementary programs in Clark County and Metro’s area. It could also
serve as an information clearinghouse to help coordinate existing

- programs and encourage increased part1c1patlon in household hazardous

waste clean-up days on - both SLdes of the rlver.

6. Telecommunlcatlons., The Bi-State has initiated investigations
into the possibility of establishing Extended Area Service between the
Portland region and all or part of Clark County, which. would promote -
business opportunity and public convenience by eliminating the toll
charge on Portland-Vancouver phone calls. Both the Oregon Public-

: Utlllty Commission and the Washington Utilities & Transportatlon

. Commission have been consulted about the possibility of establishing an
interstate Extended Area Service network, and development of a proposal
for BL-State conSLderatlon is progre851ng.

. 7. Tourism. The Bi-State has had dlscusslons w1th, and presentatlons
by, tourism agencies of both states. 1Its direction is toward :
coordination of tourism marketlng strategies for the Southwest
Washington/Northwest Oregon region which will complement and not
conflict with the states’ individual strategies. Such Bi-State efforts
are expected to include region-wide distribution of information on
tourist attractions in both areas, and promotlon_of new marketing
opportunities such as the Mt. St. Helens Visitor Center and the :
"Friendship Flotilla" being planned for the 1992 bicentennial of Captaln
Gray‘s christening of the Columbia River. To quote an Oregon Tourism

. Alliance report. "Cooperative efforts such as these will establish
communications networks and begin to institutionalize long term
marketing relationships for bulldlng a larger, more comprehens;ve o
regional marketing program in the future." : o

3 .



BUDGET AND STAFFING

The Bi-State Committee’s bylaws speclfy that the Metro and IRC ‘
representat;ves shall co-chair the Committee, and further stipulate that
the two agencles shall provide clerical support. Professional staff-
support is to be provided as necessary according to the terms of an -
intergovernmental agreement on Bi-State staffing. IRC has historically"
housed Bi-State operations and files, and provided most of the needed
professional staff support, while Metro has helped fund this support.
The current intergovernmental agreement provides for both agencies to
prov;de equal staff support, not to exceed .25 FTE each.

Both IRC and Metro have llmlted dlscretlonary General Fund capacity to
‘support Bi-State’s operations at the increased level anticipated for the
next two years. After June 30, 1991, the combined .5 FTE will be
inadequate, and fiscal constralnts will make it difficult to sustain
even this minimal level of support. Without new dedicated funds to
support Bi-State, adequate staff support will become problematlc.

The Bi~-State serves the two states, §6. it would be approprlate for the
states to consider providing some financial support for its ongoing
operations. A prellmlnary budget summary follows.

Personnel ‘ . o _ ’ o
Salary - 1.FTE . : : : $38,000

Benefits S : : 14,000

: Clerical Support - 2,000
‘Mileage (Staff & Committee members) 1,000
_Offlce Supplies o - 500
Indirect Costs ‘ ‘ 19,500
TOTAL ' : ' $75,000

The salary proposed above falls w1th1n the pay range of Senior '
Management Analyst at Metro and Prlncrpal Planner at IRC. The lncumbent
staff for Bi-State occupy comparable pos;tmons, earning comparable
salaries. (The Metro staff person is a Senior Management Analyst, and
the IRC staff is a Program Manager, which is one step above Principal

- Planner.) The figure for benefits is approximately 37% of salary, which.
reflects actual or pro;ected beneflts costs: for both agencies.

,Ind;rect costs are calculated at 37.5% of wage and benefit expendltures,
which is the rate used by IRC for its grants; Metro’s indirect cost
rates vary among its funds, but Finance & Administration staff is of the
oplnlon that the 37.5% rate is justlflable for this proposal. Indirect
costs include such items as rent, insurance, utilities, postage, and
'admlnlstratlve overhead functlons such as accountlng and- receptlon.

Each state would be asked to provide $30 000 annually to support Br-

State’s ongoing operations.. IRC and ‘Metro would provide some $7,500
each for Bi-State support.



SUMMARY

The Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee exists to promote communication
and the development of cooperative programs between the governments and
.citizens of the two-state Portland/Vancouver metropolltan area. " Its
work plan focuses on providing a forum for clarlfylng issues and
recommendlng solutions to problems faced by communities in both states.
The Bi-State has a structure and an ability to play a more active role
in such issues in the future. In order to do so, however, it needs to
identify a stable funding source for its near-term operations so that it
can establish a record of achievement. The need for an active Bi-State
Committee is clear, and the w1111ngness to £fill that need exists among
the current participants. This is an excellent opportunlty for the
states of Oregon and Nashlngton to strengthen their ties and help forge
a brlghter future for the Paclflc Northwest.. ‘

csiwkscope.bis
10/30/90




LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

. . Exhibit E : .
25 W First Avenue : » - . ‘ ‘
Portland, OR 97201-5398 .
132211630

 Date July 24, 1990

To: Mike Ragsdale

fmm= : igAndfew C. Cotugno, Transportation Director

Regarding: LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FOR LRT FUNDING

- Attached for your information are legislative proposals now under '
consideration by ODOT and the Governor's office for the state's

share of LRT funding. The two proposals are companion pieces as
follows: ' : ' :

1. LC #875 allows ODOT. to incur debt up to $100 million for the
local match. This number will likely be reduced to $62.5 million
per Goldschmidt's initial commitment. The lower funding level,
‘however, does not recognize the cost of the Hillsboro extension
and is in 1988 dollars rather than being inflated to 1998 accord-
ing to the construction schedule. We will have to seek legisla-
tive action to .get this number increased. ‘ ‘

2. LC #1204 provides a $10 million per year revenue stream from the
cigarette tax to retire the debt described above. This is the
"first" $10 million out of the state's 22¢ cigarette tax (which
generates $60 million per year) and thus avoids any problem with

-needing a 2x coverage factor that would otherwise be required by
the bond markets. This funding level is sufficient to retire a
. 6100 million debt; it would simply retire a $62.5 million debt
- faster. , ' o - '

vVACC:mk
Attachment

bcc: .Richard Brandman
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Y Leﬁlslativé Con’cept.‘
Oregon Department of Transportation Cdncept' Number ')’31-5
- Central - Services Division E
| Subject/Title: inérease Statutory Bond Lirnits : REVISED 6/20/80
Contact Pe.réon:. - Maur Horton/Virlena Crosley " Phone: 373-7354
B,u‘dget. lmpac‘t_: i No | i * . _ , . LQG
Housekeeping:: N
PURPOSE:

. ! . ' . -
Increase the Department of Transportation's authority to issue bonds by enlarging the
Depariment's statutory limit on bonds for highways i ‘

ion

LEGISLATIVE CONCEPT:

increase the limit on Highway Division revenue bonds to $ 155 million by amending ORS
367.620. Also increase the limit on general obligation bonds to $ 195 million by amending
ORS 367.555. It is necessary to amend both in order o give the Department the flexibility
1o chose the least expensive and most advantageous kind of bonds. Bonds issued as Revenue

Bonds count against the total authority granted for General Obligation bopdg to prevent
issuing twice the amount of bonds authorized. N < ﬁ%

POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

This concept directly furthers the mission and goals of the Department's financial




Legisiative Concept

Oregon Department of Transportation Concept uqibe'r’ 731
- Central Services Division : , o _~—Page
sjon to ig

j plement its Six-

" (1) the Highway Division to fund up to $75 million of the proposed Six Year
’ Improvement Program with bonds. At least two projects are in the program with
discretionary federal dollars as their first source of funding. If that. becomes
unavailable, it may be necessary to bond in order to pay for the projects. This
legislative concept gives the Department the nege Sﬂary statutory authority to do

this,- ; ' / :

o 4 ) g
LA, AR 6 1A oOMAn,
‘_2_) £ ..-_.‘?:::E:!’!E_E'.‘&'ﬁ!'!!'!:"l. DONG n 160 €100 million to Drovide 2
maicning 1le 0 Ne _VYYE n' ight Rai xtension, B mentioned in OH

-”. I - l SJQQ .". -‘ - . ‘
AGENCIES AFFECTED: |

_Depariment of Transportation

Depaniment of Revenue

. Treasury Department
‘ Executive Department

'PUBLICS AFFECTED:

Metropolitan Service District

The municipal finance industry -

" GOVERNOR'S OFFICE APPROVAL INFORMATION: / |

: CONCEPT Appaf{gﬁ@@iﬁ%' YES__ NO:; . ,.
/ /  DATE: QIEO/ ?(7 '

'SIGNED:




Legislative Proposal

Oregon Department of Transportation =~ - . Proposal 732-6
Public Transit Division ' . LC #1204

Subject/Title:  Light Rail Funding |

Contact Person:  Victor Dddief / Denhy Moore : Phone: 378-8201
Budget Impact: .Yes '

Housekeeping: No

Pﬁrpose

- This proposal finances one-half of the local sha:e of the Westside Light Rail Transit
(Westside LRT) project. The provosal diverts the first $10 million of cigarette tax revenue
-earmarked for the state’s General Fund into the Regional Light Rail Extension
Construction Fund. This money will be used by the Fund to re-pay revenue bonds issued
by the Department of Tra.nsportanon to ﬁnance the state’s share of the project..

Money not required to meet pro_lect expcnses or annua.l debt service requirements W111
revert to the state General Fu.nd '

~ Background -
. The 1989 Legislature created the Regional Light Rail Extension Construction Fund to

finance the several light rail transit projects proposed for the Portland metro area. The .~

Legislature prowded revenue for the Fund by linking it to the Video Games Lottery

The Video Ga.mes Lottery was not implemented. The Fund does not havc a revenue
source. S ,

The state levies 28 cents of tax on each pack of cigarettes sold. The state’s General Fund

receives 22 cents ‘of the tax, amounting to about $60 million per year. Cities, counties, and

the Elderly and Disabled Special Transportation Fund receive two cents each from the
remaining six-cents. _

Efforts are underWay to secure the federal, local and stétc resources for the construction
. of the Westside LRT. In August 1989, the Governor pledged to seek one-half of the 25 -

percent local match as the state share to a maximum $500 million Westside Light Rail
project. This pledge will require $62.5 million, provided over a number of years. The
Governor’s commitment was made shortly after the Legislature had approved a video games
lottery program.

The video lottery was projected to generate $10 mﬂhon a biennium for light rail and other .

transit capxtal unprovement projects.

June 20, 1990



Legislative Proposal

Oregon Department of Transportation ' : Proposal 732-6
Public Transit Division ' ~ - LC #1204
I page 2.

Subject/Title:  Light Rail Funding

Prelijninary legislative language:
Amend ORS 323.455 t0;

(1) direct the first $10 million in revenue from the 22 cents of cigarette tax earmarked
' for the state’s General Fund into the Regional Light Rail Extension Construction
- Fund and reduce the General Fund'’s share accordingly. '

(2) . authorize the Department of Transportation to plcdgc this share of cigarette tax for
-the Regional Light Rai] Extension Construction Fund’s debt service.

(3) sunset the diversion of cigarette tax revenue when the revenue is no longer needed
for Jebt service on the bonds of the Regional Light Rail Extension Construction

3 Fund.
Amend ORS 391.120 to:

(1) authorize the Director of the Department of Transportation to determine the
* elements of the Westside LRT toward which the state will contribute local matching
funds and to develop an estimate of the state’s local match obligation to the project.

(2). permit the Regional Light Rail Extension Construction Fund to use revenues for
- - debt service. : - '

3) | require any income derived from ORS 323.455 which is not required for to meet the
. state share of project expenses as determined in (1) or annual debt service to revert’
. to the General Fund. ' ;

These émcndmcnm should become effective July 1, 1991.

- Policy implications: '

This proposal, in effect, is a long term commitment of state General Fund revenues for the
Westside LRT. It avoids a large one-time General Fund appropriation which would be
required to meet the state’s commitment for Westside LRT otherwise.

This proposal requires that the Department of Transportation have the legal authority to
issue revenue bonds for public transportation using the cigarette tax revenue stream for
debt service. The department does not now have this authority. The department has
submitted a related proposal, 731-8, which increases highway bonding authority and creates
- bonding authority within the Regional Light Rail Extension Construction Fund.

This proposal requires the depmmcnt to review the Westside LRT. The dcpé.rﬁnent will
determine a "baseline" project for the purpose of calculating the amount of state

~ June 20,'1990
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Legis_lati\}e Proposal

Oregon Depa'rtmenf of Transportation o Proposal 732-6
Public Transit Division = - : LC #1204
' ‘ ' : ‘ - page 3

Subject/Title:  Light Rail Funding

participation in the Westside LRT. This impl.ies that some elements of the project may be
included for purely local reasons and that the state will not contribute toward their cost.

The proposal will not affect the state’s tranSfers to the cities, counties and the Elderly and
Disabled Special Transportation Fund. ‘

This proposal will not assist public transportation operators outside of the Portland area.

Further, it will assist Tri-Met only with construction of the Westside LRT. State assistance

- for other Portland area LRT projects and for bus transportation will be decided as a
separate issue. o : ‘

Affected agenciés: S

Department of Revenue
Executive Department

Department of Transportation, Public Transit Division

‘Affected publics: = - :

~ Positively affected or in support / | Negatively affected or in oppbsitiqn_ »
Oregon Transit Association - : o General Fund interests
Tri-Met :

Metropolitan Service District

Concept approved for drafting by Kathleen Carter on'June’ 20, 1990.

June 20, 1990
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_ ( _ LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS -
.« . ) . " Exhibit F

LC 1263
8/23/90 (JB/1b)

"DRAFT

‘Expands scope of business licensing by metropolitan service district to -
include as contractors all contractors mstead of contractors who only engage

" in residential work.

Increases from $100,000 to $125000 gross recelpts amount that subjects
contractor to business hcense tax of city which is not contractor s principal -
place of business. :

Repeals previous deﬁmtlon of “bullder
- Declares emergency, effective July 1, 1991.

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to busmess licenses; creating new provisions; amendmg ORS

701.015; repealmg ORS 701. 007; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of ‘Oregon:

SECTION 1. It is the intent of the Legxslatlve Assembly to reduce the
number of c1ty business licenses that constructlon contractors and landscape
contractors are requlred to obtain in order to conduct business in_the
Portland.vmetropohtan area. It is the purpose of this Act to enable con-
struction. contractors and landscape contractors to secure from the. metro-

pdlitarx service district one business license that will pennit'_the.conduct of

business by such contractors in cities in which 4he contractors perform a

limited amount of work and in which they do not have a principal place of

business. Furthermore, it is also the intent of the Legislative Assembly that -
this Act apply. only to contractors engaged.in the building trades and crafts

and to landscape'contractbre without regard to’ any subseq'uent expansion of

“ the jurisdiction of the Constructlon Contractors Board over other trades and

' crafts It is declared to be the policy of this state that, to the maximum ‘ex-

tent'possxble‘ consistent ‘with the requirements of this Act, the cities within

" the boundaries of the metropolitan service d.istrict be allowed to control the

~ imposition of busmess license taxes and to mamtam the level of revenues

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an men&«! section is new; matter [lldlc a.nd dracketed] is enmng law to be omitted



© ® 9L A W N

szs‘s:sgb’.)*xss"sss;:;a:z:s':"a

31

(- LC 1263 8/23/90 \

obtained from those taxes. The amount and trends of revenue producet
distributed to each city is intended to reflect the constructxon business ac
tivity within the participating cities. '

SECTION 2. ORS 701.015 is amended to read:

£ 701.015. (1) A [builder] contractor or landscape contractor shall pay di-
rectly to any city within the boundanes of a metropolitan service district
any business license tax xmposed by the city when: | |

(a) The prmcxpal place of business of the [bullder] contractor or the

,landscape contractor is W1thm the cxty, or

(b) The principal place of business of the [builder] contractor or the

- landscape contractor is not within the city bu_t the [buxlder] contrgctor or

landscape contractor derives gross receipts of [$100,000] $'125,000.or more

from business conducted within the boundaries of the city during the calen-

- dar year for which the business license tax is owed.

(2) A [builder] contractor or landscape contractor who conducts business

during any year in any city within the boundaries of the mefrqpolitan service

~ district other than a city to which the [builder] contractor or landscape

contractor has paid a business license tax for that year may apply for a

business license from the metropolitan service district. _
(3) When a [builder] contractor or landscape contractor obtams a busx-

ness license from the metropolitan service district under subsection (2) of

this section, if a city within the boundanes of the metropolitan service dis- =

trict other than a city to which the [builder] contractor or landscape con-

tractor is requlred to dJrectly pay a busmess license tax under subsectxon (1)

of this sectxon demands payment of a busmess license tax by the [butlder] .

‘contractor or landscape contractor, the city shall waive such payment upon

presentation of proof by the [builder] contractor or landscape contractor |

-that the [builder] contractor or landscape contractor has a business license "

issued by the metropolitan service district. Possession by the [builder] con- '
tractor or landscape contractor of a current business license issued by the |

metropolitan service district under subsection (2) of this section shall be

2
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* vof sufficient to obtain the waiver described in this subsection.

(4) The metropohtan service d15tr1ct shall issue a busmess license to a
[buzlder] contractor or landscape contractor when: ,

(a) The [buzlder] contractor or landscape contractor presents proof to the

district that the [buzlder] contractor or landscape contractor has paid the |

business license tax unposed by each cxty within the boundaries of the dis-

" trict to which the [builder] contractor or landscape contractor must directly

pay a busmess license tax under subsection (1) of thxs section; and

(b) The [builder] contractor or landscape contractor pays a license fee

to the district. The license fee charged under this paragraph shall be twice

the average business license tax charged [builders] contractors by cities

located within the metropolxtan service district plus an amount that is suf-

- ficient to reunburse the district for the administrative expenses of the dis-

'trlct mcurred in carrying out 1ts duties under this section.

(5) The metropohtan service district shall dlstnbute the business license

fees collected by the district under this section, less admmxstratlve expenses,

to the cities that are located wholly or partly within the district and that

" collect a business license tax. In any year, each such city shall receive such

share of the license fees as the number of reSIdentlal building permits that
it lssued durmg that year bears to the total number of residential building -

permlts that were issued during that year by all of the cities located wholly

- or_partly within the dlstnct sttrlbutlon of moneys under this subsection

shall be made at least once in each year. The metropolltan service dxstnct
shall determme the number of residential buxldmg permits issued by cities
thhm the district from statistics and other data published by the [Con-
structlon Contractors Board} State Housing Council.
(6) As used in this sectlon : _
{(a) “Builder” means a person who is regzstered under ORS 701.055 whde '
engagmg in residential work only.] |
[®)] (a) “Business hcense tax” means any fee paid by a person to a cxty »

or county for any form of license that is required by the city or county in -

(3
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order to conduct business in that cify or county. The term does not inclu

-

any franchise fee or privilege tax imposed by a city upon a public utility
under ORS 221.420 or 221.450 or any provision of a cxty charter.

[(c)] (b) “Conducting business” means to engage in any act1v1ty in pursuit -
of gain including activities carried on by a person through officers, agents
and _efnplpyees as well as activities carried on by a person on that person's
own behalf. ' o

[[d)] (¢) “Landscape contractor” means a person or busmess who- is 11-
censed under ORS 671.510 to 671.710 as a landscape contractor

()] (d)'“Pnncxpal place of business” means the location m this state of

the central admmxstratxve office of a person conductmg busmess in this

state.
SECTION 3 ORS 701 007 is repealed .
SECTION 4. This Act being necessary for the nnmedlate preservatlon of
the public peace, health and safety, an- emergency is declared to ex1st and
thls Act takes effect July 1, 1991.

4]



EXHIBIT G

MEIRO  Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland. OR 97201-5398

503.221-1640
' DATE: - November 26, 1990
TO: Intergovernmental Relations Committee
FROM: - Councilor George Van Bergen
Finance Committee Chair
RE: © - FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS ON POTENTIAL bISTRICT
' : LEGISLATION ' : '

The Finance Committee recommends two items for inclusion in
Metro’s legislative package. The first (draft bill attached as
Exhibit A) is a proposed legislation which would authorize
Councilors to receive the same medical and dental benefits
provided to District employees. This matter was approved on
September 6, 1990, for recommendation to the Intergovernmental
Relations Committee by a three to one vote. Voting yes were

- Councilors Collier, Van Bergen and Wyers. . Voting no was

_ Councilor Gardner. Councilor Devlin was excused from the
meeting. ‘

The second (information attached as Exhibit B) is support for
legislation which will be introduced by Senator Otto requesting
potential state funding for the activities of the Bi-State Policy
‘Advisory Committee. The total proposed expenditure level of the
Bi-State Committee for the next two years is §75,000 per year.

. This legislative program calls for the states of Oregon and
Washington to contribute $30,000 each for each of the next two
years and the Intergovernmental Resource Center (Clark County
COG) and Metro to match these contributions with $7,500 each.
The Committee voted unanimously at its November 1, 1990, meeting
to recommend this action to the Intergovernmental Relations
Committee. Voting yes were Councilors Collier, Gardner, Van
Bergen and Wyers. Councilor Devlin was excused.

GVB:DEC:aeb-
Attach.

X1\3003



MEIRO — Memorandum

503, 221-1646
DATE:* = November 26, 1990
TO: Finance Committee
FROM: - Donald E. Carlson, Council Admlnlstrator _
: ‘. SECOND DRAFT OF LEGISLATION FOR COUNCILOR MEDICAL AND

DENTAL BENEFITS"

Please find attached.a second draft of the proposed legislation
authorizing Councilors to receive paid medical and dental
benefits. This draft differs from the initial draft in that the
- phrase "in the same manner as employees of the District" is added
at the end of the sentence. This language clarifies that the
benefit would cover Councilors and their families just as is the.
case with employees.

The second change is that life insurance benefits are deleted
because the benefit provided employees is based on their salaries
and the Councilors serve in non-salaried positions.

For your information, the current rates per -employee for medlcal
and dental coverage are as follows: .

BENEFIT _ - ops ' KAISER
Medical & Vision  $231.67 $219.55
Dental (ODS) 56.26 - 56.26
TOTAL C - $277.93 $27$ 81

The Dlstrlct pays the composite rate to the respectlve prov1ders
for each eligible employee. This rate covers employees as ’
singles, marrled or with famllles.

bEC:aeb
Attachment
3000 :
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. COUNCILOR HEALTH BENEFITS
August 28, 1990

'A BILL FOR AN ACT

_ _ . t .

Relating to health benefits for Councilors; amending ORS 268.160.
Beiit Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon: -

SECTION 1. ORS 268.160 is amended to read:

268.160 Rules of procedﬁre} officers; compénsation_and
expenses. The Council may adopt And enforce rules of procedure
gerrning ifs procegdings in accordance wiﬁh this chapter. At
~its first meeting after January 1 of each year, one Councilor
shall be elected by the Council to serve as its presiding officer
for the ensuihg year. The Council'shall meet upon the requegt of
the presiding officer or that of a majorlty of the Councll.

: Notw1thstand1ng the provxs;ons of ORS 198.190, Councilors: shall
'recelve no other compensatlon for their office than a per diem

for meetlngs, plus necessary meals,  travel and other expenses as

determined by the Council. 1In addltlon the Council may provide

medicai and dental benefits for Councilors in the same manner-as

‘eggloyees of the District.

~ 3000




COUNCIL STAFF RBPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1353, SUPPORTING LEGISLATIVE CONCEPTS AND ‘
TRANSMITTING LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS TO THE 1991 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Date: November 5, 1990 Presented by: Martin Winch

BACKGROUND

At the Counc11 retreat September 8, 1990, Counc;lors present agreed
the IGR Committee would compile Metro’s proposed 1991 Legislation and
legislative positions for Council adoption and transmlttal to the
Leglslature by the end of 1990." :

At the retreat, it was further agreed that Committees should submit
their recommendations to IGR in time for its first meeting in :
November. The Chair of the IGR Committee distributed a request,. dated
September 13, 1990, to the Council, the Executive Officer and the
Department Heads that recommendations and materials be made available
. to the IGR Committee by November 5, 1990.

At the October 23, 1990 IGR meeting, the Government Relations Offlcer
advised the IGR Committee that Metro refrain from introducing’
legislation in 1991 beyond housekeeping items, though Council could

_ express its support for legislation proposed by others. '

SUMMARY & ANALYSIS

* Natural Resources Trust Fund. The 1989 Legislature, with Metro
support, created this Fund, but did not fund it. Efforts to create a
funding mechanism for the Fund are currently centered in the Cease
Committee. Supporters of some mechanism include the Association of
Oregon Industrles, League of Oregon Cities, Oregon Parks Association,
‘State Parks DlVlSlon, and Defenders of Wildlife.

# The Otto Commlttee will meet on December 4th, when it is expected to
consider the four Metro housekeeping bills. The first three (LC 178~
1,2, and 3) are already filed; the fourth (LC 1568) is new but is not
expected to be troublesome. The current Government Relations Officer
will represent Metro at this meetlng, and will ask that the four bills
be combined into one. The Committee may also take up the business
license bill (Exhibit "F") :

'* At this writing, the referenced solid waste concepts (Exhlblts "A",
"B", and "C") have not been forwarded by the Solid Waste Commlttee,
whlch will consider them at its November 6th meetlng.

* The Bi-State Pollcy Advisory Commlttee recommendation regardlng air
' quality protection appears as a separate Resolutlon (90 1352) on this
IGR agenda.

* The Transportation concepts (Exhibit "E") are comlng before IGR for
approval for the first time. .



* The "passport" business license bill came before IGR at its October
23, 1990 meeting, when the Committee severed'it from the list of Metro
housekeeplng bills because it was appropriate for Metro to support the
bill (which the Committee dld) but not to introduce it.

ISSUES WHICH THE COUNCIL MAY WANT TO CONSIDER

* Does the Council want to follow a policy of not introducing
legislation this year beyond housekeeping matters? 1Is there a
guideline other than "cold turkey" the Council should consider? Should
Metro always seek in this Session to have 1eglslatlon it favors be
introduced other than by Metro? o .o

* How does the new Office of Government Relatlons affect the Council’s
process on legislative lssues?

* How does the Committee want to establish working understandlngs w1th
the new Government Relations Offlcer? : :



: Agenda Item No. 7.5 '
‘Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1329A



SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90- -1329A, FOR THE PURPOSE OF CLOSING ST.
JOHNS LANDFILL AS A GENERAL PURPOSE 'LANDFILL BUT CONTINUING
TO ACCEPT LIMITED TYPES OF SOLID WASTE FOR A LIMITED TIME TO
ENSURE PROPER CLOSURE

Date: November 23, 1990 ‘Presented by: 3Cogncilor Tom Dedardin

Committee Recommendation: At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste
Committee meeting, Councilors Collier, DeJdardin, Saucy and Wyers
voted (Collier; 4/0 vote) to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution No. 90-1329A. Councilor Buchanan was excused.

Committee'Discussion(ISSﬁes: Jim Watkins, Engineefing & Analyeis |

Manager, gave staff’s report and noted the Solid Waste Committee
considered Resolution No. 90-1329 October 30, 1990. He said the
purpose of the resolution was to allow St. Johns Landfill to
accept limited purpose waste and serve as a limited purpose
landfill until the fall of 1994 after closure as a general :
purpose landfill in February 1991. He said staff’s goal was to
achieve required contours as directed by the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and also to generate additional
revenue for thée North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement
Fund and the Smith Bybee Lakes Trust Fund, as well as to reduce
the anticipated costs incurred by lmportlng addltlonal soil for
the requlred contours. . ,

Mr. Watkins noted the COmmlttee dlrected staff to return to this
meeting with a resolution revised per testimony given at the .
" October 30 meeting by private limited purpose landfill vendors. .
Staff held discussions with representatives from Hillsboro _
Landfill, Grabhorn, East County Recycling and Oregon Processing -
and Recovery Center (OPRC) to address their concerns about the
resolution. Mr. Watkins said Resolution No. 1329 was revised to
‘only acceptance of construction/demolition, land clearing, and
non-hazardous dust wastes. He said Metro would not accept a load
-identified by Metro as recyclable that could be acceptable to a
private -Portland processing facility. He said the recyclable '

definition meant the private vendor had the capacity to accept it

and it had enough recyclable materlal in it to warrant thelr
efforts to recycle 1t.»

Councilor Wyers asked how a load could be defined recyclable.

Mr. Watkins said the loads would come to St. Johns Landfill in
-~ drop boxes and could be easily inspected.:. Councilor Wyers-asked

-~ if the drop boxes would be inspected on a routine basis. Mr.
-Watkins said they would be.

'Mr. Watklns said addltlonally, solid waste would be accepted at
$40 per ton until July and staff would then develop a new rate .
through the normal rate-setting process. He said staff also

. assessed the waste currently delivered to the landfill at the

- present rate in drop boxes and flatbed trucks. He said the



SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT
Resolution No. 90-1329A
November 23, 1990

Page 2 -

landfill received 131,000 tons annually at this time and through
waste assessment studies, staff determined 80 percent of that
‘waste could be accepted for limited landfill purposes. He said
100,000 tons would be sufficient for those purposes.

The Committee opened a public hearing and took testimony.

Merle Irvine, Wastech, Inc., noted he testified at the October 30
-meeting and expressed concern because the majority of waste
received at OPRC for processing and recovery was the same type of
waste qualified for a limited purpose landfill. He said he ‘
recommended staff develop a new rate compatible with regional
limited purpose landfill rates, approximately $33 per ton. . He
said if Metro did not charge a comparable rate, -OPRC would lose
68 percent of its existing flow. He said the revised resolution
addressed his previous concerns because St. Johns would not
accept mixed commercial industrial waste suitable for recycling,
or that portion of construction/demolition waste: OPRC could :
recycle once their wood processor was on-line. He said he
discussed definitions of recyclable with Bob Martin, Director of
Solid Waste, and said they would work on those further. He said
those who would routinely inspect loads at St. Johns would visit
OPRC to determine what loads were recyclable and what were not.
He expressed concern a lower rate would be hard to administer.

He said he also discussed with Mr. Martin what Metro would charge
for construction/demolition waste after July 1, 1991. He

expressed concern over a rate lower than the regional rate and a - -

rate lower than what recycling centers charged for mixed loads.
He said the resolution was presently drafted with the lower rate
in such a way that the possibility of intentionally contaminated
loads could occur so they could go to St. Johns for the lower
rate. He recommended St. Johns charge the same rates as those
charged at Metro South, Metro East and Metro Northwest Stations
and the Riedel Composter facility. He said all facility costs
‘could be combined to determine a base fee which could lower the
regional charge and create an economic incentive between the
higher St. Johns fee and that charged by OPRC and other private
vendors. . . ’ L

Mike Sandberg, Hillsboro Landfill, Inc. (HLI), reiterated Mr.
Irvine’s testimony and explained HLI’s function and operations.
He said since Killingsworth Fast Disposal (KFD) closed, HLI had
planned to become a regional facility and invested in equipment
for increased flow. He said they had acquired permits from.the
Division of State Lands and Washington County to allow them to
operate as a regional site for 8 to 10 years. He said they also
applied for a permit from Washington County to construct and ,
operate a materials recovery facility and a yard debris recycling
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.depot. He sald HLI dld not object to. St. Johns contlnulng to
operate as a limited purpose ‘landfill as long as the rates were
not lowered there. He said a lower rate ‘would divert waste from
OPRC, East County Recycling and Grimm’s and possibly cause them
to cease operations. He said a lower rate would give haulers an
economic incentive to landfill rather than reuse, recycle, or -
recover energy. He said HLI would lose 30 percent of their flow
if Metro adopted a lower fee a St. Johns. He said HLI’s yard
debris recycling program might have to be deferred. ' He said HLI
did not object to landfilling demolltlon/constructlon materials
to achieve the necessary slopes.

Ralph Gllbert, East County Recycllng; reiterated Mr. Irvine and
‘Mr. Sandberg’s testimony. He said East County Recycling ordered a
$600,000 shredder.

Councilor Collier asked those vendors present if their concerns
raised at the October 30 meeting had been addressed and asked
them to participate in the rate setting process for FY 1991-91.

rCounc110r Wyers asked what-happened to overall system expenses if
the rate was kept at a higher level. Mr. Martin said the $48 per
ton rate would -greatly exceed St. Johns operating costs as a
limited purpose landfill and the extra revenue could offset other
system costs. Mr. Martin said staff would submit rate
recommendations after the rate setting process.

The Committee had no further questlons or comments and voted
unanimously to. recommend the Councll adopt Resolutlon No. 90~
1329A. '

TDsDEC:pa !
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. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CLOSING
ST. JOHNS LANDFILL AS A GENERAL
PURPOSE - LANDFILL, BUT CONTINUING

) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1329A
; .
TO ACCEPT LIMITED TYPES OF SOLID ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
)
)

WASTE FOR A LIMITED TIME TO ENSURE Executive Officer
PROPER CLOSURE '
 WHEREAS, It is desirable to close the St. Johns

Landfiiltas a generalfpurposé landfill as sooﬁ as the Metro
Northwest Station -is operational in-order to - honor commitments -
made‘tq North Portland citizens and implement the Metro Solid
WastelManagemeht.Plan; énd, | |

| WHEﬁEAS, it is‘neceséary to achieve proper iﬁitial
slopes on St. Johns Landfill to ensure that the cover cap will
‘best pérform the_enﬁironmental protective functions»out;ined in .
the Revised Closuré‘énd'Financial Assurance Plan, St. Johns
" Landfill, Septémber 1989; and ° _

' WHEREAS, The acceptancé'of limitéd types of sqlidv
waste, i.e., construction, demolition, land cleafing waste, and
noh-hazafdous industriai,dust_until the fall of 1994 would help |
Aachieve the proper initial'slopes, generate revenue for projects
benefitting North PortlandAéitizens,'collect additional.funds fof
lthe Smith aﬁd Bybee Lakes Trust‘Fund; avoid opérational problems-
'af transfer stations; and réducé the\additional cost of soil;

now, therefore,



directs that:

R T

et e ¥

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council of the_Metropolitan’Service District

The St. Johns Landfill be closed as a>general -

purpose lapdfill when the Métro Northwest Statioh

is operational, but no later than Spring 1991,
The St. Johns Lan&fiiihébﬁtindg to}accept

approkimately 150,000 tons per yéér of limited

types of solid‘waste, i.e., construction,

demolition, land clearing waste, and non-hazardous

“industrial waste dust until no later that the fall

" of 1994, or until it is not considered cost-

effective by Metro staff, or until the proper

initial cover slopes are achieved, whichever

- occurs first,

'St. Johns Landfill will not accept asbestos waste,

soil or other material contaminated with hazardous
waste, seWage grit and screening, sewage sludge,

non-hazardous petroleum sludges, infectious

‘medical. waste,. household.hazafdouSnwaSte and- food -

waste, -
The St. Johns Landfill will not take a load that

has.bgenvidentified by Metro as recydlable and ‘is

acceptable at-a Portland area processing facility,




5. After February 1, 1991.Metro shall collect”fifff

| cents per tén on solid waste disposed of at
St. Johns Landfill for the Smith and Bybee Lakes
Tfust'Fund, and at 1east fifty cents per ton for
the North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement'

Fund.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

' District this day of | , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

DMO: jC
November 13, 1990
SW901329.RES



STAFF.REPORT_

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1329 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF CLOSING ST. JOHNS LANDFILL AS A GENERAL PURPOSE
~LANDFILL, BUT CONTINUING TO ACCEPT LIMITED TYPES OF
SOLID WASTE FOR A LIMITED TIME TO ENSURE PROPER
CLOSURE

Date: October 3, 1990 . A Presented by: Bob Martin
C ’ , : ‘Dennis O'Neil

PROPOSED ACTION

Approve Resolution 90- 1329, which dlrects that the Sst. Johns
Landfill. be closed.as a general purpose landfill, but continue to
accept limited types of solid waste in limited quantltles for a
limited time to ensure proper closure. If certain waste continue
-to be accepted at St. Johns Landfill, the rate payers would not
have to pay an estimated $2.8 to $4.2 million in additional f£ill
- dirt costs. Also, revenue from this waste could generate the $2 -
million still needed to achieve the $31.4 million St. Johns
"Landfill Reserve Fund. Finally, revenue from this waste would
generate additional money for the North Portland Rehabilitation

- and Enhancement Fund and the Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust Fund.

, FACTUAL gACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

To many people, the word "closure" means ceasing to accept solid
waste and closing the gate. In the past, people filled up a
space with waste, and then walked away. Nowadays, a landfill is
a designed structure, built from solid waste and soil. It is
designed to minimize negative impacts on the environment. Thus,
closure also means finishing this designed structure so that it
performs its environmental protective functions, .just as one
finishes a bulldlng so that it performs its functlons.

Therefore, the word "closure" can mean a moment in tlme when we
stop taking solid waste, and can also mean a process lasting
several years,-as -construction of environmental protectlon .
features are completed. After the closure process is finished,.
the environmental protection features must be maintained, and the
environment must be monitored to make sure that these features
are’ effectlvely d01ng their job.

‘Accordlng to the orlqlnal 1986 Closure Plan, the St. Johns
Landfill would stop taking waste in 1991. Construction of

" environmental protection features would be finished that same
-year. After additional studies mandated by the Oregon Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ), a Revised Closure.and Financial
Assurance Plan, St. Johns Landfill, September 1989, was prepared
by Metro. The revised plan proposes to minimize the amount of -
rainwater entering the waste by building a greatly 1mproved cover



.cap over the landfilled solid waste. If the amount of rainwater
entering the waste can be mlnlmlzed, we can minimize the amount
of contaminated water leaving the waste 1nto the environment.

This protective cap functions 51m11arly to a roof over a house.
It is made up of several layers, and will cover 236 acres, the
area of 178 football fields. The Closure Plan estimates that
construction of this cap and closure of the landfill will be
completed by the end of 1995.

The cover cap must maintaln a slope like that of a roof to shed
clean rainwater. However, there is a problem in that the waste
is 51nk1ng (settling) because of its own weight and
decomp051tlon. Future settlement could cause cracking and
formation of ponds on the cover cap. The settlement problem can
be dealt with by initially building-up the slopes in anticipation
that the waste will settle, so that we can malntaln adequate
ralnwater drainage in the future. °

As stated before, 1andf111 slopes are bullt of solld waste and.

soil. To achieve proper initial slopes to compensate for

" settlement, we will have to add a significant amount of material
after early 1991. It is estimated that between 700,000 and

1,000,000 cubic yards of subgrade fill material must be  added.-

The mater1a1 could be soil only, or soil plus some kinds of solid
waste. : -

. If soil is used to bulld-up the slopes, the rate-payers will have

to pay for the cost to transport and properly place this soil at
the St. Johns Landfill. oOur design engineer, Parametrix, Inc.,
currently estimates that it would cost $6 per cubic yard to ’
obtain, transport, and properly place dredge sand on St. Johns
Landfill. Assuming 1,000,000 cubic yards of material to be
added, the cost would be $6 million. It should be noted that
this is an additional cost of closure not listed in the Revised
Closure .and Financial Assurance Plan, St. Johns Landflll,
September 1989.

Another alternatlve would be to stop accepting most solid waste
at St. Johns Landfill as soon as the Metro East Transfer Station
is+in-operation (early 1991) but continue to accept certain kinds~
of solid waste, such as construction, demolition and land .
clearing waste. Under this alternative, St. Johns Landfill would
stop being a general purpose landfill. It would stop accepting
residential garbage in compactor trucks. It would stop accepting
waste from those who haul their own solid waste and pay by cash.
It would stop serving as a transfer station for yard debris.
Thus, most of the vehicles now entering St. Johns Landfill would
go to other transfer stations or landfills. It would also have
con51derab1y reduced hours of operation.

The types of material that the St. Johns Landflll would accept as
a limited purpose landfill would include concrete, brick, wood,
some metal and paper, rubble, sheet rock, plastic pipe, plaster,



shingles, dirt contaminated with vegetation, and similar
materials until the fall of 1994. It is expected that 100-
150,000 tons per year of this waste could be used to build up St.
Johns Landfill's initial slopes. This is 20-30% of the weight of
solid waste that St. Johns Landfill is now accepting. If a
certain quantity of construction, demolition, and land clearing
solid waste were used, the ratepayers would receive the benefit
of both solid waste dlsposal and proper slope construction. They
would not have to pay for both waste disposal and also pay for
the same quantity of soil to build up proper slopes.

There are several potential problems caused by continuing to
accept solid waste at St. Johns Landfill after the beginning of
1991. First, citizens in North Portland have been promlsed for
some time that St. Johns Landfill would be closed, i.e., stop
accepting solid waste. North Portland citizens feel that they
have done their part for a half-century by enduring a negative
image, as well as traffic and other impacts caused by the
presence of St. Johns Landfill. On the other hand, if St. Johns
Landfill stopped accepting most solid waste, trafflc carrying
solid waste to the St. Johns Landfill would greatly decrease.
Also, $.50 per ton of any waste accepted would continue to flow
to the North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement Fund, and
$.50 per ton could flow to a proposed Smith & Bybee Lakes Trust
Fund.

Another potential problem is that, under the current City/Metro
Agreement, St. Johns Landfill is supposed to stop taking solid
waste as of February 1991. Metro and the City are considering a,
revised agreement that no longer contains this deadline.

A third potential problem is that the contract with Oregon Waste
Systems, Inc. for solid waste disposal at the Eastern Oregon
landfill requires that Metro "deliver to the Contractor's
Disposal Site a minimum of ninety percent (90%) of the total tons
of acceptable solid waste (other than ash) that Metro delivers to
any general purpose landfill(s) during the calendar year." If
St. Johns Landfill stopped functioning as a general purpose
landfill by no longer accepting all types of municipal solid
waste, Metro would not violate the existing agreement by
continuing to.accept limited types of solid waste.

As it began to update its Solid Waste Management Plan in the mid-
1980's, Metro put forward the distinction between general and
limited purpose landfills. The Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan, adopted in October 1988, includes this distinction. If St.
Johns Landfill accepted only the types of waste listed above, it
would take an even more limited spectrum of solid waste than a
limited purpose landfill, such as the Hillsboro Landfill. Thus,
it would no longer be deflned as a general purpose landfill
referred to in the Agreement between Metro and Oregon Waste
Systems.




Another potent1a1 problem is the economic impact that continued
waste acceptance at St. Johns Landfill might have on the
~operators of limited purpose landfills, such as the Hillsboro and
Lakeside Reclamation landfills. Continued acceptance of some
solid waste at St. Johns landfill could deny these operators some
of the increased volume that they may have been expecting.
However, some waste now going to the St. Johns Landfill may now
go to the Hillsboro or other limited purpose landfills. Also, it
is in the interest of the citizens of the region to prevent the
~capacity of these limited purpose landfills from being used up
too fast. .

The DEQ has approved the continued acceptance'of some types of
solid waste for £fill material at St. Johns Landfill. The
requirements\for increased slopes came from DEQ. The agency is
primarily concerned that the landfill be closed without undue
delay with a cover .cap that will not experience failure from
long-term settlement. Both objectives can be achieved by -
accepting limited categories of solid waste untll the fall of .
1994. :

on the other hand, DEQ and Metro staff have negotlated a schedule
for compliance w1th the Environmental Quality Commission Order
regarding processing of construction/demolition waste. The
current negotlated schedule calls for Metro to begin processing
this waste in January 1994. Depending on future events Metro
could either renegotiate this deadline or in January 1994 begin
to replace disposal at St. Johns Landfill w1th reclamatlcn of

. construction/demolition waste.

Even if Metro continues to accept limited types of solid waste at
St. Johns Landfill until the fall of 1994, additional inert fill
will probably be needed. If the St. Johns Landfill took 150,000
' tons of construction, demolition and land clearing waste for 3.5
- years, this would total 525,000 tons, whlch,would fill up to
700,000 cubic yards of air space assuming that 3/4 ton of waste
fills a cubic yard of air space. This would allow the: ratepayers'
to avoid up to $4.2 million in imported fill costs assuming $6
per cubic yard for fill. If the landfill took only 100,000 tons
per year for 3.5 years,. this would fill up to 467,000 cublc yards
- of-air space. This would save up to $2.8 million in additional

£fill costs. Any remainlng fill needed to achieve the requ1red
slopes would have to be imported fill material. :

In summary, the acceptance of limited kinds of solid waste i.e.,
‘construction, demolition, land clearing waste until the fall of
1994 would help achieve proper initial slopes, generate revenue

for projects benefitting North Portland citizens, not violate our -

agreement with Oregon Waste Systems, Inc., and reduce the
additional cost of soil. These reasons make this a desirable
‘course of action; ' :



\

BUDGET IMPACT

An analysis is currently belng conducted to determlne if there is
a need for a supplemental budget to cover operating expenses from
February 1, 1991 to June 30, 1991. The current FY1990-91 budget
anticipated staffing needs to operate St. Johns Landfill as a
limited purpose landfill, however, it d1d not anticipate dlsposal
costs or any other operatlng costs. _

If st. Johns Landfill is operated as a limited purpose landflll a
disposal rate will be developed that will 1nc1ude the following:

DEQ Promotlonal Fee -

DEQ Orphan Site Fee

Rehabilitation and Enhancement Fee

Smith & Bybee Lake Trust Fund -

Disposal Fee (estimated) ‘

St. Johns Landfill Reserve ‘

Tier One (Planning, Waste Reductlon and -
Administrative services)

Two million dollars has yet to be collected after FY1990-91 to
achieve the current $31.4 million allocation for the St. Johns
Landfill Reserve Fund. The entire $2 million could come from

revenue generated by certain waste going to St. Johns Landfill.

Metro staff expects to propose a disposal rate for St. Johns

Landfill which includes the above items and is competitive: with

_ex1st1ng llmlted purpose landfllls.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution

No. 90-1329.

toger 3, 1990
sunoo: RPT



AgendalItem No. 7.6
Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1337



SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. ‘90-1337, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING
INCENTIVES THAT ENCOURAGE GREATER WASTE REDUCTION AND
RECYCLING '

Date: November 21, 1990 ° Presented by: Councilor Judy Wyers:

Committee Recommendation: At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste

Committee meeting, Councilors Collier, DeJardin, Saucy and Wyers

- voted unanimously (Wyers; 4/0 vote) to recommend Council adoptioni
of Resolution No. 90-1337 as amended. Councilor Buchanan was
excused. : ' : R

Committee DiscuSSion[Issues. Bob Martin, Director of Solid
Waste; Debbie Gorham, Waste Reduction Manager; and Terry
Peterson, Associate Solid ‘Waste Planner; gave staff’s report.

'Ms. Gorham noted the resolution was in response to EQC’s order
SW-WR-89-01 directing Metro conduct a study of the effectiveness
of present rate incentives at reduc1ng waste...

Mr. Petersen listed and explained the 10 incentives. With regard
"to Incentive No. 1 and said the current procedure for "Self-
haul" was a discounted tip fee and said staff proposed a
$3/credit. He said there would be no 51gnificant impact on
regional recycling levels but tip fees on remaining waste could
be decreased because Metro would no longer pay for recyclables.

Regarding Incentive No. 2, Mr. Petersen pointed out that Metro
has no authority to set collection rates since this is a local
function. Metro can establish region-wide standards for waste
reduction and staff proposes the curb can charge for higher
volume service be at least equal to per can charge for low volume
service and could significantly increase recycling from the
residential waste stream and would not impact state or Metro tip
fees. Mr. Petersen said the issue could be viewed as unfair to
large households and could result in illegal dumping lf the per
can charge is too high. v

Regarding Incentive No. 3, Mr. Petersen said the current charge.
for yard debris was $25/ton at St. Johns. and staff proposed the
three tier rate and assisting processors. He said the rate would
eventually be $45 per ton. -

In discussing Incentive No. 4, Mr. Petersen said there was no
current procedure for hauler rebates and staff proposed local
government responSLbility. Staff’s concept was to pay haulers
for the material they marketed, similar to Lane County practice.
He said haulers were paid as much as $175 per ton there. He said
it was an alternative method of funding collection programs. He.
said an alternative to this rebate would be to establish .
standards and ensure the cost of implementing those standards was
covered through collection rates.

14
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Mr. Petersen sazd Incentive No. 5 related to directing routes to
- the Riedel Composter facility to ensure it got the proper solid
" waste.

In regard to Incentive No. 6, Mr. Petersen said there was no
current procedure for construction/demolition debris and proposed
a procedure be dealt w1th as part of the procurement process for
select waste.

- Regarding the incentive for mixed waste paper collection (No. 7),
Mr. Petersen said the current procedure was to offer a $2 payment
per ton for mixed waste paper recovered. He said that payment
was made regardless of market price, but said the payment has had
no impact on the recovery of mixed waste paper. He said staff
proposed, instead of market subsidies, that market development be
depended upon to increase the recycling level for that material
and eliminate the $2 payment. :

Regarding user fee waivers (Incentive No. 8), Mr. Petersen said
the Metro Code stated user fee shall be waived at facilities
which accomplished recycling as a primary operation. He said’
there were no standards for "primary" and therefore no incentives
for facilities to improve their standards and become eligible for
the user fee waivers. Staff proposed minimum recovery levels
facilities had to meet to be eligible for the user fee waiver.

In regard to Incentlve No. 9, Mr. Petersen said the non-proflt
recycling credits listed were already lmplemented.

Regarding Incentlve No. 10, Ms. Gorham explalned the Metro
Recycling Business Development Revolving Loan Fund would assist
market development through a revolving loan program. Councilor
Wyers referred to her November 15, 1990 memorandum (see '
Attachment No. 1 to this report) "Waste Reduction and Recycling ‘
Incentives."” Ms. Gorham explained Metro and other entities would
"match funds. Councilor Wyers asked how the revolv;ng loan fund
~differed from tax credlts.

The Committee opened a publlc hearing and heard testlmony on the
issues.

Childs, Oregon Environmental Councll (OEC), said the OEC
strongly supported, regarding the self-haul incentive, making
recycling depots and drop boxes centers available before the
transfer stations. With regard to the volume-based collectlon
rates, the OEC supported a sliding scale that would result in an
increased fee for additional cans to provide an incentive to
. encourage customers to reduce waste. The OEC supports the
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source-separated yard debris and think it appropriate the fee be
in between the normal tipping fee and the fee charged for
dropping off at the processor. He said the OEC also supported
rebates for collection and the marketing of recyclables. He said
they knew it was controversial, but the OEC did support it. He
said they believed it should be supported by increased tipping
fees. Mr. Childs said one incentive that had been dropped was
the possibility of increasing the collection and recycling of
construction/demolition materials. The OEC believed that was an
important issue which required further study because .
approximately 17 percent of transfer station waste was -
construction/demolition material. He said that incentive
deserved further study. The OEC also supported continued
payments to processors for accepting mixed waste. He noted staff -
said $2 did not result in significant recycling. He said a
higher incentive rate should be looked at.

Jeanne Roy, Recycling Advocates, recommended a rate be set for
yard debris lower than mixed waste but higher than the :
processor’s fee. Recycling Advocates recommended the fee be no
higher than $45 per ton. Recycling Advocates recommend the
payment to processors of 50-79 percent high graded paper be
increased to $18 per ton and given only for the tonnage of paper
recycled. She said if the market price rose, the amount of the
rise could be subtracted from the $18. She said Metro could
estimate the extra amount of paper which would be recycled and
budget a certain amount so. that the incentive would not be open-
ended. Recycling Advocates recommended an incentive be '
established for commercial haulers of cardboard. She said they
could be paid for the extra they recycled over a based amount.
She said if they were paid $25 per ton, and the amount recycled
increase from 41 to 50 percent, Metro would pay $523,175. Metro
would then be paying less per ton than what they paid the non-
profit recycling agencies and 21,000 additional tons of cardboard
would be recycled. Recycling Advocates recommended Metro
establish an incentive for accepting and marketing of reusable
building materials using the same formula for non-profit
recycling agencies. Ms. Roy said building materials were
included in DEQ’s order to Metro, but not addressed by staff.
Ms. Roy distributed recommended amendments to the resolution
based on Recycling Advocate’s recommendations.

Ms. Roy additionally commented that Recycling Advocates would

- rather see free drop-off of recyclables outside Metro South and

- Metro Northwest Stations than implementation of the $3 credit.
They encouraged the increase flow of food waste to the composting
facility. They did not want a business loan program administered
by Metro because Metro had difficulty administering the 1% for '
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Recycling grants. Recycling Advocates also recommended the
Economic Incentives report include atip fee lmpact for each
incentive and explaln the assumptlons.‘- wee S

Estle Harlan, Tri-County Counc11, noted she had served on the
Waste Reduction and Yard Debris Committees from their inception.
Tri-County advocates, regardlng Incentive No. 1, separate
recyclable drop off points and said if not possible, then the §$3
discount was the most simple and effective method. Tri-County
Council recommended with regard to Incentive No. 2, to continue
the mini-can and the level can rate. Tri-County Council agreed
with the recommendation for Incentive No. 3 on yard debris and
noted processors planned to install scales also. Ms. Harlan said
Incentive No. 4 presented the most concern. She said the issue
should be simple and it seemed that the haulers themselves should
push for rebates. She said it presented difficulties because
haulers had no way of collecting their tip fees in some areas.
She said if the incentive were attached to the commercial rates,
the small haulers would be adversely affected because he/she
would pay high tip fees but have yvery little chance for rebate.
Tri-County Council asked that Metro not collect from the haulers
and then try to give money back. Trl-County Council said if
Incentive No. 5 could be implemented, it was an acceptable
incentive. Ms. Harlan said the haulers were trying very hard and
would introduce new programs on multl-famlly and office paper
collection. : :

Dave Phillips, Clackamas County, recommend drop off facilities
before the gate house also. He supported the mini-can collection
rate incentive and said Clackamas County had had real success
with a similar measure. He said Incentive No. 4, Recycling .
Rebates, had real problems and said it did not make sense to
raise disposal fees and then immediately back to the haulers. He
said there were no markets for materials recovery.. He said
recovery of constructlon/demolltlon was not being ignored but ,
would come before the Committee in the Special Waste Chapter. He
concurred with directing special loads to the composter facility.
He concurred over all on staff’s incentives recommendations.

Merle Irvine, Wastech, Inc., said the incentive to recycle was
Metro’s disposal fee especxally as it increased. He concurred
with Ms. Roy that the $2 incentive be made larger. He supported
composter routlng. He recommended staff research the
controversial issues further and lncorporate the incentives into
next year’s work program. -Mr. Irvine supported Incentive No. 8
to increase recycllng center’s accountability. :
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The Committee amended BE IT RESOLVED, Section 1 to read: "That
transfer and material processing stations be designed [to the
maximum extent feasible] to provide convenient drop-off of
recyclables outside the welgh scales for non-commercial haulers
at no charge." .

- The Committee amended BE IT RESOLVED, Section 2(B) to read:

"(5.02.070) by February 1, 1991, a special yard debrls rate at
transfer stations [based on disposal costs,] that is expected to

-be less than the fee for waste but more than the fee charged at

private yard debris processors, and." Councilor Wyers said
incentives do not have to relate to disposal costs.

The Committee amended BE IT RESOLVED, Section 6 with the deletion
of the word "periodic" to be replaced by "yearly."

Councilor Wyers said the issues were complicated. She said she
would take the issues raised tonight and fashion some sort of a
work program and come back and address some of the questlons
raised in her memorandum as well as those raised in testimony at
this meeting. The Committee concurred with Councilor Wyers’ plan
and amendments. =

The Committee voted unanimously to recommend Resolutlon No. 90-
1337 as amended to the full Counc;l for adoption.

TDi1DECipa
90-1337.RPT



MEIRO  Memorandum

2000 5.W. First Avenue ’ . S OLI D WASTE COIM’iI TTEE REPORT
Portland, OR 97291-5398' Resolution 90-1337 :
503.221-1646 :

Attachment No. 1

TO: Debbie Gorham, Waste Reduction Manager
FROM: - Judy Wyers, Coﬁncilo:(7bk)‘

DATE: November 15, 1990

SUBJ: Waste reduction apd reoycling incentives

I wanted to give you advance notice of some issues and concerns I will
be raising when the Solid Waste Committee considers this agenda item
next Tuesday.

First, I would like for staff to review Metro’s past and present
practice with regard to incentives, and for staff to explain how and why
the proposed incentives differ. :

Second, in my view it is important for Metro to encourage recycling by
commercial businesses. It seems to me that we need a way to encourage
concerted collection efforts. What would be the advantages and
disadvantages of prov1d1ng a straight rebate for commercial source-
separated loads? : : :

. Third, what are the pros, cons, and cost impacts of significantly
increasing the per ton rebate for mixed paper loads as a means of
encouraging this type of recycling?

" Fourth, how can we rev;se the process for establishing the special yard
debris rate referenced in Paragraph 2B of the resolution to clearly
establlsh an incentive for the public?

Fifth, what types of incentives can be developed to encourage businesses
or projects which focus on reuse of building materials?

Slxth, the proposed resolutlon states that transfer and processing
stations should be designed to the maximum extent feasible to provide
convenient drop-off of recyclables for non-commercial haulers at no
charge. What steps can we take to ensure that drop-off is available
outsxde the weigh scale at all fac111t1es’

I’m looking forward to your presentation on thls important subject,\and
I‘ll be interested to hear from the department about facts and pollcy
considerations whlch lmpact resolution of the issues highlighted ln this
memorandum. ‘

JW:iKPipa
K1:1115JUDY

cc: . Council Solid Waste Commlttee
Bob Martin

Recycled Paper
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. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1337

ECONOMIC INCENTIVES THAT ) o '

ENCOURAGE GREATER WASTE , - ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
)

REDUCTION AND RECYCLING Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Environmental Quality Commissioh order.

SW-WR-89~- 01 paragraph 4M(a) requlres that Metro "conduct a study

of the effectiveness of ‘present rate 1ncent1ves at reduc1ng

waste, and possible modlflcatlons to the rate structure that

‘would: further encourage the recovery of paper products, yard

debris, metals, lumber, other salvageable building materials,

asphalt, and other materials"; and

WHEREAS, The Metrb,Couhciiyadepted Ordinance No. 89-290
which amended the Waste Reduetion Program to include a plan for
aegomplishing the EQC Order SW-WR-89-01; and

WHEREAS, Metro conducted ‘a study'of existing'rate
incentives and submitted a report to the Department of
Env1ronmenta1 Quality (DEQ) in January 1991; and

WHEREAS, Both the DEQ and Metro Council requested that
additional_ana1y51s of rate 1ncent1ves be conducted by October 1,
1990; and Metro has completed euch analysis with review by the
Waste Reduction Subcommittee and the Solid Waste Policy

Committee; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council has adopted Ordinance No.

'884266, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, which

established the pelicy that Metro shall proyide fihancial support



for source separation programs, te produce’high-grade select
loads aﬁd to carry out other waste reductien programs; and

WHEREAS, The Waste Reductlon Chapter of the Regional
Solid Waste Management Plan, adopted by Ordinance No. 89=315,
states that Metro shall utlllze rate 1ncent1ves to encourage
.source separatlon of yard debrls and recovery of recyclable
materlals at material recovery facilities; and

WHEREAS, the transition in February 1991 to e
compietely weight-baeed fee sySteﬁ at Metro facilities presents
an opportunity. to improve the eurrent rate incentive related to
self-haul delivery of recyclables to tfansfer stations; and

WHEREAS, the installation of scales and conversion to
weight-basedvrateS‘at,one of the major'yard debris processofs and
the potential for sceles at the other major pfocessof presents an
opportunity to maximize.the use of tip fees at transfer stations
to encourage diversion of yard debris to processors; and

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive
- Officer for censideration and‘was'forwardedite the Council for

approval; now therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council approves the following
recommendations arrived at in the Analysis of Economic Incentives

‘to Increase Recycling:



1. That transfer and material processing stations be
designed [%e4%he—méxémum—ex%eﬁt—feasib}e] to provide
convenient drop-off of recyclables outside the weigh

scales for non-commercial haulers at no charge.

2. That solid waste disposal rates at Metro transfer

stations consider the following:

A. (5.02.025) By February 1, 1991, a recycling credit
of a minimum of $3.00 per load at existing
transfer stations for public haulers in cars and

pickups, and

B. (5.02.070) By February 1, 1991, a special yard

debris rate at transfer'stations, [Pased-on

éispesal—eests;] that is expected to be less than

the fee for waste but more than the fee charged at

private yard debris processors, and

c. (5.02.045(d)).By July 1, 1991, franchised high
grade material recovery centers must market 30% of-
their delivery tonnage in order to be eligible for

the User Fee waiver, and

D. (5.02.080) By July 1, 1991, the post-collection
recycling incentive shall be'eiiminated.

3. In order to minimize the residual waste from the Mass



Compost Facility, Metro and Riedel shall discuss means
to identify and encourage haulers to establish special
collection methods that enable more food ‘waste to be

delivered to the Compost Facility.

4. SoliGIWaste.Departmént staff shall develbp a proposal
fdr,a loan program to‘be jointly administered by Metro
»and the Portland Development Commission thaﬁ would fund
.recydlingfbusineSSes unable to get 100% cénventional

financing.

5. The Local Government Waéte Reduction Program shall be
‘modified as shown in Attachment A to include levelized
collection rates (the per-can charge for each

additional can is constant).

6. Metro staff shall conduct [periedie] yearlz.reviews‘of
economic incentives in order to evaluate the
effectiveness of current incentives and opportunities

for new incentives.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Métropolitan Service

District this _ day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

TP:jC
November 21, 1990
INCENT\SW901337 .RES
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SUMMARY: RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERATOR INCENTIVES
1. Self-Haul Recycling at Transfer Stations
a. Provide convenient drop-off of recyclables at no charge. Weight-based fee sys19m
provides incentive to separate recyclables. Recycling credit of $3.00 is given to all
customers who bnng recyclables to existing facilities.

b. Same as a. but at Metro South and Metro East haulers have option of crosslng scales
twice in order to drop off heavy recyclables prior to weighing of waste.

c. Do not provide free drop off. Appfy full tip fee on all material delivered 1o transfer
. stations to encourage use of curbside and private depotg.

2, Volume-Based Collection Rates With Minl-Can Service.
a. Charge for each additional can is constant (levelized rates).

b. rer-can charge increases with each additional can. Exermptions are provided for large
amilies.

HAULER INCENTIVES
3. Diverslon of 30urco-Separatod Yard Debris from Metro Faclitties
a. Apply full tip fee at Metro facilities to provide maximum incentive for delivery 1o private
yard debtis processors.: Transfer stations recover clean yard debris for delivery to
processors.

b. A "three-tier" rate structure in which the yard debris fee at transfer stations Is less than
the fee for waste but more than the yard debris fee at private processors.

4. .Recycling "Rebates” for Haulers -

Metro increases the tip fee to create a fund to pay haulers on a per ton basis for

material collected and marketed.
5. Routing of Food Waste to the MSW Compost Facllity '
Metro and Riedel establish a tip fee incentive that encourages haulers to create special
collection routes for hlgh-organic loads.
6. Recovery of Construcﬂonmemollﬁon Debrls
a. Local governments increase disposal fees at out-of-reglon llmned-purpose landfills to
levelize fees facilities.
b. Utilize Metro's flow control authority and franchises to dlven material from landfills to
recovery facilities.
PROCESSOR INCENTIVES

7. Supporf of Commerclal Mixed-Waste Paper Collection Programs
a. Increase the per ton payment of the existing $2 per ton incentive.

b, Eliminate existing $2 per ton Incentive because it is not effective.
¢. Financlal suppo‘rt Is provided to private processors so that collection programs are

- notinterrupted during market downturns. Payments are based on tonnage marketed. . .

Payments decrease as the market improves.

8. User Fee Walver
a. Maintain current fee waiver but establish a minimum recovery level 1o determine
eligibility for walvers.

'b. Make the current user fee walver at high-grade faciliies dependant on the facility’s

recovery level. '
9. Recycling Crodlts for Non-Profit Charitable Organizations
10.Loan Program

Loan program to fund recycling businesses unabile to get 100% convenbonal financing.
- Program administered jointly by Portland Development Commission and Metro.

RECOMMENDATIONS
DO NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENT

DO'NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENT
DO NOT IMPLEMENT

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENT

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENT

DEFER TO PROCUREMENT OF
SPECIAL WASTE SYSTEM

DEFER TO PROCUREMENT OF
SPECIAL WASTE SYSTEM

DO NOT IMPLEMENT
IMPLEMENT
DO NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENT -
DO NOT IMPLEMENT
IMPLEMENT -

RESEARCH

- Analysis of Economic Incentives to Incresae Recycling
Summary

November 20, 1990
~Pagel



SUMMARY: IMPLEMENTATION

GENERATOR INCENTIVES
1. Self-Haul Recycling at Transfer Stations
a. Provide drop-off of recyclables at no charge. Weight-based fee
system provides incentive to separate recyclables. Recycling
credit of $3.00 is given to all customers who bring recyclables to
existing facilities .

b. Same s a. but at Metro South and Metro East haulers have
option of crossing scales twice in order to drop off heavy
recyclables prior to weighing of waste.

c. Do not provide free drop off. Apply full tip fee on all material
_delivered to transfer stations to encourage use of curbside and
private depots.. .

2. Volume-Based Collection Rates With Mini-Can Service
a. Charge for each additional can is constant (levelized rates).

b. Per-can charge increases with each additional can (variable
rates). » Exemptions are provided for large families.

HAULER INCENTIVES

3. Diverslon of Source-Separated Yard Debris from Metro Faclllties '
a. Apply full tip fee at Metro facilities to provide maximum incentive -

for delivery to private yard debris processors. Transfer stations
recover clean yard debris for delivery to processors.

- b. A"three-tler” rate structure in which the yard debris fee at transfer
stations is less than the fee for waste but more than the yard
debris fee at private processors.

4, Recycling "Rebates” for Haulers
Metro increases the tip fee to create a fund to pay haulers on a
per ton basis for material collected and marketed.

. Routing of food Waste to the MSW Compost Facllity .
Metro and Riedel establish a tip fee incentive that encourages
haulers 1o create special collection routes for high-organic loads.

o

6. Recovery of Construction/Demollition Debris
‘a. Local governments Increase disposal fees at out-of-region
limited-purpose landfills to levelize fees with recovery facilities.

b. Utllize Metro's flow control authority and franchises to divert
material h'om landfills to recovery 1acmt|es

PROCESSOR INCENTIVES
7. Support of Commerclal Mixed-Waste Paper Collectlon Programs
a. Increase the per ton payment of the existing $2 per ton incentive.

'b. Eliminate éxisting $2 per ton incentive becauss it is not effective.

c. Financlal support Is provided to private processors so that .

collection programs are not interrupted during market downturns.
Payments are based on tonnage marketed. Payments decrease
as the market improves.

8. User Fee Walver
a. Maintain cument fee waiver ‘but establish a minimum recovery
level to determine eligibility for waivers.

b. Make the cumrent user fee walver at high-grade facilities
dependant on the facllity’s recovery level.

9. Recycling Credits for Non-Profit Charitable Organizations

10. Loan Program
Loan program to fund recycling businesses unable to get 100%
conventional financing. Ten-year program administered jointly
by Portland Development Commission and Metro.

TARGET
DATE

FY90/91 -

FY90/91

Fy$1/92

FY91/92

FY94/95

FY84/95

FY91/92

FY91/92

FY90/91

ACTION "
REQUIRED

DO NOT IMPLEMENT -
AMEND METRO CODE

CHAPTER 5.02 (SOLID
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

. DO NOT IMPLEMENT

MODIFY LOCAL
GOVERNMENT WORK PLAN

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

DO NOT IMPLEMENT
AMEND METRO CODE

CHAPTER 5.02 (SOLID
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

METRO AND RIEDEL
DISCUSSIONS

" DEFER TO PROCUREMENT

OF SPECIAL WASTE
SYSTEM

DEFER TO PROCUREMENT
OF SPECIAL WASTE
SYSTEM

DO NOT IMPLEMENT
AMEND METRO CODE - -~
CHAPTER 5.02 (SOLID '
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

AMEND METRO CODE
CHAPTER 5.02 (SOLID

. WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

IMPLEMENTED

" (ORDINANCE No. 90-362)

LOAN PROGRAM
PROPOSAL

‘ Analysxs of Economic Incentives to Incrcasc Recycling
Snmmary

November 20, 1990
Page 2



INTRODUCTION

This study evaluates economic incentives that could be used to encourage additional
recycling in the Portland metropolitan region. The objectives of the study are to determine
the advantages and disadvantages of each option and provide technical data related to each
incentive. This draft report has been reviewed by the Metropolitan Service District (Metro)
staff and Metro’s Policy and Waste Reduction Committees during August and September
1990. The resolution attached to this report will be presented to the Metro Council for

- consideration during October 1990. .

The following sections are iﬁcluded in this report:

. 0. Background Information. Legislation and ordinances that create statutory authority
and responsibilities of Metro and local governments are outlined. Their relevance to
recycling economic incentives is discussed.

o Description of Incentives. The advantages and disadvantages of each option are
outlined. ”

o Technical Data When possible, the new recycling that would result from each
incentive is estlmated

Incentives Included In This Study

- 1. Self-haul recycling at transfer stations. Three options are considered: (a) Provide
convenient drop-off of recyclables at no charge. Welght-based fee system provides
incentive to separate recyclables. Recycling credit of $3.00 is given to all customers
who bring recyclables to exlstmg facﬂmes, (b) Same as (a) but at Metro South and "
Metro East haulers have option of crossing scales twice in order to drop off heavy
recyclables prior to weighing of waste; and (c) Do not provide free drop off. Apply
full t1p fee on all material delivered to transfer stations to encourage use of curbside
and private depots.

2. Volume-based collection rates with mini-can service. Two optlons are considered:
(a) The collection charge established by local governments is constant for each
additional can (levelized rates), and (b) The per-can charge increases with each
additional can (varlable rates). Exemptions are provided for large families.

3. Dzverszon of source-separated yard debris from Metro facilities. Two optlons are
considered: (a) Apply full tip fee at Metro facilities to provide maximum incentive for
delivery to private yard debris processors. Transfer stations recover clean yard debris
for delivery to processors, and (b) A "three-tier" rate structure in which the yard

Analysis of Economic Incennves to Incrcasc Rccyclmg ' ' November 20, 1990
Introductxon . , Page 3




debris fee at transfer statxons is less than the fee for waste but more than the yard
debris fee at private processors. :

4. Recycling "rebates" for haulers. Metro raises tip fees in order to make payments to
haulers based on the amount of recyclables they collect and market.

5. Routing of food waste to the Mumczpal Solid Waste (MSW) Compost Facility. Dlsposal
of residual material could be reduced if haulers deliver loads with a high proportion
- of organic material (food waste) to the compost facility, Metro and Riedel could
discount the tip fee for loads that meet desired specifications. This reduction in the
amount of residue would increase compost sales for Riedel.

6. Recovery of Construction and Demolition Debris. Two options to divert -
construction/demolition debris from landfills to recovery facilities are considered:
(a) Local governments increase disposal fees at out-of-region limited-purpose landfills.
This would eliminate the rate differential that causes recoverable material from the
Metro region to flow to these out-of-region limited-purpose landfills instead of to in-
region processing centers; and (b) Utilize Metro’s flow control authority to divert
material from landfills to recovery facilities.

7. Support of Mixed Waste Paper Collection Programs Three Optlons are considered:
(a) Increase the per ton payment of the existing $2. 00/ton incentive; (b) Eliminate
existing $2. 00/ton incentive because it is not effective; and (c) Financial support is
provided to private processors so that collection programs are not interrupted during
market downturns. Payments are based on tonnage marketed. Payments decrease as
the market improves. :

8. User fee waivers. Two modifications in the current fee waiver for facilities that
accomplish recycling as a primary objective: (a) Maintain the current fee waiver but
“establish a minimum recovery level to determine eligibility for waivers; and (b) Make
the current user fee waiver at hlgh-grade facilities dependent onthe facility’s recovery
level.

9. Recycling Credits for Non-Profit Charitable Organizations. Metro would provide --
recycling credit for qualified organizations that prepare donated goods for re-use or
recycling.

10.Loan Program Loan program to fund recycling businesses unable to get 100%
conventional financing. - Ten-year program administered jointly by Portland
Development Commission and Metro. ‘

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling : November 20, 1990
Introduction . ' . Page 4



‘Evaluation Criteria

0

Recycling/Waste Reduction. The incentive promotes the recycling of material that, in "
the absence of the incentive, would be landfilled. An incentive that results in a shift
of recyclables among programs (e.g. from curbside and depot systems to transfer
stations) would not produce the desired result.

Equity. The incentive should be fair and equitable. This includes a fair
apportionment of costs among different groups.

o Acceptability. The incentive must be acceptable to local governments Metro, haulers,

processors, and the community. At best, the incentive would provide alternative
choices for the generator and hauler. There should be no adverse market impacts.

Implemeniation. The incentive is understandable, requires minimal administration,
and poses no major operational problems.

Rate Effects. The incentive is in agreement with the rate setting policies of local
governments and Metro. .

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recyclmg / , November 20, 1990
Introduction , Page 5



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In order to evaluate economic incentives it is necessary to understand fundamental
authorities, responsibilities and constraints.

Statutory Authority

Planning

Disposal

Rate-setting

Components

Metro’s functmnal planmng authonty, delineated in ORS 268.390, enables

- Metro to prepare and adopt functional plans and recommend or require

that plans of cities and counties within the Metro boundary be consistent
with these functional plans. The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
(RSWMP) has been adopted as a functional plan and therefore local
comprehensive plans must be consistent with its provisions re]atmg to

~ waste management and waste reduction.

Respon51b1hty for solid waste disposal is defined in ORS 268.317. Metro’s
authority encompasses rate-setting, franchising, flow control and other
regulatory authorities. These powers can be used to influence waste

“reduction levels by establishing needed waste reduction facilities, setting

rates that encourage waste reduction or by controlling the amounts and
types of waste going to various facilities.

The authority to establish, maintain and amend rates for disposal, transfer
and resource recovery sites or facilities is outlined in ORS 268.317. In
addition, ORS 268.515 provides that "a district may impose and collect
service or user charges in payment for its services or for the purposes of
financing the planning, design, engmeenng, construction, operation,
maintenance, repalr and expansion of facilities, equlpment systems or
1mprovements

Disposal Rates

Disposal rates are set by Metro Council and adopted as Title V, Chapter 2
of the Metro Code following an annual rate analysis and recommendations
by Solid Waste staff. Staff recommendations are based on projected

operating costs that are derived from projected waste flow data. Rates are

set to cover operational and fixed costs.

Metro s Solid Waste Department administers three basic fee components
which cover specific system expenses:

0 The Base Disposal Rate pays for the transportation and disposal of
waste at St. Johns Landfill and Columbla Rldge Landfill in Gilliam
County.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling November 20, 1990
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' Suroharges

Constraints

Recycling

Haulers

0 The User Fee, which is collected on all wastes generated in the

: region, pays the cost of solid waste programs that are indirectly
related to disposal system and transfer station operation. This
includes management, administration, engineering and planning, and
implementation of Waste Reduction programs. As of July 1990, the
"User Fee has been modified to a two-tiered approach that is lower -
at non-Metro facilities and higher at Metro facilities in order to
recover higher fixed costs at Metro facilities. Tonnage recovered at
material recovery facilities are currently exempt from the User Fee.

o The Regional Transfer Charge is assessed on both commercial and
publicly-hauled tonnage at general-purpose disposal sites. Revenues
pay the cost of operating Metro’s transfer and material recovery
system.,

Surcharges include mitigation fees for neighborhood rehabilitation and
enhancement at landfill and transfer stations. An addmonal surcharge is
imposed by DEQ.

Metro is obligated by ordinance to set rates that cover the cost of system
operations and debt service. Metro is further constrained by how rates are
set for principal recyclables ORS 459,190 states that _aLes_a_t_d_ngsa_l_mgs
m high rf r ¥ material 1 si n for
was '

Collection

Cities and counties have responsibility for solid waste collection in the
Portland Metropolitan region. Collection service is provided by private
haulers who are regulated by local governments. When assessing potential
economic incentives it is important to clarify the role of cities and countles
in setting collection rates. :

Cities and counties are required by state statute to ensure that the
opportunity to recycle is provided. Specific local government
responsibilities to carry out the Opportunity to Recycle Act are identified

‘in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP and include ensuring that

curbside collection is provided to customers requesting recycling service,
promotion and education programs, and preparation of recycling reports
(wasteshed reports).

Local governments have designated refuse haulers as responsible for

providing recycling collection programs required under the Opportunity to
Recycle Act..

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling November 20, 1990
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Agreements

Statutes

Statutes

Existing
Incentives

In franchised areas, the i‘ecycling requirement is contained in the language
of refuse hauling franchises. In the City of Portland, haulers are requlred
by ordinance to provxde recycling collection.

Collection rates

Clackamas and Washmgton Counties regulate haulers through franchise
agreements that give haulers the exclusive right to collect refuse in distinct
service areas. Franchise agreements are also employed in some cities in
Multnomah County. However, the City of Portland and umncorporated
areas of Multnomah County do not have franchised service areas but
instead issue permits that require haulers to meet service standards. This

- approach results in competitive, unregulated collection rates.

ORS 459.200 (8), which outlines collection rate-setting responsibilities of
cities and counties, states that rates shall allow the franchisee to recover
the additional costs of providing the opportunity to recycle, at a minimum
level or required by statute or at a higher level de51gnated by the city or
county. ORS 459.200 (9) gives cities and. counties the option of providing
alternatlves to rates as a means of funding the opportumty to recycle.

Waste Reduction

ORS 459.250 requires that a place for source-separated recyclables be:
located either at the disposal site or another location more convenient to
the population being served. Cities with a population of 4,000 or more
must also provide, at a minimum, monthly collection of recyclable
materials for their collection customers. An alternative method may be
used if approved by DEQ. :

Metro presently employs several economic incentives to encourage

. participation in waste reduction efforts. These include payments of $2/ton

for recycled mixed waste paper; a reduced rate for source-separated yard
debris delivered to the St. Johns Landfill; a discounted disposal fee to
self-haulers who bring recyclables to disposal facilities; and waiver of the
Metro User Fee at material recovery facilities. An analysis of the
effectiveness of these incentives is included in this report.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recyclmg : November 20, 1990
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DESCRIPTION OF INCENTIVES

Incentive #1

" Self-Haul Delivery of Recyclables to Transfer Stations

Existin em

Metro currently charges a flat fee for the disposal of self-hauled loads. A discount is
given to self-haulers who bring in source-separated recyclables along with their garbage.
The discount is given for a minimum of 1/2 cubic yard (three grocery bags) of
recyclables according to the following schedule:

Minimum charge without recyclables $15
2 1/2 cubic yards of garbage with recyclables $10
2 cubic yards of garbage with recyclables $8
"1 1/2 cubic yards of garbage with recyclables $6
1 cubic yard of garbage with recyclables $4

Any of the materials normally included in curbside programs Qualify for the discount.

There are several difficulties with providing a disposal discount such as the one currently.
used. First, determining whether a self-hauler has the minimum 1/2 cubic yard of
- recyclables necessary to qualify for a discount is highly subjective. Second, the necessity
of keeping loads covered during transport, coupled with the need to expedite the flow of
- traffic through the scalehouse during peak hours, make an "honor system" necessary in -
- which self-haulers are simply asked whether they have source-separated recyclables
present difficulties. Repeat self-haulers quickly learn that an affirmative response results
. in a discount. Disposal disc_ounts also create an artificial and transferable value for
recyclables. The result is an incentive to acquire recyclables to use as money to pay
disposal fees at the transfer station. These could be recyclables that the self-hauler had
acquired from someone else.

Metro will soon install a new truck scale at the Metro South Transfer Station and begin
weighing self-haul loads. Self-haul loads at the Metro East Transfer Station will also be

weighed. This raises the question of how rate incentives for recycling should work after

the switch from a flat fee system to a weight based system for self-haul.

Analysis of Economlc Incentives to Increase Recycling Novcmbcr 20, 1990
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lysis of R les Per Tri

The tonnaées delivered to Metro South Station and St. Johns Landfill during 1989 and

1990 are shown below.

Metro South Transfer Station St. Johns Land6ill

Delivery Delivery

(lons) o ) (tons)

% %

Month | 19s9| 1990| Change Month | 1989] 1990| Change
JAN 212 181 asx| . JAN 2| & 52%
FEB 1ss| 17a]  13m FEB NI 9%
MAR | 24| 226] 3% MAR st 76| 1esx
APR 56| 28] 9% APR s] e 20%
MAY | 292] 224 .23% MAY 70| 73 4%
JUN 27| 23] 2% JUN s4| .1 50%
L 298 ) JuL s0
AUG | 294 AUG “
SEP 22 seP | e
ocT 278 : ocT 49
NOV | 209 NOV 6s
DEC | 257 DEC 4

To provide free drop-off of recyclables the discount in tip fee would need to be equal to
the weight of recyclables. One approach would be to base the discount on an estimate
of the average weight of recyclables in discounted loads.

Past data was used to make this estimate. For April 1990 at Metro South, the cash
transaction records were used to determine (1) the total number of self-haul.trips, and
(2) the number of self-haul trips that claimed the discount. These data are shown in the
following figure. Comparisons could also be made for other months and for St. Johns
‘Landfill, but it requires entering data that has not been computerized until now.

800
8§00
400
300
200
100

Number of Charges Per Day
700

S e I s S e e S AL S S
1 8 &§ 7 9 1 1B 15 17 19 21 23 28 27 29
’ April 1990

l =+ WITH RECYCLABLES =% TOTAL SELF-HAULJ
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Waste Management provides monthly tonnages of recovered material that is marketed.
This tonnage for April was combined with the trlp data to get an average weight of
recyclables per discounted trip as follows:

Total Self-Haul Trips ; 8,651 trips

Self-Haul Trips With Discount - : . 2,585 trips

Total Tons Recovered 8 , 241 tons

Total Pounds Recovered . L 482,000 pounds
Adjustments:

. -10% for recyclables from pure loads - -48,000 pounds
- 5% for recyclables from self-haulers - -24,000 pounds

who don’t claim the discount o L '

-20% for recovery by Waste Management - -96,000 pounds

Pounds delivered with discounted fee .' 314,000 pounds

AVERAGE POUNDS PER DISCOUNTED TR'IP' 121 pounds
AVERAGE TIP FEE VALUE OF RECYCLABLES  $3.30

NOTE: (1) - Total tons recovered includes glass (8.65 tons), newspaper (26.39 tons), tin
(141.52 tons), ferrous (48.23 tons) and corrugated (16.09 tons), but
excludes apphances appliance stnppmgs blcycles lawn mowers, oil,

- batteries, and tlres :

(2) The 10% adjustment is for self-haulers who brmg just recyclable matenal
_to the transfer station without any waste. .

3) " The 5% adjustment is for self-haulers who dehver both recyclables and
waste but don’t take the dlscount

(4) The 20% adjustment is for recovery of glass, newspaper, tin, ferrous, and
corrugated from mixed waste by Waste Management workers.

An estimate of 121 Ibs/trip can be compared to curbside collection programs. Good

- curbside programs collect 70-80 Ibs/participating household/month of mostly glass, tin,
and newspaper. Excluding ferrous from the 121 1Ibs per discounted self-haul trip gives a
weight of about 97 lbs.

This appears reasonable if it is assumed that (1) self-haulers deliver r'ecyclables'to_
transfer stations that would have otherwise been put out curbside, and (2) self-haulers -

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Incrcasc Recyclmg : November 20, 1990
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come to the transfer station about once every 4-5 weeks. Note that the current rate
structure encourages self-haulers to come as infrequently as possible (4 weekly trips with
- -1 cubic yard of garbage with recyclables costs a total of $16; 1 monthly tnp with the
same amount of garbage and recyclables costs $10)

Given the densities of recyclables (glass (whole)=700 Ibs/cubic yard, newspaper
(stacked) =500 Ibs/cubic yard, tin cans (uncrushed) =150 Ibs/cubic yard), 97 Ibs of a
mixture of these materials would be about .3 cubic yards or a cubic volume with
dimensions of 2 feet on a sxde This is less than the .S cubic yard required for the
existing incentive,

If rates are to be estabhshed based on this type of analysis, it would be helpful 1f self- .
© haul loads were periodically sampled to check the weight of recyclables. As curbside .
programs become more effective, the amount of recyclables delivered to transfer stations

may decrease and the discount would need to be adjusted.

If the objective is to provide free drop off of recyclables for the "average" self-hauler, the
discount would need to be around $3/trip.

. Possible New Action

Note: A detailed discussion of alternatives specific to Metro South Station is given in
Attachment A. Three of the most likely alternatives that are relevant to the regional
system are described below.

' Altemative 1. Convenient drop-off of recyclables is p'rovided at transfer stations at no
charge. Weight-based fee system provides incentive to separate recyclables. A recycling
credit of $3.00 is given to all customers who bring recyclables to existing facilities.

Alternative 2, Samie as the first alternative with the addition of giving haulers with
recyclables the option of crossing the scales twice in order to drop off recyclables prior
- to weighing of garbages. Haulers would decide whether they want to accept the

- standard $3.00 discount or make two tnps through the facility.

Alternative 3. Free drop oﬂ' is not provided at transfer stations. The full tlp fee is
applied to all material delivered to transfer stations to provide the maximum possible
encouragement for use of curbside and private collection depots.

Alternatives 1 and 2 make recyclmg convenient for those who choose not use curb51de
collection or do not have easy access to established recycling depots. However, they
have several disadvantages. As with the current system, recyclables could be

diverted from curbside and other collection programs without causing any new recycling.
Haulers could simply take recyclables that would have otherwise been recycled through
one of these other programs to the transfer station in order to get the discount.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling | ' November 20, 1990
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Alternative 3 encourages use of curbside collection and private depots. A clear signal is
given to haulers that the best way to avoid high tip fees is reduce the amount of waste
they deliver to transfer stations. However, the tip fees may not be high enough to
create an adequate incentive. With a disposal fee of $55/ton, there would be a $2.75
savings for every 100 pounds of reyclables. .

Alternative 3 also depends on convenient alternatives to transfer stations being available
for self-haul residents. While this is the case for most, there is a small percentage of
rural residents who do not have convenient alternatives to transfer stations.

- Recommendation

Implement Alternative 2. Metro policy shall be that transfer and material processing .-
stations are designed to the maximum extent feasible to provide convenient drop-off of
recyclables for non-commercial haulers at no charge. Requires amendment of Metro
Code 5.02 (Solid Waste Disposal Fees). At existing facilities customers have the option
of accepting a standard $3.00 discount in tip fee or crossing the scales twice to deposnt
-recyclables prior to weighing of garbage.

Regional Regyclmg Level Impact

Alternative 2 provides an incentive similar to what exists in the current rate structure. It
- is expected that the tonnage currently being recovered at disposal facilities will be

- maintained if the recommendation is implemented. It is not hkely that a sxgmficant '
amount of new recychng will take place because of this incentive.

Tip Fee Impact

On the average, customers will not pay the tip fee for recyclables they deliver to transfer
stations. The full fee would still be assessed against waste in their load. Therefore,
there should be impact on the tip fee if alternative 2 is implemented.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling S ~ November 20, 1990
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Incentive #2

Volume-Based Collection Rates With Mini-Can Service

Local governments reSpon51ble for establishing collection rates can use volume-based
rates with a mini-can service to create one of the most direct economic incentives for
encouraging waste reduction. :

Existing stlgm

 Most residents of the Metro region are offered collection service on a volume basis.
However, relatively few are offered a service level at less than one full can. As:a result;
the collection rates do not serve as an economxc incentive to those who are already at a
one-can level. .

Existing rates in the Metro region are at most levelized, such that the charge for each
additional can is constant. A stronger incentive for waste reduction could be created by
increasing the per can charge for each additional can.

~ 'Metro recently conducted a household survey to determine the current level of

household waste generation. The survey will include approximately 5,000 households.
Results shown below are based on the 1,943 households that have been sampled to date.

Cans Per Week  Number of Households  Percent of Households

0.0 , 22 1.13%
0.5 . ' . 325 ' 16.73%
1.0 -~ 1,206 62.07%
2.0 - 317 ' 16.31% -
3.0 - 52 2.68%
4.0 : 10 . 0.51%
5.0 4 0.21%
6.0 3. : 0.15%

70 4 C021%

Approximately 18% of the households surveyed produced less than one can of waste
each week. Of these households, 7% produced no waste for disposal.

For the purpose of predlctmg the potential new dlversmn of mini-can rates were
implemented region-wide, it is assumed that the 18% of the households that generate
less than one can of waste are either paymg for one-can service or are not subscribing to
commercxal collection services.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling : - November 20, 1990
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If the response to mini-cans is similar to what has occurred in Seattle, 30% of
households would subscribe. Assuming that 18% would be the households currently
producing less than one can, the remaining 12% would most likely be households
currently producing one can or more. Total potential diversion from just the mini-can
rate is shown below.

The potential new diversion is approximately 17,000 tons each year. This is 1.4% of the
1,171,500 tons of all waste pro;ected to be dxsposed in 1990 and 4.7% of the 363,000
tons of resxdentlal waste.

1. Expected participation rate for 1-can housebolds of 20% assumes 30% of all bousedolds will participate.
2. Curreat cans/hhAWk is based on preliminary results of 1990 Metro Survey.

3. Potential diversion is based oz s mini-can volame of 19 gallons.

" 4. Poteatial new diversion assumes 32 gallon cans weight 35 pousds and 19 galloa cans weigh 23 pouds (10% lnghet dcnslty)

'S. Households are single-family dwellings is the ci-eouty ares..

‘ Estimated Expected
Current . Percentof  [Estimated |Household |Expected |[Potential  {New New
Generation |Al . Number of |Participation | Participating | Diversion  [Diversion  |Diversion
(cans/hh/wk) {Households  |Households |(%) Households |(cans/hh/wk) | (cans/hh/wk) | (tons/year)
0 - 113% 4,238 100% 4,238 0 0 ]
0.5 16.73% 62,738 100% 62,738 0 0 ]
1 62.07% 232,763 20% 45,525 0.4 18,495 16,830
2 1631% 61,163 0% 0 14 0 0
3 2.68% 10,050 0% 0 24 0 0
4 0.51% 1,913 0% 0 IVIE 0 0
5 0.21% 788 - 0% 0| 4.4 0 0
6 0.15% 563 0% 0 54 0 0
7 0.21% 788 0% 0 - 6.4] 0 0
Total 100% | 375,000 112,500 18,495 16,830
NOTES: .
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Possible New Ag;ig'

Though Metro has no dxrect respon51b111ty in setting collection rates, recommendatlons
can be made as part of the Local Government Work Plan. The current Plan states- that

"Each local government shall develop a rate structure that prov1des an incentive to
reduce waste. The rate structure. shall specrfy hlgher per unit disposal charges for higher
volume setouts. This includes: (1) a mini-can option for which the disposal charge per
unit volume for a mini-can is less than the disposal charge per unit volume for a
standard 32 gallon can, or (2) a weight based disposal rate that makes use of a sliding
rate scale such that the disposal charge per unit of weight is less for garbage setouts of
lesser weight than for garbage setouts of greater weight. The disposal rate for two 32
gallon cans or a single 60 gallon can shall be at a higher charge per unit volume than
for one 32 gallon can. The disposal rate for a third can or for a single 90 gallon can
shall be at a higher charge per unit volume than for two cans or a single 60 gallon can".

Alternative 1. Modify the Local Government Work Plan to recommend that the per unit
disposal charge for high-volume service is equal to or greater than the per-unit charge
for low-volume service. v

Alternative 2. Maintain the higher per unit disposal rates for higher volumes (or
weights) recommended in the Local Government Work Plan with the addition of
exemptions for large families.

There are risks associated with 1mplementmg Altematlve 2 throughout the region at the
present time. Higher rates for extra service could create an incentive for reducing waste
by both illegal and legal means. Presumably, the availability of convenient recycling
programs will help minimize 1llegal dumping.

Convenient collection of recyclables is not presently available throughout the region.
The risks of illegal dumping could be minimized if local governments wait to implement
Alternative 2 until after weekly curbsrde collection is offered with containers provided.

Recommendation

Implement Alternative 1. Local govemments have the option of estabhshmg a constant
per unit disposal charge. After weekly curbside collection with containers is provided,
re-evaluate the proportion of residents with different levels of service. If convenient
collection plus levelized rates have not reduced waste, then reconsider Alternative 2.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recyclmg ' _ November 20, 1990
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Regional Recycling Level Impact

If the response is similar to what has occurred in Seattle, the region-wide availablity of
mini-cans could increase the regional recycling level by about 1%. Response to variable

- per-unit volume rates is difficult to predict. While some areas have reported significant

reductions in waste, West Linn has found that the percentage of households subscribing
to different levels of service was not affected by a change to a levelized rate structure.

' Tip Fee Im

No impact on Metro’s fees.

Analysxs of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling November 20, 1990
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Incentive #3

Diversion of Source-Separated Yard Debris from Metro Facilities

A significant portion of waste delivered to Metro South Station and St. Johns Landfill is
yard debris. In order to reach regional recycling goals, diversion of yard debris is
necessary. The Regional Yard Debris Plan (June 1990) states that Metro shall
"Establish an effective diversion program which results in yard debris getting to regional
- yard debris processors instead of dumped as mixed solid waste at drsposal facrhtles !

An effective diversion program would have two objectives:

(l)Dlversron of as much yard debris as possible directly to the private processors. If
- Metro is not going to build and operate a full-scale yard debris processing center, -

then support of private facilities is necessary for long-term enhancement of the
region’s yard debris recycling program.

(2)Recovery of yard debris that is delivered to transfer stations by providing separate
dumping areas with capacity for sortmg slightly contaminated loads to the extent
possible giving operational constraints.

The rate structure and operational plans at transfer stations should be consistent with
accomplishing these two objectives.

Existing System.

Current rates for disposal of mrxed waste at St. Johns Landfill are $48 per ton and $15
per trip for commercial and self-haul loads respectively. Rates for dehvery of source-

- separated yard debris to St. Johns Landfill are $25 per ton and $10 per trip for
‘commercial and self-haul loads.

A comparison of yard debris rates at processors and St. Johns Landfill is shown below.
Grimm’s and McFarlane’s are currently charging on a cubic yard basis. The per ton
rates dre estimated equivalents using 9:1 for loose cubic yards and 3:1 for compacted
cubic yards. .

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling ‘November 20, 1990
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St. Johns
Landfill

$10/trip
($36/ton)

Self-Haul

Commercial $25 Jton

Note: (1)

McFarlane’s ECRC

Grimm’s

$4/icy - $4/lcy $55/ton
($12/ton)

$3.50/lcy . $4/Icy $55/ton

($31.50/ton) ($36/ton)
$6.50/ccy  $4/ccy

~ ($19.50/ton) ($12/ton)

ley= loose cubic yards; ccy=compacted cubic yards

American
Container

$4/cy branches
$3/cy leaves, grass

$4/cy branches
$3/cy leaves, grass

(2) East County Recycling (ECRC) accepts only loads greater than 600

pounds.

(3) A special rate has recently been established for landscapers and
contractors of $3.50/lcy. Grimm’s has also provided a special rate of
$6.50/ccy for material in packer trucks.-

More than 90% of the yard debris delivered to Metro South Station and St. Johns
Landfill is loose rather than compacted. For most yard debris, therefore, the rate at
St. Johns Landfill is about $10/ton lower than the rate at the two major yard debris
processors, Grimm’s and McFarlane’s. At Metro South there is no discounted yard
debris rate and the tip.fee is about $20/ton higher than the rate at processors.

The source-separated yard debrls tonnage received at St. Johns Landfill durmg 1990 is

shown below.

®«30

~ 09

FT~30%

JAN FEB

"1900

Month

MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
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The geographic distribution of facilities that collect or process yard debris is shown on
the map on the following page. Unless new private facilities are developed, there will
be no major yard debris processors serving both self-haul and commercial haulers in the
northern part of the region after St. Johns Landfill closes in 1991.

Loose cubic yards received at the two major processors, Grimm’s and McFarlane's,
during 1989 and 1990 are shown below. | .

Grimm's Fuel Company . , McFarlane's Bark, Inc.

Received ‘ » Received
(cubic yards) : (cubic yards)
Month {1989 1990 - % Month 1989 1990 %
: Change | - : Change
JAN 8476) 13045] 54% ~[1aN 8579| 7575| -12%
FEB 5196| 5121 -1% FEB 3722 4735} 27%
MAR 10158 12418 2% ‘ MAR 5232| 10215 95%
APR 14405 12273 -15% APR -10038{ 11251 12%
MAY | 14819 11021 - -26% . - IMAY 10200| 11525 13%
JUN "15977] 12649 21% JUN 9094 11965 32% )
JuL 15004 JUL 8121
AUG 12224 AUG 7807
SEP 12583 SEP 7207
ocCT 8688 ocT 6722
NOV 13686 Nov 6116
DEC 10108 DEC 4756
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The percentage of yard debris in the waste delivered to Metro South and St. Johns
Landfill during 1989 is shown below. An estlmate is made of the potentially recoverable
portlon of this waste stream.

Metro Soufh St. Johns Landfill
. Total Waste Delivered to Facility (tons) 341,000 | ’ ' 393;200
Self-Haul (%) . 16% | ’ 10%
Commercial Drop Box (%) | 25% - 30%
 Self-Haul Waste (tons) 55,000 39,000
Commercial Drop Box Waste (tons) 85,000 117,960
‘Self-Haul Yard Debris (%) 10% . 10%
Commercial Drop.'Box Yérd Debris (%) 5% 5%
Self-Haul Yard Debris (tons) 550 3,900
~ Commercial Drop Box Yard Debris (‘tons) 4,500 - -, 4,700
Self-Haul R_ecoverabie Yard Debris (%) 80% 80%
Commercial Recovérable Yard Debris (%) 50%' | 50%
Self-Haul Recoverable Yafd 'Debris (tons) 4,000 _ -3,000
Commercial Recoverable Yard Debris (tons) 2,000 .2,000

Total Recoverable Yard Debris (tons) | 6,000 - 5,000 -

. Yard debris is 12.3% (42,000 tons annually) and 7.7% (30,000 tons annually) of all waste
delivered to Metro South and St. Johns Landfill, respectively. Most yard debris,
therefore, is in mixed waste loads such as from residential packer trucks. It is not likely
that thls yard debris can be effectively diverted by special tlp fees for yard debris.
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Bans on _Yard Debris-

" Banning yard debris is an alternative to using tip fee incentives to encourage source-
separation. Several states have implemented bans as shown below. ,

State Date Effective Yard Waste Banned Market Development Compliance
Connecticut nms Leaves only Preferential procurement for Measures under considerstion;
. - . recyclables that could includ f posalble under salid
F : yard waste wasts law
Florida 11192 (from lined land- Vegetative matter, includ- Suuund-nquh‘dubuy Via schievement of 30% state
; £ills oaly) ing stumps & branch ‘when cost- recycling goal! by 1994; yard
: evmpeuu'v- ‘waste can represent 15% of the
. 30% goal
1linois /1190 (ban on truckloads Al landscaping wasts, State wo king with Dept. of Enforcement action at landfill -
of leaves by 9/89 re- grass, laaves, tree trim-  Transportation on compost use ,
pealed) mings
Tows 1181 Not yet specified Agencies should give preferance to  Unannounced inspections st
: compost use in all land mainte- landfills
nance activities
Minnesota 1/1/90 for 7 county metroYard wasta, clippings, 1985 Exec. Order covers state use  Enforced at county level
ares; 1/192 for rest of  boughs, ste. of compost products; Waste Mngt. . ‘
state Act also requires market develop-
ment for compost
New Jersey 8/89 (Ban extended to  Leaves only All public lands must give prefer- Provisions svailable under Solid
year-round vs. only 9/1- ential procurement to compost Waste Mngt. Act to impowe fines;
12131), materials Lo eaforcement at landfills and
: transfer stations where permits -«
- don‘t allow acceptance of yard
waste
North Carolina  1/1/93 All yard trash Markset evalustion due by 3/91; .n
l'-lu uende- & local .wni .
to procure
eat-compmuvc & suitable lubcu
tute
Ohio 1/1/93 Leaves, grass, brush &  Assistance being evaluated for all Fipes; and need provision for yard
other woody bits recycled products, including waste composting in solid waste
. compost . mngt. plan to get state approval
and funding
Pennsylvanis 9126190 Leaf waste, inc. leaves, Pnfennud eolmdeluon touse - Non specific to leal waste ban but
garden residues & tree of - hani are svailabl
. trimmings but not inc. pubhc hnds
grass clippings
Wisconsin 1/1/93 (6 of 72 counties Lasaves, grass. small Communities’ responsibility No state mechanism

" . have bans in place}

woody bits under 6°

From: Yard Waste Composting. 1989. JG Press, Inc.

" Pr l‘

With the Existin

'Reasons that haulers take yard debris to disposal facilities instead of processors include:

(1) Processors have not had a weight based rate structure. 'Haulers have reported
that the equivalent per ton charge is sometimes much higher than at transfer
stations. A 20 cubic yard drop box containing one ton of yard debris could be
charged $70 to $80 at processors and only $55 at transfer stations.
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(2) Turn around time for commercial loads may be greater at processors than at
transfer stations because of less efﬁcnent traffic arrangements.

(3) Processors -may reject loads or assess penaltles for slightly contaminated loads
Haulers may not know what is in the bottom of drop boxes until the load is
emptied. Rather than risking penalties, they take the load to the disposal facility
and pass any higher cost of ‘disposal back to the generator

These kinds of problems are not likely to be solved with tip fee incentives. The long

term solution that will result in more yard debris diversion is to provide a convenient

. system of processors that have weight based rates and the capability of accepting slightly
contaminated loads. :

Possible New Actions

Alternative 1. Apply the full tip fee to yard debris delivered to Metro transfer stations
in order to create the maximum incentive for delivery of yard debris to private
processors. Transfer stations recover clean yard debris for delivery to processors.

Alternative 2, Create a "three-tier" rate structure in which the yard debris fee at transfer
stations is less than the fee for garbage but more than the yard debris fee at private
processors. Yard debris rates would be set by charging the disposal cost (to be
negotiated), the Regional Tier One User Fee (covering fixed costs), and the Regional

. Transfer Charge (covering facility operator costs). With the current rate structure, the
fees would be $35/ton at yard debris processors, about $45/ton for yard debris at
transfer stations, and $55/ton for mixed waste at transfer stations.

Alternative 1 is a better approach for accomplishing the first objective of an effective
diversion program: encouraging haulers to deliver yard debris directly to processors. The
larger the difference between yard debris fees at transfer stations and processors, the
greater will be the incentive for taking yard debris to processors.

If rate incentives were the only means to accomplish the second objectlve recovery of
yard debris delivered to transfer stations, Alternative 2 would be the better approach.
However, there are other approaches that can be used. Spotters and scalehouse
personnel can be used to direct mostly clean loads of yard debris to special dumpmg
areas within transfer stations. Combining Alternative 1 with new operational practices
at existing facilities would be most likely to accomplish both objectives of a diversion
program _ .

- Alternative 1 should also provide a greater incentive for the long-term development of
private processing capacity. If Metro maintains a discounted tip fee for yard debris
there will less incentive for businesses to start or expand yard debris processing capacity.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling ’ : November 20, 1990
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The effectiveness of Alternative 1 in causing haulers to deliver yard debris directly to
processors depends on two factors: (1) there must be a convenient system of yard debris
_processors available to most haulers in the region that serves as an alternative to
‘transfer stations, and (2) the differential between the transfer station fee (currently
$55/ton) and the fee at processors (currently $35/ton) must be enough to cause haulers
to switch from transfer stations to processors.

The convenience factor for many haulers includes a consistent wexght-based fee
structure. Haulers need to know what the savings will be if they deliver yard debris to
processors rather than to transfer stations. Using volume-based fees, as is currently the
case at the major processors, creates uncertainty that causes some haulgrs to deliver to-
transfer stations even though the tip fee is higher. One processor is installing scales and
the other major processor is looking at the possibility of scales.

. The rate differential must be maintained if Alternative 1 is to be effective. This may
mean that Metro would need to enter into-some type of agreement with processors that
would ensure that rate differentials are maintained. Metro staff is currently examining
this possibility.

Recommendations

(1) Implement Alternative 2, Metro creates a yard debris rate based on disposal costs
plus appropriate fixed costs. Requu'es amendment of Metro Code Chapter 5.02 (Solid

~ Waste Disposal Fees).

(2) Metro pursues options for eliminating the problems that cause haulers to choose not
to deliver yard debris to processors. This may include some form of regulation.

Regional Recycling Level Impact

The implementation of a yard debris rate that is less than the full tip fee but more than
the proecesors will result in new recovery at Metro South. Less yard debris may be
recovered at St. Johns than currently is with the $25/ton rate. However, some of this
potential loss will likely be compensated for by more direct deliveries to processors.

The new recovery at Metro South is likely to be greater than the decrease at St. Johns
(Metro East).  Therefore, the net effect of this recommendation should be an increase
in the régional recycling level. Based on the deliveries to St. Johns during the past year,
recovery rates may be about 100 tons/month at each facility.

Improvements in processmg facilities would have a much greater impact on the regional
recycling level. If such improvements resulted in recovery of half of the yard debris
currently being disposed, about 35,000 more tons would be recycled every year.

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling » : ~ November 20, 1990
Description of Incentives » A Page 25




Tip Fee Impact
If the rate for yai'd debris is-sufficient to cover the cost of processmé, theré should be no
impact on the rates charged for waste. If a disposal cost of $30/ton could be negotiated
for yard debris delivered to transfer stations, the rate structure would be as follows:
Disposal fee (negotiatable) | $30/ton |
Tier One User Fee (fixed costs) - $ 7/ton
Transfer Charge (faciliiy operator) _$7/ton
" TOTAL YARD DEBRIS RATE  $44/ton
This assumes tha.t DEQ charges éould be v\{aived on yard debris.
If the the disposal cost is higher than $30/ton, part of the user fee or transfer éharge |

. would have to be waived to maintain the rate near $45/ton. Fees on other tonnage
would need to be increased in order to collect sufficient revenue to cover expenses.
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Incentive #4

< Recycling Rebates for. Haulers

The current market value of recyclables does not cover the cost of collection and
marketing. Ratepayers must pay for the costs of establishing new collection programs.

Local governments could set collection standards and establish collection rates that
cover the costs of accomplishing the standards. An alternative used by some
governments (e.g. Lane County) has been to pay haulers on a per ton basis for materlal
collected and marketed. Revenue for such payments is generated by increased tip fees.:
‘Because tip fees are passed back to ratepayers, this incentive is an indirect way of
making sure collection rates are high enough to pay for the cost of collecting and
marketmg recyclables.

Existin tem

Local governments are responsible for settmg collection rates. In franchised areas of the
Metro region, collection rates include the cost of implementing recycling standards. The
changes being considered by the City of Portland would create standard and rates for
residential collection.

Possible New Acgign

Metro makes per ton payments to haulers for material collected and marketed by
haulers. Money for the incentive is generated from higher tip fees on waste disposed.

The major problem with this incentive is the potential inequities caused by demographic
variability. Regardless of effort on the part of haulers, the amount of recyclables
collected may vary among neighborhoods because of differences in the type of

.. businesses, household income, famlly size, education, and other factors that influence

waste generatlon and participation in recycling programs.

" One approach to reduce this inequity would be to base payments on the annual change
in tonnage marketed by a hauler. Tonnage marketed by each hauler durmg a base year
could be determined prior to 1mp1ement1ng the lncennve

ommendation

Do not implement. Instead, Metro encourages local governments to continue to improve
recycling standards and develop rate-setting processes that ensure that recycling costs
will be included in both residential and commercial rates. The Waste Reduction Sub-
Committee suggested that Metro re-evaluate this incentive in the future depending on

- the success of local government programs. ‘
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‘Regional Reycling Level Impact

The greatest potential for this type of incentive would be in commercial recycling. The
~ costs of residential recycling will be included in rates set by franchise collection areas.

- Haulers can not be assured of exclusive rights to commercial recyclables at a franchise -
rate. , .

An estimated 52% (624,000 tons) of all waste disposed in the region is from non-
residential generators. 35% (218,000 tons) of this waste is paper. If an incentive results
in recovery and marketing of even a relatively small portion of this tonnage, the impact
on the regional recycling level could be significant. .

' Tip Fee Impact

Approximately 135,000 tons of paper were recycled during 1989 from the non-residential

sector for an overall recycling level of 38%. If this increases to 50%, about 40,000 more

tons would be recycled. - If $50/ton payments were made for new recycling tonnage, the

;ot/al cost of the incentive would be $2 million and the tip fee increase would need to be
2/ton. ' '

Y
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" Incentive #5

~ Routing of Food Waste to the MSW Compost Facility

 Existing System

The tip fees at the MSW Compost Facility will include the cost of disposing residual
material. The residual waste is determined by the waste composition of loads delivered
to the facility. The "reference waste composition” used in the Service Agreement is:

Paper

Yard Debris

Wood

Food Waste

Diapers

Misc. Organic

Textiles

Fines

Plastics

Aluminum

Misc. Inorganics

Ferrous Metal

Nonferrous Metal
- Glass (recyclable)

Other

34.8%
9.9%

8.0%
8.8%
1.5%
6.7%

- 3.8%

2.0%
7.8%
0.9%
5.5%
6.0%
0.2%
3.6%
0.5%

Residual can be reduced if loads with higher organic contents than the above waste
composition are delivered to the Compost Facility. "Accomplishing this, however, may
require that haulers create special collection routes or make other changes in collection:
methods (e.g. providing a second container for food wastes). The avoided cost of

-disposal could be used to fund these changes.

Possible New Action

A fip fee incentive is established that encourages haulers to create special c.olle'ction
routes for high-organic loads that will be delivered to the Compost Facility.

Metro would offer the incentive without spec1fymg how haulers will accomphsh high-

organic loads.

The incentive may not be sufficient to pay the extra cost of establishing special
collection routes. The inspection of loads needed to determine eligibility would be

operationally difficult to accomplish.

Analysm of Economic Incentives to Increase Recyclmg
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‘Recommendation

.-Metro and Riedel negotnate an amendment to the Compost Facility Service Agreement
that creates an incentive for haulers to create specxal collection routes and dellver loads
with less residue.

Regional Recycling Level Impact

Without this incentive the annual delivery to the compost facility is expected to be
185,000 tons with a residual of 55,500 tons that will be landfilled. If this incentive
reduces the residual level to 10% of delivery tonnage, there would be a net increase in -
the regional recycling tonnage of about 37,000 tons. ‘A residual of 10% would be similar
to recovery levels at compost facilities with wet/dry collection systems and is probably
the best that could be expected using rate incentives to divert loads.

Tip Fee Impact

~ The incentive offered would not exceed the avoided cost of transporting and landifilling
residue. Therefore there should be no impact on Metro tip fees.
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" Incentive #6
Recovery of Construction/Demolition Debris

The 1989/1990 Waste Characterization Study estimated that construction and demolition
debris makes up 17% of all tonnage disposed in the Metro Region. Metro’s Special
Waste Project has concluded that a 51gmﬁcant portion of this waste is potentially
recyclable.

' Ex1§1mg System

~ There is no major facility capable of recovering a significant amount of the construction
- and demolition debris generated in the region. Instead, the material is being delivered
to transfer stations and landfills without recovery capacity.

Disposal fees at some landfills (e.g. Hillsboro Landfill) are low enough to cause haulers
to pay the extra transportation cost to deliver material to the landfills.

'Expansion of existing facilities or construction of new ones capable of handling
construction and demolition debris will occur in the near future. Diversion of
recoverable waste from landfills to recovery facilities could be accomphshed in several -
different ways.

Pgssiblg New Actions

Altematwe 1. Local governments increase dlsposal fees at out-of-reglon llmlted-purpose
“landfills to levelize fees with recovery facilities.

Alternative 2. Metro utilizes its flow control authority and franchise agreements to
divert recoverable material from landfills to recovery facilities.

- -Alternative 1 maintains haulers’ freedom of choice in selecting facilities for delivering
loads. However, it makes the rate-setting process more difficult because rates at
recovery facilities would need to be considered. There would need to be some way to
ensure that rate differentials are maintained.

Alternative 2 may be a more certain way of ach1evmg desired flow pattems However,
the it removes hauler flexibility.

The best approach will depend on the system that is being developed for recovering
construction/demolition debris. The need for flow control or special rates can not be
evaluated at present. _
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Recommendation
.~ :Defer.to the implementation stage of the Special Waste Project.
ional Recycling Level Imp:

Construction and demolition debris makes up 17% (192,000 tons) of all waste disposed
in the region. The potential impact on the regional recycling level is significant if a
portion of thls material can be recovered.

" Tip Fee Impact

Cannot be estimated at this time.
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Incentive #7
Support of Mixed Waste Paper Collection Programs

-+ Fluctuations in market prices have made it difficult to maintain consistent collection
programs for mixed waste paper in the Metro region. During the past few years, private
processors, haulers, Metro, local governments, and recycling groups have all been
actively working with commercial customers to establish special recycling programs for
mixed waste paper. Large offices have sometimes invested in special janitorial services.
Haulers have purchased new trucks and containers in order to service small generators
with special collection routes.

Market prices may create instability that makes it difficult to maintain these programs, -
- When processors stop accepting mixed waste paper or increase the tip fees they charge
‘because of low market prices, haulers cancel special collection routes. Both generators
and haulers may be less likely to re-establish collection programs if there is no assurance
that cancellations will not be repeated as the market price once again falls,

Metro and local governments could take several actions to help create stability in waste
paper collection programs. Some local governments in the region have considered
making commercial recycling services a requirement of hauler franchises. Any loss that.
haulers incur because of poor markets could be considered during the franchise rate-
setting process. '

Metro could accomplish the same objective by providing financial support to processors
when market prices are low. Processors would then be able to continue accepting
deliveries of mixed waste paper. While such support would help maintain program
stability, there are several risks. Poor market conditions could be made worse by
supporting continued collection when prices are low. Source-separation may also be
discouraged by such an incentive.

Existing System

Metro currently offers a $2 paymenf to processors for each ton of mixed paper
recovered form loads of 50% to 79% mixed paper. Mixed paper is defined as

"uncontaminated, recyclable paper exclusive of newspaper and cardboard". The payment

is offered regardless of market price. -

The existing incentive has been ineffective. Even those processors who are eligible for
the incentive have not applied for payment.

“An example of the instability caused by market prices, and the ineffectiveness of the
current incentive, is demonstrated by the recent experience of the Oregon Processing
and Recovery Center. The following chart is the regional monthly market price for
mixed waste paper since 1987. Recovery of mixed waste paper at OPRC peaked during
1987 when market prices were approximately $20/ton higher than they currently are.
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The $2/ton incentive did not help maintain recovery dunng the 1989 market downturn.
Special collection programs created for mixed waste paper were cancelled during 1989
and as market prices improved during 1990, the tonnage recovered at OPRC did not
increase. Collection programs were eliminated and not re-estabhshed once markets
prices improved. :

10 Markst Price for Mixed Waste Paper

:’\/V\ M . .
20 \/ \ANW
\f‘,/ W

10

1987 1988 1989 | 1960

Possible New Acti

Three alternative actions could be taken given the meffectwcness of the current
incentive:

Alternative 1. Increase the per ton payment (e.g. from $2 to $5).-
Alternative 2. Create a vanable payment that is sensitive to the market conditions. The

incentive would not be offered when market conditions are good and disruption of
" collection programs is not likely. The payment could be structured such that if the
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current month’s market price for mixed waste paper is above the average price of the
previous year, no payment would be made. If the current month’s market price for
mixed waste paper is below the average price of the previous year, the per ton payment
would be the difference between the two. For example, average price during 1987 and
1988 was about $23/ton. Payments during 1989 would have been as high as $23/ton
when the market price dropped to $0/ton.

Altemativ_e 3. Eliminate the incentive entirely; _

Altematlve 1 would make it more hkely that the incentive would accomphsh the
objective of supporting collection programs during poor markets. However, it still has
the disadvantages associated with any fixed incentive. Regardless of market conditions a
fixed payment would be made. When markets are good, Metro would unnecessarily be
asking other users of the system to make payments to processors of mixed waste paper.
When markets are bad, the payment would have to be increased to over $20 per ton to
have been effective when mixed waste paper prices dropped to $0 per ton. Increasing
the payment to $5 or $10 per ton may not be enough to avoid program dlsruptlons
during bad markets, but too much during good markets.

Alternative 2 links the payment to market prices and eliminates many of the problems
associated with a fixed payment. The key decision question, however, is whether haulers
and generators are refusing to re- estabhsh collection programs during market
1mprovements

Both Alternatives 1 and 2 could act as disincentives to source-separate paper. However,
more than 70% of OPRC’s mixed waste paper customers also have souce-separated
programs in place Paper collected as mixed waste has not been acceptable for the
source-separation process. 4

Recommendation

Eliminate the emstmg incentnve because it has been meffectlve and a high level subsidy
would be required to make it effective.
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Regional Recycling Level Im

. During 1989 only 8% (11,000 tons) of mixed waste paper were recycled. More than
130,000 tons were disposed. A significant pomon of this is from the non-residential
waste stream that could be targeted w1th this incentive.

Tip Fee Impact

Tip fee unpacts would depend on market conditions and would vary from yearto year.
- During the past year, an average of about $15/ton would have needed to be paid on
about 2,000 tons of paper recovered from mlxed waste.
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Incentive #8
User-Fee Waivers

* Metro Code Chapter 5.02 states that "The User Fee shall be waived at material recovery
facilities that accomplish recycling as a primary operatxon ‘The objective was to create
an economic incentive for hlgh-grade recovery. ‘

Loads Wlth a low percentage of recyclable material will be delivered to transfer stations
for processing. Some material recovery will take place at transfer stations, but the
recovery level will be considerably lower than at high-grade facilities.

Facilities that operate primarily as transfer stations are not the intended targets of this _
incentive. The lack of clear standards creates confusion about which facilities should be
eligible for User Fee waivers. : :
Existing System
“There are currently two franchised facilities that apply for the User Fee Waiver: Oregon

- Processing and Recovery Facility and East County Recycling Center. The delivery and -
recovery tonnages for these two facilities are shown on the next page.

Possible New Action

Alternative 1, Maintain the current fee waiver but establish a minimum recovery level to .
determine ehglbnhty for waivers. 30% is the recommended standard

- Alternative 2, Estabhsh a shdmg scale for waivers such that the facility’s recycling level
determines what percentage of the fee is waived.

~ Alternative 1 is'a more direct approach to encouraging hlgh-grade facﬂltles to improve
recovery levels. :

Rgggm‘rnglndgt'g _

Implement Altematlve 1. Requires amendment to Metro Code Chapter 5.02 (Solid
Waste Disposal Fees).

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling | November 20, 1990 -
Description of Incentxves : Page 37




Oregon Prbccssing and Recovery Center

Tons
4 Recovery
Delivery Recovery Percent
Month | 1989| 1990] 1989| 1990| 1989} 19%0
Jan | 796| 687 a49| 299| sex%| 4%
Feb 704 S39] 353 261] S50%| 48%
Mar ss0| 617 321 337 38%p S5%
Apr | 8s1| 492 327] 21| 38%| 45%
May | 1071] 532 92| 215] 9%| 40%
Jun 14} 464] 175| o 215) 2% %]
Jul s7a| It 26%
Aug 377 57 15%
Sep 592 355 60%
Oct 578 216 37%
Nov 856] 32 38%
Dec 703 233 3%
East County Recycling Center
Tons
: . : Recovefy
Delivery Recovery " Percent
Month| . 1989] 199%0] 1989] 19%0f 1989] . 1990
Jan 45| 2185 58] 497 17%]| 23%
Feb 2371 1422 229  250| 97%| 8%
Mar 3s0] 2529 130| 422 ux| 7%
Ape se4| 2965] - Se4| 926 100%) 31%|
May |- 670] 3629 305{ 1746] 46%| 48%
Jun 1931] 3170) 1405 1074 73%| u%
Jul - 2 1626 50%
Aug 3546 ‘ 1250 - 35%
Sep 3077 . 685 2%
Oct 2808| - 663 A%
Nov 2137 4ss| 21%
Dec 1985 420 21%
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 Incentive #9 .
Recycling Credits for Non-Profit Charitable Organizations

The purpose of this incentive is to provide dlsposal cost relief at Metro solid waste
disposal facilities for charitable, nonprofit entities that accomplish a sxgmﬁcant level of
waste reduction and recycling. It is the intent of this incentive to provide assistance to
organizations that uniquely qualify by achieving significant amounts of waste reduction.
and recycling while at the same time providing assistance to needy citizens of the region
and opportumtles for employment

Existing System
Charitable organizations pay the full tip for waste generated from their operationS.
Possible New Action - | |

Recycling credits are established to'provide disposal cost relief at Metro disposal
facilities to organizations that qualify under the following eligibility criteria.

(a) The organization must be classified as a nonprofit organization under
Section 501 (c) (3) of the United States Internal Revenue Code.
Furthermore, the organization must submit an annual report on Federal
Form 990 (Return of Organization Exempt for Income Tax)

(b) The organization must be registered as a nonprofit orgamzatlon wnh the
Corporation Commission of the State of Oregon. -

(c) - The organization ‘submits an annual report to the Oregon Department of

- Justice Charitable Trust Section. :

(d) The organization does not contract with for-profit 'orgariizations to collect,
process, or sell used goods.

(e) The organization must be engaged, as a primary form of revenue, in the
processing of donated goods for resale or reuse.

(f)  The organization facilitates the opportunity to reuse and recycle for the
general public via curb51de collection of donated goods or stafﬁng of drop-
off sites.

(8) . The waste reduction activities of the organiiation divert a significant

amount of material that might otherwise be landfilled. A significant
amount is defined as a minimum of 250 tons per year of donated goods
 that are either reused or recycled.
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(h)  The organization is a credit customer in good standing at Metro disposal
facrlmes .

(i) The organization submits annual waste reduction data to the Metro Solid . .
Waste Director by February 15th of each year which documents the
organization’s recycling level for the precedmg calendar year using a
methodology approved by Metro.

@) No portion of the District funds authorized by this program will benefit -
any religious function of any religious organization.

Recycling Credits are based on an eligible organization’s overall waste reduction
level. The waste reduction level includes both reuse and recycling activities. The
followmg formula establishes the amount of the Recycling Credit relative to the
organization’s recycling level. Recycling Credits will be applied to total dlsposal
costs at the time Metro bills the elrgrble organization:

If the recychng level is 70% or above,

a 100% credit is granted
If the recychng level is 65% or above,

a 90% credit is granted;
If the recycling level is 60% or above, :
an 80% credit is granted
If the recycling level is 55% or above
' a 70% credit is granted;
If the recyclrng level is 50% or above,

a 60% credrt is granted
If the recycling level is below 50%,

' ~ no credit is granted.

The recycling level of the eligible organization will be based on documentation
provided to Metro’s Solid Waste Director on an annual basis. -
ARgngmgndatiQn
Implemented (Ordinance No. 90-362).
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Incentive #10

Metro Reeycling Business Development Revolving Loan Fund

 Some businesses are unable to get conventional financing to start or expand recycling
operations. One way Metro can assist is through a loan program co-sponsored by the
Portland Development Comrmssron

Background

A proven public sector tool to stimulate the rapid emergence of private business
development in new industries or economically lagging sectors is the revolving loan fund.
Programs have existed in the Portland area for over ten years, using Federal, state and
private grants and loans for initial capitalization, to stimulate new business expansion in
slum and blighted area. This same tool can be used to maximize investment dollars to
~accomplish specific public goals. In this case, a revolving loan fund is envisioned to
assist in the assembly of capital resources for companies organizing to accomplish
METRO’s solid waste management objectwes loan funds would be made available on a
companion loan basis to qualified companies and projects. Eventually, these loan funds
would be repaid out of business operations, and be available to reloan into a new
project.

A revolving loan program will complement other solid waste management incentive
programs, such as the 1% For Recyclmg Program. loans would be directed at the
capital needs of specific companies that cannot gain needed capital on normal terms,
and thereby fill a large and critical gap which currently stops the emergence of private
business in thrs raprdly evolving .industry.

Program Development

Creating a revolving loan program will take place in three phases spanning six to elght
months prior to initial funding.

Phase One: Revolving Loan Fund Plan

In this phase, the goals and objectives for the fund are established, based upon research
indicating the capital needs of recycling businesses seeking start-up and expansion funds.
The plan should characterize: Economic and private sector lending problems for
recycling businesses; a strategy to deal with these problems; how the revolving loan fund
would be used; and how the fund would be coordinated with other business development
activities planned or underway at METRO.
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At the completion of Phase One, a review would be made of other potential funding
sources to establish potential areas of joint interest and funding.

Phase Two: Administrative Planning

During this phase, an evaluation would be made to determine how and where to
administer the fund. A Loan Administration Board is envisioned to make specific loan
application decisions.  This board, appointed by and responsible to METRO, could
‘operate with the support of METRO or take advantage of other regional agencies now
operating revolving loan funds. This would facilitate not having to re-create the loan
acfinumstratlon staff and portfolio maintenance procedures for a relatively small volume
of work.

Also during this phase, a marketmg plan, loan selection and approval process, loan
administrative and servicing concept, administrative cost and payment formula, and
capital management strategy would be worked out. Plans would be formed to expand
the capital base of the fund. Audit and funds control procedures would be established
in coordination with METRO financial officers and appropriate State agencies. The
entire plan then would be presented for review and approval by the METRO Council
and approprlate agencies of the State and Federal governments.

Phase Three: Start-up

Based upon an acceptable plan, the METRO Council would approve members of the
Loan administrative board who would be selected from the local community based upon
their knowledge of lending, business management, and solid waste recycling. The board
would serve for a fixed period of time, making decisions on the operation of the fund.

‘Initial marketing and loan application screening would commence immediately.

Recommendation

Implement Phase One and Phase Two in the next 12 months. Direct staff to prepare a
METRO Revolving Loan Program Plan that utilizes funds to sponsor the start-up and
expansion of business activities for recycling. Based upon the feasibility of the plan,
negotiate with other participating providers of capital funds and development joint
statements of goals and objectives. Finally, select a method to administer the loan
program, taking advantage of other municipal agencies prepared to offer these services
with existing program resources. :
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ATTACHMENT A



A PROPOSED RATE INCENTIVE TO PROMOTE RECYCLING .
BY SELF-HAULERS AT THE METRO SOUTH TRANSFER STATION

Steven L. Kraten.‘

Introduction

This report describes five alternatives for implementing a
recycling incentive at the Metro South transfer station. It was
found that technical limitations of the scales and design
limitations of the facility severely constrained the number of
feasible alternatives. Of the five alternatives listed, three
require major or minor facility modifications. At least two of
the alternatives require further study to determine whether or
not. they are actually feasible. 1In addition to the complications
associated with facility and procedural modifications, each _
alternative presents some unigque operational difficulty to be
‘overcome. The final decision process may thus come down to
choosing among several sub-optimal solutions.

Three primary criteria were used in evaluating the alternatives.
The first criterion was effectiveness of the incentive in
diverting recyclables from the waste stream. The second
criterion was safety of the users of the facility. And the third
criterion was minimization of disruptions in transfer station
operations. Though it would be preferable to develop an
incentive system that could be implemented in the same way at
both the Metro South and the Metro East transfer stations, the
differences in the physical plants and the large role that
facility layout plays in determining the feasibility of any
particular recyclable handling system may require a site specific
-alternative for each facility. '

Description of the Present Réqycling Incentive

Under the present system Metro charges a flat fee for the
disposal of self-hauled loads at the Metro South transfer
station. A disposal discount is given to self-haulers who bring
in source separated recyclables along with their garbage loads.
The discount is given for 1/2 cubic yard (three grocery bags) of
recyclables according to the schedule given below: :

Minimum charge without recyclables.........ce00....5 15

2-1/2 cu. yds. with recyclables........cceeeveevee.. 10
2 cu. yds. with recyclables.........iiiiiiiinnnnns -8
1-1/2 cu. yds. with recyclables.......c.cvvvvvvese. B
1 cu. yd. with recyclables......iivvivvnvernncennees 4

The disposal charge varﬁés with the quantity of garbage, not with
the quantity of recyclables. Thus the fee schedule listed above
is really a two part incentive. One part is a flat $5 discount.‘

1



The second part is an exemption from the minimum fee system in
favor of a stepped system which allows the hauler to pay in
incremental amounts for small guantities of garbage. This part
of the incentive has the unintended effect of encouraging small
loads of waste to be brought to the transfer station.

Any of the materials normally included in curbside programs
gualify for the discount. Scrap metal, mostly in the form of
major appliances, comprises the largest tonnage of recyclable
materials delivered to the transfer station by self-haulers. On
a monthly basis, the proportion of self-haulers who take
advantage of the disposal discount ranges from half to three
quarters. Most of those bring in the minimum amount of
recyclables required to qualify for the discount.

Prices Paid by Metro For Recyclables

Under the current discount schedule, the prices\paid by Metro for
recyclables are well above market prices. Consider, for example,
a discount given for old newspapers. Three grocery bags full of
newspapers weighs in the neighborhood of 75 pounds. Even the
minimum discount of $5 equates to a price paid by Metro of $133
per ton for a commodity with a market value of about $20 per ton.
Three grocery bags of uncrushed aluminum cans weigh approximately.
. three pounds. A five dollar discount would thus be equivalent to
$1.67 per pouna, even though the average market price of aluminum
cans is only about $0.27 per pound.

Why a New Incentive Structure is Needed

Metro will soon install a new truck scale at the Metro South
transfer station and begin weighing self-haul loads. This raises
the question of how rate incentives for recycling should work

after the switch from a flat fee system to a weight basea system
for self-haul.

Difficulties Related to the Weighing of Recyclables

One of the difficulties in implementing a weight based system at
Metro South is that installation of the scale still will not’
allow a complete conversion to weight based disposal charges.
Due to limited accuracy at low weights, the gatehouse scales
presently being considered cannot legally be used in trade for
weighing loads of less than 500 pounds (excluding the weight of
the vehicle). Use of a somewhat more sensitive scale may be
feasible but scales that are accurate at low weights are less .
usable at higher weights. A second problem is that the outbound
scale is not sensitive at low weights, though it may be possible
to recalibrate it for somewhat greater sensitivity.

This effectively creates two different categories of self-hauler;
those with loads of more than 500 pounds and those with 500
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pounds.or less. Those in the heavy category can save money by

. separating out their recyclables and saving on the weight charge
with an approximate sensitivity of plus or minus five pounds.
Those in the light category cannot be weighed accurately and will
continue to pay a flat fee for disposal. Thus a self-hauler with :
less than 500 pounds will have no incentive to lighten his load.

A second difficulty is that with an inbound weighing and an
outbound weighing there is no way to separate the weight of the
recyclables from the weight of the garbage. Both will have to be
weighed together. The only way to prevent self-haulers from
having to pay the weight charge on the recyclable portion of the
load would be to unload the garbage keeping the recyclables on
the vehicle for the outbound weighing and then to make another
circuit through the transfer station to unload the recyclabies.
This would probably not be a-very effective incentive to recycle.
Unless one had a relatively large volume of recyclables it is
doubtful that the avoided weight charge would be worth the
inconvenience. ’ : v .

Difficulties with a Disposal Incentive.

There are several difficulties with providing a disposal discount
such as the one presently in place. First, the decision of
whether or not a self-hauler has a sufficient quantity of

. recyclables to legitimately qualify for a discount is a highly
subjective one. Recyclable materials brought to the transfer
station tend to be highly irregular in shape and extremely
variable in weight and density. Second, the necessity of keeping
loads covered during transport coupled with the need to expedite
the flow of traffic through the gatehouse during peak hours often
makes it impractical to actually check for recyclables. Thus it
becomes necessary to rely.an "honor system" where self-haulers
are simply asked whether or not they have source separated
recyclables. Repeat self-haulers quickly learn that an
affirmative response results in a discount.

Disposal discounts also create an artificial and transferable
value for recyclables. The result is an incentive to acquire '
recyclables to use as money to pay garbage disposal fees at the
transfer station. These could be recyclables that the self-
hauler had already source separated or had acguired from someone
else. i

Purpose of a Recyc1ing4;ncentive

- The purpose of a recycling incentive is to promote the recycling
of material that, in the absence of the incentive, would have
been landfilled. An incentive that merely results in a shifting
of recyclables from curbside and depot systems to the transfer
station would not be producing the desired result. It is also



important that the recycling incentive chosen be eqguitable and
practical to administer.

Alternative Proposals for a Recycling Incentive

Six recycling incentive alternatives are offered for
consideration.  These alternatives are explained below.

Alternative #1 - Construction of a Recycling Depot Separate from
the Transfer Station ~ '

The Metro South transfer station is functionally obsolete and -
-cannot efficiently facilitate even garbage disposal, much less
the handling of recyclables. Given the facility's current
configuration and limited space there does not appear to be any
fully satisfactory way to handle recyclables. Typically an
integrated waste management system will incorporate a recycling
buy-back center upstream of the transfer station. This is not
possible at Metro South due to a lack of space. :

In the long run, the best solution might be for Metro to buy or
lease a nearby property for construction of a separate recycling
depot. The triangular parcel of property that lies on the south
side of Washington Street and to the west of the transfer station
has already been leased by Metro for temporary storage of
transfer trailers and might be a suitable site for such a depot.
Access to the site is an issue of concern with this proposal.

The site has two paved access points from Washington Street which
would facilitate traffic in and out of the property. However, at
present, the part of Washington Street adjacent to these access:
points is divided by a double yellow line. In order to
facilitate the flow of traffic a left hand turn lane for vehicles
entering the depot from the east. Another possibility is to '
access the property from the entry point directly opposite the
transfer station and to drive through the property currently used
by Keller Drop Box. This might cause too much traffic congestion
at the entrance to the transfer station. Public access through
the drop box area might also cause operational difficulties.

The depot would consist of a pole barn with a set of scales and
drop boxes. The facility could be a drop off center, a buy-back
facility, or it could issue weight tickets good for disposal
credits at the transfer station. Self-haulers would be diverted
to this facility to unload their recyclables before entering the
transfer station. Prominent signage would direct vehicles with
recyclables to the depot.

The recycling drop boxes presently situated at the transfer
station would be retained in their present location and used for
recyclables that are either separated by spotters or deposited by
customers who may choose not to use the recycling depot.. ‘
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However, no rebate would be given for recyclables brought to the
transfer station.

A possible problem with this proposal is the inconvenience of
having to untarp the load at the depot and then tarp it again for
the short. trip down the street to the transfer station. Many.
haulers may not bother to securely re-tarp their loads.

Another concern is the cost to implement such a solution.v In
addition to the cost of the site, building, scales, and drop
boxes, the area would have to be fenced and manned.

The advantages of this solution are minimal disruption of
transfer station operat;ons and efficient handllng of
recyclables.

Alternative #2 - Recycligg Depot in "The Lcop"‘

Another solutlon is to enable self-haulers to unload recyclables
before crossing the scales. This alternative would eliminate the
need to weigh or est;mate the weight of incoming recyclables

' After the compactors are relocated the loop presently used for
loading transfer trailers will be used for access to the
household hazardous waste facility which will be located in what
is now a lawn in the center of the loop. One way to unload
recyclables before weighing would be to locate recycling drop
boxes in the area that is now a steeply sloped grass strip
bordering the south end of the loop. Under this scenario no
disposal discount would be offered. Lightening the load would be
the incentive to recycle. However, ‘this would only apply to
heavy loads. Self-haulers with loads of less than 500  pounds
would.still have no incentive to unload their recyclables
‘separately.

There are several possible problems to be overcome in order to
implement this solution, the most serious of which is a liability
issue due to the proximity to the household hazardous waste {(HEW)
facility. According to law a HHW facility must be sited at the
transfer station. 1In order to divert the maximum amount of
hazardous waste from the MSW stream and to assure the safety of
other transfer station users, this facility must be located
upstream of the scalehouse. The only possible location for the
facility is the loop.  The presence of hazardous waste including
potentially explosive materials most likely precludes this area
from being used as a recycling depot.

A second potential problem is the width of the road between the
barrier wall and the recycling drop boxes. It must be determined
whether or not the w1dth would be adequate to meet any relevant
reguirements.:
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A third problem is a requirement by the city of Oregon City that
all unloading be done in a covered area. For this solution to be
implemented either a waiver would have to be granted or the
recycling area would have to be covered.

A fourth problem is simply the traffic flow. Household hazardous
waste collection is a careful and deliberate process that will
require a relatively slow traffic flow. The number of HEW
participants is projected to be less than 100 even on the busiest
day of the year. For most days it is projected to be well under
50. Unloading recyclables, on the other hand, is a rapid process
and will have a much heavier traffic volume. Routing two
different traffic flows through the same area when they are very
different in both volume and speed may create a serious
logistical problem.

Finally, it might be difficult for a pickup truck and trailer. to
make a sharp enough right turn at the end of the loop to smoothly
enter the flow of traffic to the fee booth and scales in order to
dispose of the garbage portion of the load.

Alternative #3 - Disposal Discount for Flat Fee Customers Only

Under this alternative, avoidance of payment for the weight of
recyclables conta;ned in garbage loads would be the primary
incentive to recycle for self-haulers with loads .in excess of 500
pounds. = However, there would be a disposal discount incentive
for lzght weight loads subject to the flat fee. A potential
problem with this alternative is that it may be perceived by the
~public that flat fee customers are being offered a recycling
incentive while weighed customers are not.

It would be incumbent upon the self-hauler to make the material
easily accessible for inspection by the gatehouse staff.
Transition to the new system would be preceded by an
informational program to publicize and explain the new system.

Alternative #4 - Continuation of Disposal Discount for All Self-
haul Customers . »
This alternative consists of a flat fee disposal discount for
self-haulers who bring in some minimum quantity of any recyclable
- materials. Whether or not the guantity of recyclables brought in
is sufficient to qualify for the discount would be estimated at
the gatehouse just as it is now. Recyclables would be weighed
along with the garbage but the increased weight would be more
than offset by the disposal discount up to some break-even point.

The difficulty of such a system is that weighing combined with a
discount on recyclables, which are also weighed, gives two
conflicting incentives. Weighing provides an incentive not to
bring recyclables to the transfer station while a disposal
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discount is an incentive to do just that. The self-hauler's
decision may then be based on which is the greater incentive.
With a large enough disposal discount one may choose to pay the .
charge for the additional weight in order to get the discount.
~With a smaller discount one may choose to forego the discount and
save on the weight. A self-hauler with a large volume of

recyclables may be better off to take them to a depot or buy-back
center. ' :

. The above analysis only applies to self-haulers with loads over °
500 pounds. A self-hauler with a light load will have an
incentive to bring in enough recyclables to gualify for the
discount but will not be concerned about weight. A 400 pound
load will cost the same to dispose of as a 200 pound load.

Alternative #5 - Separate Scales to Weigh Recyclables

Another possible solution that was studied is to install one or
two small scales inside the transfer station. These scales would
be designed to weigh lighter weights and smaller increments than
the gatehouse scales. Recyclables would be unloaded onto carts
by transfer station staff who would roll the carts over the
scales before depositing the recyclables into drop boxes. A&
weight ticket would then be issued which would be given to the
gatehouse attendant on the way out. The weight ticket on
recyclables would be valid for a credit on the garbage disposal
charge. In order to make it worth the effort to separate
recyclables, it may be necessary to offer a credit that is
‘greater than the avoided weight charge. At $55 per ton the
avoided charge for 40 pounds of recyclables is only $1.10. A
credit equal to double the avoided charge would probably be a
sufficient incentive to recycle. This would still be less than
the disposal discounts currently being offered by Metro. For

- ease of administration Metro would issue the same credit for all
types of recyclables and would not differentiate among different
- recyclable materials. :

The advantages of such a system would be accurate charges, the
elimination of subjectivity in determining volumes of . A
recyclables, and an ability to maintain records on the amount of
material recycled. The disadvantage of such a system is greater
complexity due to the need for dealing with second weight ticket.
However, since each customer must present a weight ticket at the
gatehouse anyway, this may not be a significant change.

Of more concern is the bottleneck in traffic flow that would be
.created by the delay as recyclables are weighed and credit
tickets are issued. Even if two scales are used and if an
efficient system of traffic flow and cart routing can be devised,
it seems unlikely that such a system could be made workable.

- Even on slow days the self-haul side of the Metro South transfer
station is a somewhat disorganized and dangercus place as’
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vehicles jockey for positions within the tightly restricted space
between the p1t and at the recyclables loading dock. At the same
time users who have backed up to the pit are dodglng traffic as
they walk across the transfer station to the AOaulng dock with
armfuls of recyclables. 1In this environment it is unlikely that
users would tolerate the added complication of hav;ng to weigh
recyclables. They might in fact dispose of them in the pit
rather than go to the trouble - to recycle them '

Alternetlve #6 - Weight Based Rates as a Recycling Incentive

A weight based disposal rate is, by itself, be an efficient
market driven incentive to recycle. The less a load weighs, the
less it costs to dispose of. It is analogous to the incentive
that garbage customers have to recycle enough material at
curbside to enable them to realize a savings on their garbage.
bills. The only way a self-hauler can realize a sav;ngs is to
actua;ly remove the recyclables from his garbage load and the
savings is directly related to the quantlty of recyclables
diverted.

The key reason for having weight reduction as the sole incentive
is that combining a weight based disposal rate with a disposal
discount would create conflicting incentives. Weighing provides
an incentive to remove recyclables from garbage loads for
curbside recycling or drop-off at a recycling depot before
bringing the non-recyclable fraction to the transfer station for
disposal. A disposal discount, on the other hand, encourages
seif-haulers to bring their recyclaoles to the transfer station
along with their garbage.

Secona, g1v1ng dlsposal discounts for bringing recyclables to the
transfer station may not serve as an incentive to separate
additional recyclable material from MSW but may instead simply be
an incentive to take already separated recyclables to the
transfer station.

A key point is that weight based rates and disposal d;scounts are
not different degrees of the same kind of incentive. Rather they
are different kinds of incentives that result in different kinds
of behavior. With weight based rates the value is associated
with the garbage and not the recyclables. By contrast, with a
discount system the value is associated with the recyclabxes
rather than the garbage. Recyclables now take on an additional
value over and above the savings realized on garbage bills. This
additional value derives from the fact that recyclables can be
used by self-haulers in lieu of money to pay for disposal charges
at Metro South :

The disadvantage of this alternative is that minimum fee
customers will have no incentive to lighten their loads and thus
will still have no incentive to recycle. It is estimated that
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approximately one third of seif-haulers presently fall into this
category. However, assuming a fairly constant ratio. of
recyclabies to garbage in loads of different weights, the third -
of the self-haulers that fall into the minimum fee category would
account for less than a third of the recyclable material.
Furthermore, it is anticipated that, with the new fee structure,
there will be a decline in the number of light loads being self-
hauled to the transfer station.

Summary

The alternatives for dealing with the recycling of source
separated material brought to the transfer station along with MSW
can be conceptualized relative to where in the process the
recycling takes place.

Recycling at a - separate site involves the complications of siting
and constructing the facility. However, given the severe space
and logistical problems associated with recycling at the transfer
station itself, it could be the most practical and cost effective
solution in the long run. Having the capability to accurately
-weigh recyclables regaruless of the total weight of material to
be disposed is a superior incentive in that the disposal rebate
is proportional to the amount of material recycled. A major
disadvantage is the high cost of siting, constructing, and
manning such a facility. A second disadvantage is that operation
of a recycling depot by Metro may be perceived as working at
cross purposes to Metro's stated policy of promoting curbside
collection as the preferred method of dealing with recyclables.

Recycling at the loop would'avoid all of the complications' and
inequities, both real and perceived, inherent in trying to
administer a disposal discount program. The problem with this
alternative is that it poses a number of potential traffic flow
and liability problems due to the proximity of the household
hazardous waste facility.

Providing a recycling incentive at the ' fee booth can only be done
through continuation of a disposal discount. The monitoring
problems described above may allow self-haulers to claim the
discount without really bringing in recyclables. Such a system
also tends to overprice recyclables and has limited value as a
recycling incentive in that, for flat fee customers, there is no
advantage to separating out any more recyclables than the minimum
necessary to qualify for a discount and there is no correlation
between the volume of material recycled and the discount
received. For weighed self-haulers there are two conflicting
incentives. . The advantage of this alternative is that it
reguires no structural reconflguratlon in order to be
implemented.
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The weighing of recyclables on carts rolled over small scales set
into the floor of the transfer station appears to be a relatively
low cost solution requiring only marginal modifications of the
procedures currently in use. However, this solution may pose
insurmountable operational difficulties due to limited space both
for queuing and for weighing recyclables within the transfer
station. : :

A weight based disposal rate charged for all material self-hauied
past the gatehouse is, by itself, an effective market driven
incentive to recycle. Under such a system, the only way a self-
hauler can realize a savings is to actually remove the

recyclables from his garbage load and the amount of savings is
directly related to the amount of diversion. A weight based

. disposal rate is also consistent with other elements of the
‘region's recycling programs in that it encourages the use of

- curbside collection and depots. :

A technical difficulty of this system is the limited scale
sensitivity which precludes the weighing of loads of less than-
about 500 pounds. An operational disadvantage of a weight based
system is that it reguires transfer station users to have
knowledge of how the system works. An uninformed self-hauler
does not have an opportunity to recycle at no cost after arriving
at. the transfer station. A second disadvantage is that a weight
based incentive is less visible than other alternatives and, for
this reason, will be misperceived by some as not being an
incentive at all. :

Disposal discounts create an artificial and transferable value

" for recyclables. The result is not an incentive for further
source separation but rather an incentive to acguire a
predetermined quantity of recyclables to use as money for the
payment of garbage disposal fees at the transfer station. These
could be recyclables that the self-hauler had already source
separated for curbside collection or had acquired from someone
else (recyclables are, after all, are a free good placed at the
curb by most of the seif-hauler's neighbors). :

Most of the recycling incentives discussed above pose serious
problems for both the users and the operators of the transfer
station. Upon further investigation some may prove to be
infeasible. Given functional obsolescence of the Metro South
transfer station, any option chosen will have to be a difficult
compromise that balances the factors of the strength of the
incentive to effect source separation with safety factors, cost,
and operational feasibility. -
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1337 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF ESTABLISHING INCENTIVES THAT ENCOURAGE GREATER WASTE
REDUCTION AND RECYCLING

November 20, 1990 I —Presented by: Debbie Gorham
' ‘ o : .Terry Petersen

Metro staff has completed an evaluation of economic incentives
that could be used to reduce waste. The types of incentives
“included in the analysis are those that are related to collection
rates or disposal fees. Incentives that local governments, as
well as Metro, are respon51b1e for are 1ncluded.’

Resolution No. 90-1337 includes economic incentives that staff
recommends for adoptlon. A summary that 1nc1udes all incentives
examined and action requlred for implementation is shown on the
reverse side.

BACKGROUND

‘Environmental Quallty Commission Order SW-WR-89 01 requlred that
by January 1, 1990, Metro "conduct a study of the effectiveness
of present rate. 1ncent1ves at reducing waste, and possible
modifications to the rate structure that would further encourage
the recovery of paper products, yard debris, metals, lumber,
other salvageable building materials, asphalt, and other
materials". A report was submitted to the DEQ that described the
effectiveness of ex1st1ng 1ncentives and Metro's options for
p0551b1e future 1ncent1ves. g :

The DEQ and the Metro ‘Council Solid Waste Committee requested
that staff complete a more in-depth analysis_of alternative
~incentives by October 1, 1990. To accompllsh this, a series of
meetings have been held to get ideas and reviews from haulers,
processors, local governments, and recycllng advocates. A draft
report and update was presented to the Solid Waste Technical
Committee on August 31. An oral status report was delivered to
the Council Solid Waste Committee on September 4. The draft was
reviewed by the Waste Reduction Subcommittee on September 5 and
the Solid Waste Pollcy Committee on September 14. In October,
meetings were held with members of the Association of Oregon
Recyclers, Recycling Advocates, and the Oregon Env1ronmenta1
Council. _ 4

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S .RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Offlcer recommends adoptlon of Resolutlon
No. 90-1337, approving recommendations for economic incentives.

TP jc
October 2, 1990
INCENT\STAF1002.RPT



SUMMARY: IMPLEMENTATION

GENERATOR INCENTIVES
1. Self-Haul Recycling at Transfer Stations .

a. Provide drop-off of recyclables at no charge. Weight-based fee
system provides Incentive to separate recyclables. Recycling
credit of $3.00 is given 1o all customers who bdngrecydablesto
existing facllities .

b. Same as a. but at Metro South and Metro East haulers have
option of crossing scales twice in order to drop off heavy
. rocydables pdor 1o weighing of waste

~ ¢. Do not provlde free drop off. Apply full tip lee on a maxeﬂal

delivered 10 transfer stations 1o encourage use of curbside and

private dopots.

2. Volume-Based Collection Rates With Minl-Can Service
~ & Charge for each additional can is constant (levelized rates).

b. Per-can charge incresses with each additional can (variable

rates). Exemptions are provided for large families.

HAULER INCENTIVES
3. Diverslon of Source- Yard Debris from Metro Facliities
& Apply full tip fee at Metro facilities to provide maximum incentive
~" for delivery t0 private yard debris processors. Transfer stations
recover clean yard debris for delivery to processors.

b. A%three-tier” rate s1ructure Iin which the yard debris fee at transfor -

stations is less than the fee for waste but more than the yard
debris foe at private processors.

4. Recycling "Rebates” for Haulers
Metro increases the tip fee to create a fund to pay haulers on a
per ton basis for matedal collected and marketed.

5. Rouﬂng of food Wasu to the MSW Compost Faclitty
.Metro and Riedel establish a tip fee incentive that enooumges
haulers to create special collection routes for high-organic loads.

6. Recovery of Construction/Demolition Debris

a. Local governments increase disposal fees at 6ul-ol-reglon .

"Emited-purpose landfilis to levelize fees with recovery facilities.

b. Utilize Metro's flow control authomy and franchises 1 divert
material from landfills fo recovexy facilities. .

PROCESSOR INCENTIVES
7. Support of Commercial Mixed-Waste anorCollocﬂon Programs
a. Increase the per ton payment of the existing $2 per ton Incentive.

. b. Eliminate existing $2 per ton incentive because It is not effective.

c. Financial support I8 provided to private processors so that
coltaction programs are not interrupted during market downtums.
Payments are based on tonnage marketed Payments decrease
as the market improves.

8. User Fee Walver
a. Maintain cument fee walver but estabiish a n'inhmm recovery
level 10 determine elogubdny for walvers.

b Make the cument user fee walver at high-grade facilities
dependant on the facility’s recovery level

.9, Rocydlng Credits for Non-Profit Charitable Omanlzaﬂona )

10. Loan Program
Loan program to fund recycling businesses unable to get 100%
conventional financing. Ten-year program administered jointly
* by Portland Development Commission and Metro.

TARGET

DATE

FY90/91

FY91/92

FY$1/92 .

FY94/85

FYe1/92

FYS1/92 .

ACTION
REQUIRED .

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

AMEND METRO CODE

- CHAPTER §.02 (SOLID

WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)
DO NOT IMPLEMENT

MODIFY LOCAL
GOVERNMENT WORK PLAN

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

AMENL METRO CODE
CHAPTER 5.02 (SOLID
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

METRO AND RIEDEL
DISCUSSIONS | '

DEFER TO PROCUREMENT
OF SPECIAL WASTE
SYSTEM

DEFER TO PROCUREMENT
OF SPECIAL WASTE
SYSTEM

DO NOT IMPLEMENT
AMEND METRO CODE
CHAPTER 6.02 (SOLID
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

AMEND METRO CODE
CHAPTER £.02 (SOLID
WASTE DISPOSAL FEES)

DO NOT IMPLEMENT

. IMPLEMENTED

(ORDINANCE No. 90-362)

LOAN PROGRAM
PROPOSAL

Analysis of Economic Incentives to Increase Recycling
Summary

November 20, 1990
Page 2
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SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT -

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1345, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE OF A REQUEST FOR BIDS FOR MARION COUNTY
WASTE TRANSPORT SERVICES AND ENTERING INTO A CONTRACT WITH THE
Low RESPONSIBLE RESPONSIVE BIDDER

Date: November 7, 1990 ‘ Presented by: Councilor DeJardin

Committee Recommendation: At the November 6, 1990 meeting the
Committee voted unanlmously to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution No. 90-1345. Voting in favor:.were Councilors Buchanan,
Collier, DeJardin, Saucy and Wyers.

Committee issues[Discu8910n° © Chuck Geyer, Senior Management

Analyst, explained that the resolution would authorize the issuance
of a request for bids for waste haullng services to Marion County,
and would also authorize the Executive Officer to enter into a
contract with the low responsible, responsive bidder.

He said that Metro has entered into an agreement to supply Marion
- County with up to 40,000 tons of waste. The agreement provides
Marion County with sufficient waste to maximize energy production
at its Waste to Energy facility. Metro also benefits because the
transport charge is less than the cost of transportlng waste to
Columbia Rldge Landfill.

The waste presently is hauled by Jack Grey Transport (JGT), under
a change order which explres January 31, 1991. The Department is
requesting authorlty to issue an RFB now so that the vendor will
have approx;mately one month to mobilize.

Councilor Saucy asked how this agreement relates to the requirement
that 90 percent of landfilled waste must go to Columbla Rldge. Mr.
Geyer said there would be no impact since the waste is going to a
‘recovery fac111ty rather than a landfill.

TD:KF:pa
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BEFORE. THE COUNCIL OF THE -
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

- FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE RESOLUTION NO. 90-1345
OF A REQUEST FOR BIDS FOR MARION COUNTY

~ WASTE TRANSPORT SERVICES AND ENTERING
INTO A CONTRACT WITH THE LOW,

RESPONSIVE, RESPONSIBLE BIDDER

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

WHEREAS It is necessary to procure waste transport services
from the Metro South station to the Marion Co. Energy Recovery
Facility contained in Exhibit 1; and |

‘'WHEREAS, The labor and materials necessary to perform such
wseryices can be acquired through'issuance of the Request for Bids
attached as Exhibit 1.; and |

WHEREAS, It is in the best 1nterest of Metro to acquire
these|serv1ces as soon as possible to max1mize mobilization of the
'. selected contractor; and

1 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Code Section 2.04.033(a) (1) Council
approval is required because_the contract commits the District to
'expenc suns from future fiscal years budgets; and |

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 2.04.033 of the.Metro Code,'the

Metro Council may, at the_time it approves a Request  for Bids, waive

the requirement of Council approval of a contract prior to execution

of the contract by the Execntive Officer; now, therefore,

BE IT EESOLVED,

1. That, pursuant to Metro Code'2.04.033, the Council of
the MetropolitanVServicebDiStrict approves the form and substance'of
the Request for Bids for Marion co. Waste Transport Services prepared

by the Solid Waste Department'attached as Exhibit 1.



2. That the Director of the Solid Waste Department is
‘requested to advertlse for bids and do a11 other thlngs necessary to
solicit bids for Marlon Co. Waste Transport Services.

3.' That the Council of the Metropolltan Service District,
pursuant to Section 2.04. 033 (6) of the Metro Code, waives the
_requlrement of Council approval of the contract resulting from the bid
process, and authorizes the Executive'Officer to execute a contract
for Marion Co. Waste Transport Servicss with the low, responsible,
-responsive bidder in accordance with the requiremehts of the Metro:-

- Code. | | A ‘
ADOPTED by the Council of the ﬂetrppolitan Service District

this ______~ day of : , 1990.

Tanya ColTier, Presiding Officer

Je
tober 25, 1990
\cruo&uuon\uulm.l:s



EXHIBIT 1

* - METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

- PORTLAND, OREGON

‘CONTRACT DOCUMENTS
for
MARION COUNTY WASTE TRANSPORT SERVICES

(90B-136-5W)
*kkk*k

November 1990
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INVITATION TO BID

Sealed bids for the haullng of solid waste from the Metro South
Station to the Marion County Waste-to-Energy Facility, addressed to
the Metropolitan Service District (Metro), attention Chuck Geyer,
will be received at the office of the Director, Solid Waste
Department, 2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland, OR 97201-5398, until
3:00 p.m., PST, on the 13th day of December, 1990, and then will be
publicly opened and read.

The work contemplated consists of the hauling of approximately
18,500 tons of solid waste annually from the Metro South Transfer
Station to the Marion County Waste-to-Energy Facility for a perlod
of three years. Waste will be loaded into the successful bidder's
transport vehicle by a solid waste compactor. The transport
vehicle must be capable of hauling a minimum 20-ton payload. The
vehicle must be capable of unloading the waste at the Marion Co.
Waste-to-Energy Facility. The weekly amount of waste to be hauled
will be specified each preceding Friday. Waste volumes will vary
by week and month. :

The period of operations will extend from February 1, 1991, to
January 31, 1994. The period of operations may be shortened if the
agreement between Marion County and Metro is canceled.

Metro South Station is a full service transfer station serving
commercial waste haulers and the general public. Waste is unloaded

into a pit and then compacted into untied bales for transport.
‘Metro South Station is located at 2001 Washington Street in Oregon
Clty, Oregon, near the Park Place Interchange of Interstate 205.
It is owned by Metro and operated under contract by a prlvate firm
(Waste Management of Oregon)

The Marion Co. Waste-to-Energy Fac111ty is a facility which burns
'solid waste to make electricity. It is owned by Marion County,
Oregon, and operated by a private firm. Waste is unloaded onto a
tipping floor prlor to incineration. The Marion Co. Waste-to-
Energy Facility is located at 4050 Brooklake Road, Brooks, Oregon,
off Exit 263 of Interstate 5. It is approx1mate1y 35 miles from
Metro South Station. :

All work shall be completed in accordance with the Contract
Documents. Three copies of the Documents will be sent to
interested bldders at no charge.

Bids must be submitted on the prescribed forms. Before a contract
is awarded, Metro may conduct such investigations as are necessary
to determlne whether a bidder is quallfled.

Bidders are requlred to comply with Metro's Dlsadvantaged Business
Program, if any of the work is subcontracted.

Metro reserves the right to reject -all Bids or any ‘Bids not
conforning to the intent and purpose of the Contract Documents, to

Invitation to Bid -- page 1



reject for good cause any and all Blds upon a flndlng by Metro that'
it is in the public interest” to do so or to waive any 1nforma11ty
or irregularity in any Bid or Bids. Metro further reserves the
right to award the Contract at any time within forty-flve (45) days

followlng the Bld openlng date.
For information concerning the .proposed' work, or to make an
‘appointment to visit the sites of the proposed work, contact Chuck

Geyer, Senior Planner, Metropolitan Service District,
(503) 221-1646.

Dated on this __th day of November, 1990.

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

By:

Bob Martin, Director
~ Solid Waste Department

‘RFB'No. 90B-136-SW
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INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

1. Description of Services and/or Goods Covered by Bid

The services and/or goods covered by this Bid are described
generally in the Invitation to Bid.: A more detalled
descrlptlon of services and/or items covered by this Bid is
contained in the Scope of Work.

-2 Deflnltlons

Except as otherwise spec1fica11y provided herein, all words
and phrases defined in the Scope of Work shall have the same
meanlng and intent in these Instructions to Bidders.

3. Interpretation of Contract rouments

Any person contemplatlng the submission of a bid shall have
thoroughly examined all of the various parts of the Contract
Documents. If there is any doubt as to the meaning or intent
of the Contract Documents,; the Bidder shall request in writing
any interpretation thereof. Such request shall be dellvered'
to Chuck Geyer at Metro at least ten (10) calendar days prior -
to Bid opening. Any 1nterpretatlon or change in the Contract
Documents will be made only in writing, in the form of a
clarification, or an Addendum to the Contract Documents which
will be furnished to all Bidders receiving a set of the
Contract Documents. Bidders shall submit with their Bids, or
indicate receipt of, all Addenda. - Metro will not be
responsible for any other explanation or 1nterpretat10n of the
‘Contract Documents. : _

4. Bidder's Understanding

Before submitting a Bid, Bldders shall fully examine and read
the Contract Documents. They shall visit the Metro South .
Station (MSS) and Marion County Waste-to-Energy Fac111ty
(MWEF) and fully inform themselves of all conditions on, in,
at and around the sites and surrounding areas and of all other
conditions relating to the execution of the work to be
performed under the Contract. Failure to do so will not
relieve the successful. Bidder of their obligation to enter
into a Contract and to completely perform the Contract in-
strict accordance with the Contract Documents. Bidder
acknowledges by the submission of its Bid that it has

- satisfied itself as to the nature of the work involved and all
matters which may in any way affect the work or the cost of
the performance of this Contract, whether or not the same is
specifically mentioned herein.

Each Bidder shall inform himself/herself of, and the Bidder
awarded a Contract shall comply with, federal, state,
regional, and local laws, statutes, regulations, ordinances,
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orders, and all other requirements of law relative to the
performance of the Contract. This requirement includes, but
is not limited to, applicable requirements concerning minimum
wage rates, nondiscrimination in the employment of labor, -
protection. of the public and employee safety and health,
transportation, environmental protection, the protection of .
natural resources, fire protection, permits, fees and other
legal requirements. . :

S. Unit Price Bid

A unit price bid will be accepted on the work set forth in the
Contract Documents. The estimates of .quantity of work to be
done are tabulated 'in the Bid Schedule and, although stated
with as much accuracy as possible, are approximate only and
are assumed solely for the basis of calculation upon which the
award of Contract shall be made. Data concerning unit price
quantities are provided in the Appendix.

6. zregaration-of Bids

All blank spaces in the Bid Forms must be completed either by
typing or in ink. The unit price bid in the Bid Schedule
(contained within the Bid Forms) shall be shown in both words
and figures. No changes shall be made in the phraseology of
the forms. ' ‘ .

Any bid may be deemed nonresponsive which contains omissions,
alterations, or additions of any kind, or prices uncalled for,
or in which any of the prices are obviously unbalanced, or
which in any manner shall fail to conform to the conditions of
the Documents. ) :

Each Bid shall give the full business address of the Bidder
and be signed with the Bidder's legal signature in accordance
with the provisions below.

A. Bids by partnerships must furnish the full name of all
partners and must be signed in the partnership name by one
of the members of the partnership authorized to sign con-
tracts on behalf of the partnership, or by an authorized
representative, followed by the printed name and title of
the person signing. .

B. Bids by corporations must be signed with the legal name of
the corporation, followed by the name of the state of
incorporation and by the signature and designation of the
president, secretary or other person authorized to bind it
in the matter. When requested by Metro, satisfactory
evidence of. the authority of the officer signing in behalf
of the corporation shall be furnished.

' C. In the event that a Bid is submitted by a joint venture, -
' then a copy of the legal agreement constituting such joint
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venture shall be attached to the Bld..

‘ The name of each person s1gn1ng shall also be typed or
printed below the signature. = Signatures of all
individuals must be in longhand. ’ o ' '

Failure to.fulfill any of the above requlrements may
render the Bid nonrespon51ve.

7. Submission of Bids

All Bids must be submitted not later than the time prescribed,
at the place, and in the manner set forth in the Invitation to
Bid. Bids must be made on the Bid Forms provided in the
Appendix of the Contract Documents (additional forms are
available from Metro). Each Bid must be submitted in a sealed’
envelope, along with the attachments described herein, so
marked as to indicate its contents without being opened and
addressed in conformance w1th the instructions in the
Inv1tatlon to Bid. o

8.~ Modification or W1thdrawa1 of Bld

Any Bid may be modified after delivery to the location
specified in the Invitation'to Bid by physically dellverlng to
the same location, ‘before the time fixed for the Bid opening,
a written sealed supplement to the orlglnal Bid, marked
"Supplement to Bid of (Name of Bidder) for Marion County Waste
Transport Services." Such supplement shall clearly identify -
the Bid item(s) which is (are) changed by setting forth the
original Bid item(s), and the modified 1tem(s) -Metro may
‘reject any supplemental Bid which, in its opinion, does not
set forth the proposed modlflcatlons clearly enough to
determine the definiteness and certainty of the item(s)
offered by the Bidder. Telephone or telegraphic modifications
are invalid and will not receive consideration.

Bids may be withdrawn by the Bldder prlor to the time fixed
for the receipt of Bids by having an authorized representative
of the Bidder, with sufficient identification, personally'plck
up the Bid. Said representative shall provide Metro with
formal, written notification of the Bidder's intent to remove
its Bld. Bids may not be withdrawn for a perlod of forty-five
(45) days after the opening of Bids nor may they be withdrawn
on or prior to the last date of any extension of such time as
may be agreed upon between Metro and the Bidder.

9. Bid Security

Bids must be accompanled by a certified check or cashler'

check drawn on a bank in good standing, or a bid bond issued
'by a surety authorized to issue such bonds in Oregon and
having a rating of at least "A" and being the appropriate
class for the bond amount ‘according to Best's Key Rating
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Gulde, and must be in the amount of $1,000. This bid security
shall be given as a guarantee that the Bidder will not
withdraw his/her bid for a perlod of forty-five (45) days
after the Bid opening, and that if awarded the Contract, the
successful Bidder will execute the attached cOntract.

-The Attorney-in-Fact (Resident Agent) who executes the Bid
Bond on behalf of the Surety must attach a notarized copy of
his/her Power of Attorney as evidence of his/her authority to
.bind the Surety on the date of execution of the Bond. -

10. Return of Bid Security

Bid securities will be held until the Contract has been

finally executed or the forty-flve (45) day period described

above has elapsed, whichever shall occur first, after which

all bid securities, other than those which. have been

forfeited, will be returned to- the respective bidders whose
. bids they accompanied.

11. Bas1s of Award

A contract for this pro;ect will be awarded to the lowest,
responsive, responsible Bidder. Metro staff will examine the
Bid information submitted to determine whether the Bid is
responsive. Based on the information submitted, any
additional information gathered by Metro, and the Total Bid
Price, Metro will determine the low, responsive, responsible
Bidder.

Metro reserves the right to waive any informality or irreg-

ularity in any Bid received and to reject any Bid not in

compliance with all prescribed public bidding procedures and
requirements of the cOntract Documents.

12. Award of COntract

Within 45 days of bid openlng, Metro will accept the lowest,
responsive, respon51b1e Bid. The acceptance of the Bid will
be by written Notice of Award, mailed or delivered to all
Bidders at the locations de51gnated in the Bids. The Notice

. of Award shall not entitle the party to whom it is delivered
to any rights whatsoever. Award may be subject to approval by .
the Metro Council. o

In the event of failure of the lowest responsive, responsible
Bidder to sign and return the Contract as prescribed hereln,
Metro may award the Contract to the next lowest responsive,
responsible Bidder. Such award if made, will be made w1th1n
forty-five (45) days after the opening of Bids.

Metro reserves the right to, for good cause, reject any or all
Bids upon a finding by Metro that it is in the public interest
to do so. .
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13.

14.

15.

Execution of Contract

The successful Bidder shall, within ten (10) working days
after receiving Notice of Award sign and deliver to Metro the
Contract attached hereto together with any other documents
required by these Contract Documents. Upon receipt of the
signed Contract and .all other documents required to be

_submitted by the successful Bidder, Metro shall sign the

Contract.

Failure to Execute Contract

" A Bidder who receives Notice of Award and who fails to

promptly and properly execute the Contract shall forfeit the
bid security that accompanied his/her Bid, and the bid
security shall be retained as liquidated damages by Metro,.and
it is agreed that this sum is a fair estimate of the amount of
damages Metro will sustaln in case the Bidder fails to enter
into a Contract.

Dlsadvantaged Business Program Compliance

Metro has made a strong commitment to provide maximum
opportunities to Disadvantaged and Women-Owned Businesses in
contracting. If subcontractors are used, the successful

Bidder will be required to meet Metro's Dlsadvantaged Business
Program goals or clearly demonstrate that a good faith effort
has been made to meet the goals. For any task or portion of
a task to be undertaken by a subcontractor or materials
supplier, the Contractor shall not sign up a DBE/WBE
subcontractor or materials supplier on an exclusive basis
prior to Contract Award.

The participation goals for this Contract are: Disadvantaged:
Business Enterprises (DBEs) —-- seven percent (7%), and Women-
Owned Business Enterprises (WBEs) -- five percent (5%) of the
Total Bid Price. DBEs and WBEs must be certified by the state
of Oregon prior to Bid opening as DBEs/WBEs to be counted
toward the Contract goals.

The Bid submitted.must‘contain a fully completed Disadvantaged
Business Program Compliance form contained herein. = The
apparent low Bidder, and any other Bidders requested by Metro
to do so, shall submit completed DBE and WBE Utilization forms
(also contained herein) by the close of the next working day
following Bid opening. Detailed procedures for completing the
forms and for demonstrating good faith efforts are contained
in Metro Code Section 2.04 (Metro's Disadvantaged Business
Program) contained in the Appendix. Bidder's special

attention is directed to Section 2.04.155 (Contract Award

Criteria), and Section 2.04.160 (Determination of Good Faith
Efforts). Bidders should note the following requirement of
the latter section:
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Advertising in, at a minimum, a newspaper of general
circulation, and trade association, minority and trade-
.oriented, women-focused publications, if any, concerning
the subcontracting or material supply opportunities on the
project at least ten (10) days before Bids or proposals
are due.

‘The following are minority-oriented newspapers publlshed in
the Portland metropolitan area:

The Skanner, 2337 N. Williams Avenue, Portland OR 97211
(503) 287-3562.

e Portland Observe -, P. 0. Box 3137, Portland, OR 97208
(503) 288-0033

The American Contractor, P.O. Box 11233, Portland, OR 97217
(503) 285-9000 . | .

The E1 Hispanic, 3302 S.E. 20th Avenue, Portland, OR 97202 (503)
232-5269

The requlrement to advertise is but one of the actlons necessary
to demonstrate good faith efforts under this program.

Eallure of the Bidder to substantially comply with all bf the
; quirements of the Disadvantaged Business Program w1ll result
in the Bid belng deemed nonresgon51ve. -
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Contract No.

PUBLIC CONTRACT

THIS Contract is entered 1nto between the‘METROPOLITAN SERVICE
DISTRICT, a municipal corporation, whose address is 2000 S.W. First
Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201-5398, hereinafter referred to as
. "METRO," and _ , whose address is
97___, herelnafter referred to as the "CONTRACTOR."

THE»PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS:
ARTICLE I
COP WORK

A CONTRACTOR shall perform the work and/or deliver to METRO the
goods described in the Scope of Work attached hereto as Attachment A.
All services and goods shall be of good quallty and, otherw1se, in
accordance w1th the Scope of Work.

ARTICLE II
-~ TERM OF CONTRACT

The term of this Contract shall be for the period commencing
February 1 , 1991 through and including January 31, 1994. ’

ARTICLE IIT
CONTRACT SUM AND TERMS OF PAYMENT

METRO shall compensate the CONTRACTOR for work performed
and/or goods supplied as described in Attachment B. Metro shall not be
responsible for payment of any materlals, expenses or costs other than
- those which are specifically included in Attachment B.

ARTICLE IV
LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY

CONTRACTOR is an 1ndependent contractor and assumes full
responsibility for the  content of its work and performance of
- CONTRACTOR's labor, and assumes full responsibility for all 11ab111ty
for bodily injury or physical damage to person or property arising out
of or related to this Contract, and shall indemnify and hold harmless.
METRO, its agents and employees, from any and all claims, demands,
damages, actions, losses, ‘and expenses, including attorney's fees,
arising out of or in any way connected with its performance of this
Contract. CONTRACTOR is solely responsible for paying CONTRACTOR's
subcontractors. Nothing in this Contract shall create any contractual
relationship between any subcontractor and METRO.
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ARTICLE V
TERMINATION

METRO may terminate this Contract upon giving CONTRACTOR seven
(7) days written notice. -In the event of termination, CONTRACTOR shall
be entitled to payment for work performed to the date of termination.
METRO shall not be liable for indirect or consequent1al damages.
Termination by METRO will not waive any c1a1m or remedies it may have
against CONTRACTOR.

' ARTICLE VI
INSURANCE

CONTRACTOR shall maintain such insurance as will protect
CONTRACTOR from claims under Workers' Compensation Acts and other
employee benefits acts covering all of CONTRACTOR's employees engaged in
performing the work under this Contract; and from claims for damages
because of bodily "injiry, including death and damages to property, all
with coverage limits satisfactory to METRO. Liability insurance shall
have minimum coverage limits of at least the dollar amounts listed in
ORS 30.270. Automobile liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000
per: occurrence, combined single 1limit personal injury and property
damage; and comprehensive general liability in the amount of $1,000,000
per occurrence shall be maintained during the terms of this agreement
unless those required in ORS 30.270 are greater, in which case
CONTRACTOR shall maintain the greater amounts. This insurance must
cover CONTRACTOR's operations under this Contract, whether such
operations be by CONTRACTOR or by any subcontractor or anyone directly
or indirectly employed by either of them. CONTRACTOR shall immediately
increase the amounts of liability insurance required to reflect any
changes in Oregon Law so that the insurance provided shall cover, at a
minimum, the maximum liability limits under the Oregon Tort Claims Act.

CONTRACTOR shall provide METRO with a certificate of insurance
complying with this article and naming METRO and Marion County as an
additional insured within fifteen (15) days of execution of this
Contract or twenty-four (24) hours before services under this Contract
commence, whichever date is earlier.

ARTICLE VII
PUBLIC CONTRACTS

-All appllcable provisions of ORS chapters 187 and 279, and all
other terms and conditions necessary to be inserted . 1nto public
contracts in the State of Oregon, are hereby incorporated as if such
provision were a part of this Agreement, including, but not limited to,
ORS 279.310 to 279.320 and ORS 279.334 (overtime wage requirements).

- Specifically, it is a condition of this contract that Contractor and all
employers working under this Agreement are subject employers that will
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comply with ORS 656.017 as required by 1989 Oregon Laws chapter 684.

R ARTICLE VIII

ATTORNEY'S FEES

In the event of any litigation»concerning'this Contract, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable. attorney's fees and
court costs, including fees and costs on appeal to any appellate courts.

ARTICLE IX

QUALITY OF GOODS AND SERVICES

. Unless otherwise specified, all materials shall be new and
both workmanship and materials shall be of the hlghest quality.
All .workers and subcontractors shall be skilled in their trades. = .
CONTRACTOR guarantees all work against defects in material or work-
manship for a perlod of one (1) year from the date of acceptance or
.. final -payment by ' METRO, whichever is later.: All guarantees and
warranties of goods furnished to CONTRACTOR or subcontractors by any
manufacturer or suppller shall be deemed to run to the benefit of METRO.

ARTICLE X
OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

All documents of any nature including, but not limited to,
reports, drawings, works of art and photographs, produced by CONTRACTOR
pursuant to this agreement are the property of METRO and it is agreed by
the parties hereto that such documents are works made for hire.
CONTRACTOR does hereby convey, transfer and grant to METRO all rights of
reproduction and the copyrlght to all such documents.

ARTICLE XTI
SUBCONTRACTORS ; DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PROGRAM

CONTRACTOR shall contact METRO prior to negotiating any
subcontracts and CONTRACTOR shall obtain approval from METRO before
enterlng into any subcontracts for the performance of any of the
services and/or supply of any of the goods covered by thls Contract.

_ METRO reserves the right to - reasonably reject any
subcontractor or supplier and no increase in the CONTRACTOR's
compensation shall result thereby. All subcontracts related to this
contract shall include the terms and conditions of this agreement.
CONTRACTOR shall be fully responsible for a11 of 1ts subcontractors as
- provided in Article IV. .

If subcontracting is utilized in the pérformance of any
services and/or supply of any of the goods covered by this Contract,
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CONTRACTOR .agrees to make a good faith effort, as that term is defined
in METRO's Disadvantaged Business Program (Section 2.04.160 of the Metro
Code) to reach the goals of subcontracting seven percent of the contract
amount to Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and five percent of the
contract amount to Women-Owned-Business Enterprlse. METRO reserves the
right, at all times during the period of this agreement to monitor
compliance with the terms of this paragraph and METRO's Dlsadvantaged

Business Program. :

ARTICLE XII
IGHT TO W (0] A N S
METRO shall have the right to withhold from payments . due

CONTRACTOR such sums as necessary, in METRO's sole opinion, to protect
METRO against any loss, damage or claim which may result from

CONTRACTOR's performance or failure to perform under this agreement or -

the failure of CONTRACTOR to make proper payment to any suppliers or
subcontractors.

If a liquidated damages prov151on is contained in the Scope of
Work and if CONTRACTOR has, in METRO's opinion, violated that provision,
METRO shall have the right to withhold from payments due CONTRACTOR such
. sums as shall satisfy that provision. All sums withheld by METRO under
this Article shall become the property of METRO and CONTRACTOR shall.
have no right to such sums to the extent that CONTRACTOR has breached
this Contract. ' ‘

ARTICLE XIII | 5
SAFETY

If services of any nature are to be performed pursuant to this
agreement, CONTRACTOR shall take all necessary precautlons for the
safety of employees and others in the vicinity of the services being
performed and shall comply with all applicable prov151ons of federal,
state and 1local safety laws and building codes, including the
acquisition of any required permits. '

ARTICLE XIV

INTEGRATION OF CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

All of the prov151ons of any bidding documents including, but
not limited to, the Invitation to Bid, Instructions to Bidders, Scope of
Work, and Bid Forms which were utlllzed in conjunction with the blddlng
of this Contract are hereby expressly 1ncorporated by reference. i

Otherwise, th1s Contract represents the entire and 1ntegrated
agreement between METRO and CONTRACTOR and supersedes all prior
negotiations, representations or agreements, either written or oral.
This Contract may be amended only by written instrument signed by both
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METRO and CONTRACTOR. The law of'the state of Oregon shall govern the
construction and interpretation of this Contract.
| ARTICLE XV

ASSIGNMENT

CONTRACTOR shall not'assign any rights or obligations under or
arising from this Contract without prior written consent from METRO.

HETROPOLITAH SERVICE DISTRICT

(Contractor)
By: - : . Bys
Title: \ : ' Title:
Date: i Date:
AMH:jp:bl
CONTRACT.FOR
10/19/89
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SCOPE OF WORK
1.0 GENERAL

This Scope of Work describes the services required to transport
mixed solid waste from Metro South Station (MSS) to the Marion Co.
Waste-to-Energy Facility (MWEF), 'as well as the operating
conditions in which the services are to be performed. The
description of the work is not intended to be comprehensive in
nature, and the Contractor agrees to provide the labor, equipment
and materials necessary to meet the performance requlrements
- contained in the Contract Documents for-the Project - "Marion Co.
‘Waste Transport Services." :

Theitransport services described in the Contract Documents are
necessary to fulfill the terms of an agreement between Metro and
Marion County, Oregon. The purpose of the agreement is to provide
the MWEF with waste, as needed, for efficient operation. Waste has
been needed the most during the Winter months when waste flows from
within Marion Co.-to the facility are low.

Metro has agreed to supplement the waste flow to the MWEF from
waste delivered to MSS. Metro has provided waste for a number of
years and has projected future waste flows to the MWEF. These
patterns are presented in the Appendix on a monthly basis, under
the column entitled "From Metro South."

Metro will prov1de the waste on an on-call basis through the
Contractor. The MWEF facility manager will contact the Contractor

- on Friday of each week with projected waste needs for the coming
week. The Contractor must provide the waste as specified by the
MWEF manager, subject to the limitation that the Contractor is only
required to use a single walking floor trailer to perform the work.
The Contractor may, at its option, use additional trailers to
supply the MWEF with the specified quantities which exceed the
capacity of a single trailer.

MSS is operated by a private flrm, Waste Management of Oregon,
Inc., who is responsible for receiving waste from haulers and
preparlng loads for transport. Jack Gray Transport, Inc. is the
firm which transports the majority of MSS's waste to the Columbia
Ridge Landfill in Gilliam County, Oregon. The Contractor shall
coordinate his/her activities with the above contractors as well as
any additional Metro contractors or Metro personnel. The
Contractor shall operate under direction from Metro's Facilities
Manager or his de51gnated representative.

Loads of waste w111 be compacted by two types of compactors. One is
an Amfab Transpak 500 which makes a single waste bale approximately
39 feet 1long. ' The other is a Shredding Systems, Inc. (SSI)
compactor which builds two bales approx1mately 19 feet each per
"bale. Wlth the SSI compactor, the first bale is partlally extruded
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into the tra11er and remains in that position whlle the second bale
‘is formed. Once the second bale is formed, the compactor pushes
the second bale into the first bale until both bales are completely
inside the traller._

2.0 OPERATINGIPLAN -~GENERAL'

The Contractor is respon51b1e for moving an empty trailer to the
compactor and then settlng and holding brakes until a load is
received. The MSS operator is responsible for extruding the untied
bale(s) of waste into the transfer trailer and installing a seal on
the door handle.

The Contractor is responsible for inspecting the loaded trailers
for damage and verifying that the seal was installed properly
before transporting the load of waste from the transfer station.
- If Contractor's inspection of the seal indicates that the seal has
‘been improperly installed, the Contractor shall immediately notify
the transfer station operator and request a new seal. Failure to
do so will preclude Contractor from any recovery for damages
arising out of any improperly installed seal (see Item 7.2).

Contractor and transfer station operator shall use an interchange
agreement for inspection of trailers, or a similar agreement as
approved by Metro. Any damage caused to the trailer from receiving
a load of waste must be noted on the 1nterchange agreement. Any
claims for damage resulting from receiving a load shall be made
against the transfer station operator.

The MSS operator is responsible for providing a road legal load to
the Contractor. Contractor is responsible for ensuring the load is
road legal prior to leaving the site. Scales will be available
onsite to determine if the load is road 1legal. If Contractor
determines the load is not road legal, he/she shall utilize the
walking floor to shift or unload waste as necessary to achieve a
legal weight. Any unloading of waste shall be performed under the
direction of the MSS operator. The MSS operator is responsible for

- providing assistance in achieving ‘a road legal weight or in

unloading an overloaded trailer if necessary.

Contractor is also responsible for any storage, maintenance,
cleaning and replacement of trailers. No storage of trailers will
be provided at MSS without the prior approval of Metro. No
cleaning of trailers will be allowed at MSS w1thout the prior
approval of Metro.

The Contractor is allowed to utilize his/her equipment for purposes
other than those connected with this Contract when not needed to
perform this Contract, with the prior approval .of Metro, except
that the hauling of any food-related items in the trailers is
prohibited. - Such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld by
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Metro.

The services provided by the Contractor shall be performed in
accordance with all state, federal. and local regulations. Any
'changes in operating procedures as described by these documents, or
submitted by the Contractor as part of his/her bid, must be
approved by Metro.

The Contractor will conduct his/her act1v1t1es SO as to maximize
coordination with any Metro-designated party, and to minimize
loading and unloading time spent at the transfer statlon and - the
MWEF, 1n a cost effectlve manner. .

OPERATING PLAN - LIMIZAIIQ

Contractor is required to transport waste to the MWEF as
requested, subject to the following conditions. ‘ :

'2.1.1 EQUIPMENT LIMITATIONS. Contractor is required to
supply ‘only one walking floor trailer. If Contractor is
unable to transport the requested volumes with one
walking floor trailer, it is at the option of the
Contractor to supply the additional equipment, personnel,
etc. to transport the requested volumes. However, the
Contractor must transport waste when available throughout
any given day and/or week to. attempt to supply the
requested amounts of waste. Contractor may utilize used
trailers and tractors to prov1de the services required.

2.1.2 WASTE AVAILABILITY. . Contractor is only
responsible to transport waste as it is available.
Contractor must continue to transport waste throughout
the day/week if waste is available and the MWEF is
willing to accept it, regardless of whether MSS is open
- to the public. Contractor must prov1de sufficient
personnel to continue to transport waste in any given
day/week without violating appllcable regulat:.ons.
Metro, or its designated representative, will determine
the availability of waste. :

2.1.3 MWEF REQUIREMENTS Contractor shall halt its
transport of waste to the MWEF upon instruction from the
designated MWEF representative, even though the requested
amounts may have not been transported.

-2 1 4 BOUTE LIMITATIONS Contract must use I-205 and I-5
in routing the trailers. Contractor shall access and
egress I-205 and I-5 using the ramps closest to MSS and
the MWEF. . .

3.0 COORDINATION
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The Contractor is responsible for coordinating with the MSS
-operator, and the waste transporter, a schedule to receive loads of
waste. The Contractor is also responsible for coordinating the
unloading of the waste with the MWEF operator. Metro will act as
the arbitrator of any disputes between Contractor and the other
parties. ‘ : , v : ,

Contractor shall consult with both the MSS operator and the waste
transport contractor daily to minimize disruptions to their
operations. . Metro's Facilities ' Manager, or designated
representative, will issue guidelines as. to queuing and other
" onsite activities. , ‘ . -

Coordination meetings may be held monthly to.review the progress of
the work, discuss operational problems and procedures, and
complaints. It will be the responsibility of the Contractor to
prepare for and respond to complaints, charges, and allegations
brought against him/her prior to this meeting. The Contractor will
also be required to present a monthly report summarizing activities

. during the -prior. month and plans and -schedules for future
activities. The organization of and invitation to the meeting will
be the responsibility of Metro.

The monthly summary report shall includevat a minimum:

| - Manifest of the tonhage by load.
- ~ Complaint forms and recommended actions. ..
- Ahy extraordinary occurrences affecting Metro.
- Status of oberating equipment. A

- _Any correspondence between Contractor and
- governmental bodies relevant to this Contract. .

4.0 WASTE FLOW AND HOURS OF OPERATION

MSS is open between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday; and 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Sunday. Waste
volumes at the facility will fluctuate daily, weekly and monthly.
Peak periods at MSS generally occur daily between 10:00 a.m. and
2:00 p.m. All waste is removed from the facility daily, usually by
10 p.m. weekdays. f : _

5.0 OPERATING RECORDS

The Contractor shall keep accurate records of all transactions in
connection with this Contract. This includes, but is not limited
to, Metro Transaction Tickets received at MSS, any receipts or
correspondence from the MWEF and any communication from public
agencies. Copies of such records shall be forwarded to Metro as
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requested. Metro shall be informed of the existence of all such
“communications or correspondence through the monthly report.

Upon accepting the sealed load of waste the Contractor will receive
‘three copies of a Metro Transaction Ticket from the MSS operator.
The ticket will include the time, date, seal number, and tare
weight of the vehicle components and the weight of the load as
measured by the compactors' scales. :

- After transporting the trailer to the MWEF the MWEF operator
completes and signs the Metro Transaction Ticket indicating the
time and date received, verifying the seal number of the trailer,
and verifying that the seal is intact. The Contractor, MWEF
operator and Metro all receive a copy of the completed ticket. The
Contractor shall forward Metro's copy of the ticket with the
monthly billing. ‘ S

The MWEF operator will weigh the Contractor's vehicle to determine
the weight of the load. The MWEF operator will issue a receipt
-which the Contractor shall retain for his/her records. A copy of
this receipt will accompany the monthly billing. :

6.0 PAYMENT

Payment for the transport of solid waste will be made based on the
Contractor's per ton waste bid price multiplied by the number of"
tons transported per month. The number of tons will be determined
by the MWEF operator's weighing of the load.  Detailed payment
procedures are contained in Attachment "B". :

7.0 Trailer Performance Requirements

Waste will be compacted at MSS by compacting equipment such as an
AMFAB Transpak Model 500, or Shredding Systems Compaction System, .
designed to produce efficient payloads. Trailers shall be of the
rear-load design capable of receiving an extruded load from the
compactor. Walking floor trailers shall be used so waste can be
unloaded at the MWEF. :

~ Trailers shall be designed to minimize the spillage of liquids from
the waste. The spillage of waste from the trailer while in transit
or storage is prohibited. Consideration in the design should also
be given to minimizing odor. The trailer must have solid walls,
floor and rear doors. The roof of the trailer must be tarped at a
minimum, or be solid. The use of screens is unacceptable.  The
doors must be fitted with seals to minimize the escape of liquids.

It is the intent of these Specifications to ensure that Contractor
equipment is suitable for the arduous, heavy-duty service connected
with solid waste transport. Trailers shall be of a construction
capable of withstanding the extreme abuse expected from receiving
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compacted solid waste. Contractor shall be fully responsible for
repldacing any trailer equipment which does not meet these
standards, and .for repairing any damage which occurs to the
-equipment as a result of loading, unless Contractor can demonstrate
.that such damage was attributable to compactor operator error.

All contractor-furnished equipment shall be.properly maintained in
a safe working condition at all times. Transfer tractors and
trailers shall be suitably painted and/or furbished so that they
present an: acceptable appearance in the opinion of Metro.

7.1 Eackaging Densities

The transfer station operator is responsible for the
compaction and extrusion, into the Contractor's trailer, of an
untied bale(s) of waste. The load of waste measures seven
feet by seven feet up to 40 feet when inside the compactors.
The MSS operator can vary the length and/or density of the’
bale(s) to optimize payloads. The Contractor must accept a
load of waste weighing at least 20 tons while remaining road
legal. '

7.2 Trailer Seals

y the completion of extrudlng the waste into the trailer, the
transfer station operator will install a lock seal on the
trailer such as a flat metal seal that prohibits removal by
hand. Each seal will be marked with three letters (e.g., MSS
for Metro South Statlon) 1dent1fy1ng the facility, Contractor
and a sequentially increasing set of at least four digits.

Example: . MSS-CON-0000

It is the responsibility of Contractor to ensure that the seal
was properly installed before the trailer leaves the transfer
_station. Once the Contractor has verified that the seal is
properly installed the waste contained within the trailer is
the responsibility of the Contractor until the seal is broken
by the disposal site operator. If the seal is broken by other
than disposal site personnel, the Contractor will be.
respon51b1e for all associated costs and liabilities involved
with managing any waste contained within the trailer, above
and beyond normal disposal costs.

7.3'Trailer Cleaning‘

The Contractor shall clean trailers as cften as necessary to
prevent malodor, unsightliness, or attraction of vectors.
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8.0 TYPES OF WASTES ACCEPTED

The Contractor shall accept and transport to the MWEF all waste

- which is ‘sealed into Contractor's trailers at MSS. Contractor is
prohibited from adding any material to the load once the seal has
been installed. - It will be the transfer station operator's
responsibility to provide loads of acceptable solid waste for
‘transport by the Contractor.

9.0 IOADING WASTE ‘TA SPOS ACILITY

Contractor is responsible for unloading all waste transported
" pursuant to this Contract at the MWEF. Upon arrival at the MWEF,
Contractor and the MWEF operator will mutually inspect the trailer
seal. The MWEF operator will indicate on all copies of the Metro
. Transaction Ticket whether the seal is intact and then sign for
receipt of the load. If the seal is not intact Contractor shall
notify Metro immediately and the load shall be unloaded per
instructions from the MWEF operator. If the seal is intact,

Contractor shall-‘proceed to. the unloading area.

10.0 INSPECTION

The Contractor shall permit inspection of all facets of the work by

"Metro, its representatives, and governmental authorities having
jurisdiction over any parts of the work at all times. The
‘inspectors for Metro will have all rights and duties granted to
-Metro. . :

Directions from such 1nspectors shall not relleve the Contractor of
any responsibility or llablllty associated with his/her operatlons.‘
Contractor shall remain fully responsible for all injuries,
accidents, and other mishaps associated with hls/her operatlons.

Metro-w1ll inform the Contractor at a premoblllzatlon meeting and
at subsequent meetings as to which of Metro's employees will be
responsible for routine inspections, and what authority such
1nspectors will have.

11.0 TRANSPORT SYSTEM REGULATIONS
11.1 General

The Contractor shall be responsible for obtaining all
necessary approvals and permits for the services rendered
under this Contract including, but not limited to, complying
with all applicable State, Federal and Local regulations.
Copies of all current permits and conditions shall be
submitted with the Bid, together with a timetable for
obtaining necessary permits not yet approved. _

11.2 Trucking
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All truck equlpment shall comply with appllcable local codes,
state laws, and applicable federal requirements including, but
not limited to, the following: .

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS)
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulatlons (FMCSR)
Interstate Motor Carrier Noise Em1551on Standards

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF OREGON REQUIREMENTS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles and New
- Motor Vehicle Engines
Interstate Motor Carrier Noise Emission Standards

Each tractor shall be equlpped with a two-way radio capable of
..communicating with 'the Contractor's office and the appropriate
. personnel at the MWEF. All tractors shall be equipped with a 10-
pound ABC fire extinguisher with a 4A 60BC UL ratlng. The use of
"Jake" brakes is prohlblted.

12.0 CONTINGENCY PLANS

12.1 General

The Contractor will submit to Metro comprehen51ve plans for
dealing with the following:

A.

D.

Emergency operating procedures in the event of a

work stoppage by any of the Contractor's employees
or subcontractors.

Emergency procedures in the event of breakdown or
accident of any of the major equipment components
directly involved in the transport of waste
controlled by the Contractor.

Emergency procedures in the event of a breakdown in
the unloadlng operation. ’

Emergency inclement weather operating procedures to
avoid any interruption of service.

Plans must include time frame, sources for the 1mplementat10n'
of the plan, and a description of replacement equipment.
Contingency plans must be approved by Metro but such approval
shall not be construed as a 1limitation on Contractor's
obligation to transport waste in a timely manner as described
elsewhere in this contract.
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12.2 Back-Up Systenm

The Contractor shall provide back-up equipment within 8
hours of a breakdown.

'12.3 Emergency

Contractor will provide to Metro a comprehensive plan
designed to minimize hazards (during storage and transit)
to human health and the environment; damage to property;
the interruption of waste transfer and/or traffic along
transportation routes due to:

“A. Fires and explosions

B. Release  of hazardous/unacceptable waste
constituents ‘
' C. Release of any solid waste constituents

L

The contingency plan must include:

1. A description of actions which transport personnel
must take in response to A, B, and C above. :

2. Evidence of arrangements with 1local emergency
~response agencies setting forth what services will
be rendered by each agency in the event of an
emergency. ' ’

_ThesEmergency Contingency Plan in no way lessens the
Contractor's full responsibility to comply with all
applicable regulatory provisions for transporting solid.
waste. : ‘

13.0 SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE TRAINING PROGRAM

Contractor is responsible for the safety of his/her employees. At
a minimum an employee safety orientation and training program will
be implemented prior to February 1, 1990 and will continue
throughout the Contract term. The Contractor will designate a
staff member to serve as the transportation system safety
coordinator. The coordinator will be responsible for the
implementation of the following program requirements:

A. Newly hired employees will be provided with an orientation of

the safety program, instructions regarding personal safety and
the emergency and general contingency plan.
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B. A thorough 1nvest1gatlon of all accidents to ascertain the
cause and methods of preventing a reoccurrence of similar
accidents.

If death or serious injuries or serious damages are caused by an
accident related to this Contract the accident shall be reported
immediately by telephone or messenger to Metro Solid Waste
Department. In addition, the Contractor must promptly report in

. 'writing to Metro all accidents whatsoever arlslng out of, or in
connection with the performance of the work, g1v1ng full details
and statements of witnesses.

If a claim is made by anyone against the Contractor or any
subcontractor as a result of any accident related to this Contract,
.the Contractor shall promptly report the facts in writing to Metro,
giv1ng details of the claim.

14.0 CONTRACTOR LIABILITY

The Contractor will be held responsible for any damage attributed
to his/her operations including, but not limited to, equlpment used -
in the loading the trailer. The Contractor shall repalr or replace
any such damage at no additional charge to Metro in a timely
manner.

The Contractor will be respon51b1e for all costs 1ncurred from any
release of solid waste or liquids during transport and storage. .
Contractor is responsible for any costs associated with
unacceptable waste if the seal on the trailer is broken prior to
being broken by the MWEF operator.

~15.,0 ADDITIONAL WORK

Metro reserves the r1ght to negotiate with the Contractor for the
transportation of waste from or to any additional 51tes.
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1.

ATTACHMENT “B"

Compensation

Rates. For all work required under this Contract, Metro will
make monthly payments to Contractor based on the rates set
forth in the Contractor's Bid. :

On or prior to the eighth day of each month, Contractor will
submit to Metro a billing which indicates the quantity of
waste transported from each transport site pursuant to the
Contract. The value of unit price work shall be based upon
the number of tons of waste actually transported according to
the weight records from the MWEF for the calendar month just
completed. ’ , : o

The Contractor shall furnish to ‘Metro such detailed
information as set forth in these Contract Documents
(including records from the MWEF and MSS) and as Metro may

request to aid in the preparation of monthly payments. After

approval of Contractor's invoice by Metro, Metro will remit
payment to the Contractor by the 25th day of the following
month.

Price Adjustment. Unit prices shall be adjusted up or down
each year of this Contract, beginning one year from the first
day of the month in which this Contract is signed, to reflect
changes in the cost of doing business. The price adjustment
change at the beginning of the second Contract year shall be
in a percentage amount equal to the change of the Consumer
Price Index between the previous year and the current year
times the percentage adjustment bid in Contractor's Bid, as
described below. . '

- The following formula will be used to calculate the price’

adjustment: AU = ((cI, = CI;) + 1) x PU

L CIg
AU = Adjusted unit price _
CI, = Consumer Price Index in the current year (average)
CI; = Consumer Price Index in the previous year (average)
PU = Previous year's unit price

The Consumer Price Index will be based on the index entitled
"West-A" from the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics' publication entitled "Consumer Price Indexes,
Pacific Cities and U.S. City Average/All Urban Consumers."

" The index will be a twelve (12) month average for the current
'year minus a twelve (12) month average for the previous year

divided by the previous year's average. The price adjustment
shall take place as soon as data are available retroactive to
the Contract anniversary date. '
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' Flow Projections to the MWEF for:
1989 - 1993 :



‘Ma’rion County Annual Tonnage From Metro SoUth Station

Month - 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
January 4,026 1,098 3,592 3,592 3,592 3,592
February 0 1,182 1,371 1,371 1,371 |-
March 0 1,060 2,424 2,424 2,424
-|April 1,537 13 0 0 0
May | 802 559 1,149 1,149 | 1,149
June - 744 866 0 .0 0
July . 1,086 - 92 331 331 331
August - ' 0 75 0 0 0
September 0 21 0 0 0
October , 0 1,000 1,978 1,978 1,978
November 1,326 1,000 3,672 3,572 - 3,672
December ' 0 1,000 4,116 4,116 4,116
TOTAL 9,521 7,966 | 18,533 | 18,5633 18,533



'Metro Disadvantaged Business Program-




Chapter 2.04,  Metro Contract Procedures-
Disadvantaged Business Program will be included in
Documents released to Bidders
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COVER PAGES |
- NOTE TO BIDDER: Piease'type or use ink for completing BID-FORMS.
To: . METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT - SOlld Waste Department
Address: 2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland, OR 97201-5398
Bid Title: MARION CO. WASTE TRANSPORT SERVICES (NO. 90B-136-SW)

Bidder:

Address:

Date: -

. :..'~.Bidder's Person toContact for Additional Information on this Bid:

Name/Title:

Telephone No:

BIDDER'S DECLARATION AND UNDERSTANDING

The Bidder, whose lawful signature binding it to the terms of this
Bid as found on the Signature Page, declares that the only persons
or partles interested in this Bid are those named hereln, that this
Bid is, in all respects, fair and without fraud, that the prices
bid are made without collusion with any official, agent,or employee
-of Metro, and that the Bid is made without any connection or
collusion with any person submitting another Bid on this Contract.

The Bidder further declares that he/she has carefully examined all
of the Contract Documents, that he/she has satisfied
himself/herself as to the quantities and conditions of the work
involved, and that this Bid is subject to and made in accordance
with the provisions and under the terms of all of the Contract
Documents, which Documents are hereby made a part of this Bid.

Any printed matter or any letter or paper enclosed herewith which
is not part of the Blddlng ‘Documents prepared by Metro or which was
not requested by Metro is not to be considered a part of this Bid,
and the undersigned agrees that such matter shall be entlrely
dlsregarded and, notwithstanding such prlnted matter, that the Bid
is an offer to do all of. the work in strict accordance with the
Contract Documents. :

This Bid is irrevocable for forty-five (45) days following opening
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This Bid is irrevocable for forty-five (45) days following opening
of bids. : ' S

W

CONTRACT EXECUTION

The Bidder agrees that if this Bid is accepted, he/she will, within
ten (10) days, not including Sundays and -legal holidays, after
Notice of Conditional Award, sign the Contract in the form annexed
hereto, and will at that time, furnish descriptions of all
equipment, personnel, sites and other means necessary to do the
work and descriptions of all materials necessary to complete all
‘work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents, .and as
requested by Metro. ‘ ' '

SALES AND USE TAXES

-The Bidder -agrees to accept as full payment for the goods and/or
services covered by this Bid the unit price amounts supplied by the
Bidder. The Bidder agrees that the unit prices represent a true
measure of the 1labor and materials required to complete the
Contract, including all allowances for overhead and profit.

START OF WASTE TRANSPORT OPERATIONS AND CONTRACT COMPLETION TIME

The Bidder further agrees to begin waste transport services as
described in the Contract Documents on February 1, 1991, and to
terminate such transport services on January 31, 1994, subject to
the provisions set forth in Article V of the General Conditions.

The Bidder should be aware that it is Metro's intent to reduce the
amount of waste ' landfilled, and that these efforts may
significantly reduce the rate at which waste is transported for
disposal. - _ i '
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~ BID SCHEDULE ,
(Fill in all blank spaces)

ITEM R 'FIGURES : WORDS

1.Price per ton = $ N
- (Unit Price)

TOTAL BID PRICE =

$ . X 55,509 .= § M
(Price per ton) (tons) (Total Bid Price).

ADDENDA

The Bidder hefeby acknowledges that he/she has received Addenda

Numbers (Bidder: Insert number of each Addendum
received) to these Specifications. - o :
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CONTRACT QUESTIONNAIRE

The following Questionnaire asks for information concerning the

- - ‘Contractor's organization, experience in projects similar to those
described in the Contract Documents, and information relating to
the equipment and operating plan the Contractor proposes to use
during the Contract. If a partnership, firm, corporation or other
entity owns a controlling interest in the Bidder, responses to.each
question in the Questionnaire must be submitted for both the Bidder
and the parent entity. For purposes of this paragraph,
‘“controlling interest" shall mean ownership of ten percent (10%) or
more of the beneficial ownership of Bidder. - Information submitted
in response to this Questionnaire will be considered binding on the
successful Bidder, and any substitutions or deviations shall be
approved by Metro. ’ ' - :

- Manner of Preparing and Filling in Forms

Unless indicated otherwise, the Contractor shall include
..~ information -for. only the specific single business organization or
entity which is submitting a Bid for the work described in the
Contract Documents and which would be the signatory on the
Contract. o ' :

‘All answers and other entries on the forms, except signatures,
shall be filled in on a typewriter or legibly printed. It is the.
responsibility of the Contractor to return all pages. Failure to
do so may be grounds for rejection.

All answers and entries shall be specific and complete in detail.
Metro reserves the right to make independent inquiries concerning
“the information submitted herein, to conduct any additional
investigation necessary to determine the Contractor's
qualifications, and to require the Bidder to supply additional
information. _ : : .

Use of Attachments

Schedules, resumés, reports, diagrams, and other forms of
information may be used as attachments to the prescribed form,
provided that the information contained therein specifically:
includes the information required by this form and provided that
the Bidder clearly references the attachments on this form. The
purpose of this Questionnaire and any attachments is to supply
information about the Bidder to Metro, so that Metro may determine
the Bidder's qualifications to perform the work. \ :

Submission

The Questionnaire shall be submitted along with the Contractor's
Bid in accordance with the information contained in the INVITATION
TO BID section of the Contract Documents.
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ES

TYPE OF FIRM ( )Corporation :

( Yother - Describe

T

( )Partnership

ORGANIZATIONAL INFORMATION

( )Individual

Please list parent organizations and thelr address and ownership

percentages:

How many years has your firm used its present name?

What were your firm's previous names?

1. How many years experlence has your firm had in the follow1ng

type of work,

task?

As a

Contractor

a.- Solid Waste Transfer Operations
b. Other Transfer Operations

in which the work 1listed was the primary

As a Sub-

Contractor

2. List the projects you have undertaken in the last 5 years -
which fall into the categorles listed under Item No. 1. List
the projects shown in categorles a, of Item No. 1 first. If
space permits, llSt the remalnlng projects chronologlcally.

Project Owner, City, Name of Project - Contract - Type - Enter
State or Country : Amount Letter from #1
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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3. For each project 11sted in Items No. 2 provide a brlef descrlptlon of-
the project and your firm's respon51b111t1es.

4. Please describe the organizational structure under which you will
manage this Contract. This should include, but not be limited to, the
persons who are responsible for the following areas of expertise:
direct supervision, personnel, equlpment maintenance and acquisition,
tralnlng, safety. Describe the experlence of or include resumés for

persons in these p051t10ns.
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5. List the major equipment you plan to use for the Project. The
' —information- provided must demonstrate that the equipment will -meet the
requirements as described in the Contract Documents. The information
shall include such information as the model, age, leased or owned, and
maximum payloads. ‘ '

6. List all permits, licenses and associatéd fees which will be required,
including Public Utility Commission of Oregon requirements and the status
of the permits/licenses.
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7. Please attach the most recent financial statement for your firm. -

COnfidegtial Information

Ihformatibn submitted in this Questionnaire will be . treated -as

- confidential, as permitted in ORS 192.500, if requested by the
Contractor.~ Do you wish to have the information treated -as
confidential? __yes _ no - -
(check one) : B

If yes which portions.
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SUBMIT WITH BID : BID_BOND

BOND NO.
AMOUNT: S

 KNOW ALL MEN‘BY THESE.PRESENTS; that

hereinafter called the PRINCIPAL; end

a corperation duly organized under the laws of the state of

having its principal place of business at

' in the state of ’
and authorized to do business 1n the state of Oregon, as SURETY, are

held and firmly bound unto

hereinafter called the OBLIGEE, in the penal sum of ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS
'#4i($1,000).,~«fOr - the -payment of *which. we bind ourselves, our heirs,
executors, administrators, successors, and a551gns, jointly and
severally, firmly by these presents. :

WHEREAS the PRINCIPAL is herewith submitting his/her or its Bid
for Waste Transport Services, said Bid, by reference thereto, being
hereby made a part hereof. :

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT:

If the Bid submitted by the PRINCIPAL is accepted, and the Contract
awarded to the PRINCIPAL, and if the PRINCIPAL shall execute the
proposed Contract and shall furnish other documents as required by the
Contract Documents within the time fixed by the Contract, then this
-obllgatlon shall be null and void; if the PRINCIPAL shall w1thdraw its

+ Bid- within forty-five (45) days of the Bid opening date or otherwise
fail to execute the proposed Contract, the SURETY hereby agrees to pay
to the OBLIGEE the penal sum as llquldated damages, within ten (10) days
of such fallure.

Slgned and sealed this day of , 1990.

PRINCIPAL

By

SURETY

By |
Attorney-in-Fact
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DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PROGRAKFCOMPLIANCE FORM

(To be subhitted with Bid or Proposal)

Name of Metro Project: Marion County Waste Transport Services

Name of Bidder:

Address:

Telephone:

In accordance with Metro's Disadvantaged Business Program, the above-
named Bidder has accomplished the following:

—_ 1. Has fully met the Contract gbals and will subcontract
percent of the Contract amount to DBEs and
percent to WBEs.

2. Has partially met the Contract goals and will subcontract
percent of the Contract amount to DBEs and
percent to WBEs. The Contractor has made good faith
efforts prior to Bid opening (or proposal submission
date, as applicable) to meet the full goals and will
submit documentation of the same to Metro within two
working days of Bid opening (or proposal submission
date). '

3. Will not subcontract any of the contract amount to DBEs
' or WBEs but has made good faith efforts prior to Bid
opening (or proposal submission date, as applicable) to
meet the contract goals and will submit documentation of
such good faith efforts to Metro within two working days -
of Bid opening (or proposal submission date).

'Authorized Signature - Date
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'DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISBE UTILIZATION FORM

1. Name of Metro Project uérion County Waste Transport SeggiceS'
2. Name of Bidder

Address of Bidder

3. The above-named bidder intends to subcontract | percent of the

: Total Bid Price to the following Dlsadvantaged Business Enterprlses
(DBEs) : .

Names, cOntact Persons, o

‘Addresses and Telephone Numbers. : - - Dollar

- of DBE Firms Bidder Nature of Value of

Anticipates Utilizing Participation Participation

Total

Amount of Total Bid Price

DBE Percent of Total Bid Price

Authorized Signature

Date:

THIS FORM IS TO BE COMPLETED, SIGNED AND SUBMITTED
BY THE CLOSE OF THE NEXT WORKING DAY FOLLOWING BID OPENING

BID FORMS -- Page 11



WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES UTILIZATION FORM

1. Name of Metro Project Marion County Waste Transport Services

2. Name of Bidder

Address of Bidder

3. The above-named Bidder intends to subcontract .~ percent of the

Total Bid Price to the following Women-Owned Business Enterprises .

(WBEs)

Names, Contact Persons, o :
Dollar

. Addresses and Telephone Numbers '
of WBE Firms Bidder Nature of - Value of

Anticipates Utilizing Participation Participation

Total

Amount of Total'Bid Price

WBE Percent of Total Bid Price

‘Authorized Signature

Date:

.- THIS FOBM IS TO BE COMPLETED, SIGNED AND SUBMITTED
BY THE CIOSE OF THE NEXT WORKING DAY FOLIOWING BID OPENING
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR NON-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT

. This Non-Collusion Affidavit is material to anyICOhtract awarded

pursuant to this Bid. According to the Oregon Public Contracts and
Purchasing Laws, a public contracting agency may reject any or all
bids upon a finding of the agency that it is in the publlc interest
to do so (ORS 279.035). Metro finds that it is in the public
interest to require .the completlon of this Affidavit by potential

. contractors.

This Non-Collus:.on Affidavit must be executed by the member,
officer or employee of the Bidder who makes the final decision on
prices and the amount quoted in the Bid. -

Bid rigging and other efforts to restrain competition, and the
making of false sworn statements in connection with the submission
of Bids are unlawful and may be subject to criminal prosecution.
The person who signs the Affidavit should examine it carefully

«‘before-signing and assure himself or herself that each statement is

true and accurate, making diligent inquiry, as necessary, of all
other persons employed by or associated with the Bidder with
respon51b111t1es for the preparatlon, approval or submission of the
Bid. .

In the case of a Bid submitted by a'joint venture, each party to
the venture must be identified in the Bid Documents, and an

Affidavit must be submitted separately on behalf of each party.

The term "complementary bid" as used in the Affidavit has the
meaning commonly associated with that term in the bidding process,
and includes the knowing submission of bids higher than the bid of
another firm, any intentionally high or noncompetltlve bid, and any
other form of bid submitted for the purpose of giving a false
appearance of competition.

Failure to file an Affldav1t in compliance with these 1nstruct10ns
w111 result in disqualification of the Bid.
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HON-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT

Contract: Marion Co. Waste Transport Services

STATE OF : ) -

) ss. : .
County of . ' ) - S
I state that I am (Title) of

(Name of Firm) and that I am authorized to make this Affidavit on behalf
of my firm, and its owners, directors, and officers. I am the person
responsible in my firm for the price(s) and the amount of this Bid. . .

I state that'

(1) The price(s) and amount of this Bid have been arrlved at
independently and without consultation, communication or agreement with
any other contractor, Bidder or potential Bidder, except as disclosed on
*the attached -appendix:—-

*(2) That neither the price(s) nor the amount of this B1d and
neither the approximate price(s) nor approximate amount of this Bid,
have been disclosed to any other firm or person who is a Bidder or

, vpotentlal Bidder, and they will not be disclosed before Bid opening.

(3) No attempt has been made or will be made to induce any firm or
person to refrain from bidding on this contract, or to submit a Bid
higher than this Bid, or to submit any 1ntentlona11y high or
noncompetitive Bid or other form of complementary Bid. -

(4) The Bid of my firm is made in good faith and not pursuant to
any agreement or discussion with, or inducement from, any firm or person
to submit a complementary or other noncompetitive Bid.

(5) (Name of Firm), its affiliates,
subsidiaries, officers, directors and employees are not currently under
investigation by any governmental agency and have not in the last four
years been convicted of or found liable for any act prohlblted by state
or federal law in any jurisdiction, involving conspiracy or collusion
with respect to bidding on any public contract, except as listed and
described on the attached sheet. :

I state that (Name of Firm) understands and
acknowledges that the above representatlons are material and important,
and will be relied on by
(Name of Public Entity) in awarding the contract(s) for which this Bld
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is submitted. I understand and my firm wunderstands that any
misstatement in this Affidavit is and shall be treated as fraudulent
.concealment from (Name of Public Entity)

of the true facts relating to the-submission of Bids for this Contract.

~ Name of Company/Position

Sworn .to. and subscribed before me this day of | _, 1990.

Notary Public for

My Commission Expires:  / /
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SIGNATURB PAGE

The name of the Bidder submltting this Bid is

doing business at

(Street) - (City) (State) (2ip)

which is the full business address to which all communications concerned
with this Bid and with the Contract shall be sent.

The names of the principal officers of the corporatlon submitting this

Bid, or of all of the partners, if the Bidder is a partnership or joint

venture, or of all persons interested in this Bid as individuals are as
follows' :

If Individual -

IN WITNESS hereto the undersigned has set hls/her hand thlS ’ day
Of ’ 1988. )

Signature of Bidder

Printed Name of Bidder

Title

If Partnership or Joint Venture

IN WITNESS hereto the undersigned has set his/her hand this ] day
of ~, 1990. '

Name of Partnership or Joint Venture

By:

(Printed name of Person Signing)

Title:
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' SBIGNATURE PAGE (continued)
. If Corporation _
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the 'undersiéned corporation has caused this

instrument to be executed and its seal affixed by its duly authorized
officers this day of , 1988.

Name of Corporation

State of Incorporation

By:

Printed Name of Person Signing

Title:
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1345 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE OF A REQUEST FOR BIDS FOR
MARION COUNTY WASTE TRANSPORT SERVICES AND ENTERING
INTO A CONTRACT WITH THE LOW, RESPONSIBLE, RESPONSIVE
BIDDER

Date: October 25, 1990 - . " Presented by: Chuck Geyer

PROPOSED ACTION

Adopt Resolution No. 90-1345 authorizing: issuance of the request
‘for bids for Marion County Waste Transport Services (attached to -
the resolution as Exhibit 1) and authorizing the Executive
Officer to enter into a contract with the low, responsive,
responsible bidder in accordance with the requ1rements of the
Metro Code.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Metro entered into an agreement with Marion County, Oregon,
effective February 1990, to dispose of up to 40,000 tons of waste
per year at the Marion County Waste-to-Energy Fac111ty. Metro
has provided waste to the facility since 1987. Per the
agreement; Metro is to deliver the majority of this waste from
the Metro South Station.

The request for bids for Marion County Waste Transport Services

solicits bids from contractors to provide the transport services
from Metro South Station to the Marion County Waste-to-Energqgy :
Facility. The transport services are currently being provided by

Jack Gray Transport, Inc. through a change order to the Waste
Transport Services contract whlch expires January 31, 1991.

The current pronect schedule (Attachment 1) shows that bids would
be received in mid-December, 1990. Staff recommends that a month
of mobilization time be provided the selected contractor. In
order to provide at least a month for the selected contractor to
mobilize, Resolution 90-1345 authorizes the Executive Officer to
enter into a contract with the low, responsive, respon51b1e
bidder. .

BUDGET IMPACTS _

Adequate funds exist in the FY 1990-91 budget for initial
payments. Based on the contract entered into, appropriate funds
will be budgeted in future fiscal years.

-]



'EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

'The. Executive Officer recommends adopfion of Resolution 90-1345
which authorizes the issuance of an RFB for Marion County Waste
Transport Services, and execution of the resulting contract.



Attachment #1
CSWC Consideration of Bid Documents ‘Nov 6, 1990

Council Consideration of Bid Documents Nov 22, 1990

Release Bid | - Nov 23, 1990
Vendor Review - 3.00 Weeks

Bids Received . | Dec 13, 1990
Staff Review for Award 5.00 Days

Award ' December 21, 1990

‘If Council Awards

CSWC Consideration of Award ! January 15, 1991

Council Consideration of Award January 24, 1991

Award : January 25, 1991

cc:lc )
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: Agenda Item No. 7.8
‘Meeting Date: November 29, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1355




' SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1355, FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING AN
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY OF OREGON CITY
PROVIDING FOR THE PAYMENT OF A $.50 PER TON MITIGATION AND
ENHANCEMENT FEE ‘

Date: November 21, 1990 " Presented by: Councilor Dedardin

Committee Recommendation: At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste
Committee meeting, Councilors Collier, DeJardin and Saucy voted
unanimously (DeJardin; 3/0 vote) to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution No. 90-1355. Councilors Buchanan and Wyers were
excused. : '

Committee Discussion/Issues: Bob Martin,‘Director of Solid

Waste, and Sam Chandler, Solid Waste Facilities Manager, gave
staff’s report. Mr. Martin said the intergovernmental agreement
committed Metro to Oregon City‘’s time schedule with specific
tonnages. He said Metro South Station would handle 400,000 tons
in 1991. He said the agreement would ultimately scale Metro
South to a maximum of 250,000. Staff planned to direct waste to
the Riedel composter facility. Councilor Collier asked if Metro
would be penalized if the tonnage limitations were not met. Mr.
Martin said there was no specific penalty and that staff had a
working relationship with Oregon City to alleviate any problems.

The Committee had no further questions or comments and voted
" unanimously to recommend the full Council adopt Resolution. No.
90-1355.

. TDsDECspa
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING AN ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1355
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH )
THE CITY OF OREGON CITY PROVIDING ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
FOR THE PAYMENT OF A FIFTY CENT PER) Executlve Offlcer

)

TON MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT FEE

‘WHEREAS,‘ The Métropolitan Service District (Metrd),

pursuant to Metro' Resolution No. 88-938, entered into an

Intergovernméntal Agreement with the City of Oregon City on June 9,

1988, providing for the payment of a $0.50 per ton mitigatién and
'enhancement fee, and,revising\the_tonnage limitation at the Metro
-South Transfer Station; and '

| WHEREAS, the‘Intergévernmental Agreement between Metro

and the City of Oregon City expires December 31, 1990; and

WHEREAS, Metro and the City of Oregon City desire to

"~ enter into another Intergovernmental Agreement providing for the

payment of a mitigation'and enhancement fee; and

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive

Officer for consideration and was forwarded to the Council for

approval; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council of the Metropolitan ServicebDistrict

" authorizes the Executive Officer to enter into an Intergovernmental



Agreement with the’ City of Oregon City, attached hereto as
Exhibit A, providing for the payment of a mitigation and

enhancement fee.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

District this : day of _ | , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

RB:jc
November 8

1990
SW901355.RES



EXHIBIT A
' AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into by and between the CITY
OF OREGON CITY, OREGON, ("OREGON CITY"), and the METROPOLITAN
SERVICE DISTRICT ("METRO") The parties agree as follows:

A. METRO agrees to:

: 1. Subject to. the llmltatlons expressed elsewhere in
this Agreement, pay to OREGON CITY an amount equal to 50¢ per ton
for all solid waste received at the facility known as the Metro
South Station (hereinafter "the FACILITY") except for source
separated recyclable materials. This amount shall be referred to
as the ."total amount." Payments to OREGON CITY shall be made
according to the follow1ng provisions and shall be made on a
quarterly ba51s. : :

: A a. ‘As part of the total amount paid to OREGON
CITY by METRO, an amount equal to the current millage rate
assessed by OREGON CITY against all property located within the
boundaries of OREGON CITY times the true cash value of the
FACILITY, shall be paid by METRO directly to the OREGON CITY
General Fund and be subject to expenditure at the discretion of
the Oregon City- Commission for general governmental purposes.
Such amount shall be credited against the total amount payable by
METRO. The true cash value of the FACILITY shall be determined
by mutual agreement of the parties. If the parties fail to agree
on what the true cash value is the question of true cash value
shall be determined by binding arbitration pursuant to the rules
of the American Arbitration Association. For the purpose of this -
section "FACILITY" shall include the entire real property and all
improvements thereon. '

b. ' The balance of the total amount payable by
METRO shall be deposited in a separate, dedicated fund for the
purpose of rehabilitation and enhancement of the area around the
transfer station within the city limits of Oregon City as
determined by OREGON CITY pursuant to the terms of thls
Agreement.

: 2. Deliver to OREGON CITY monthly reports of activity
‘at the FACILITY including data on the gross weight of solid waste
received in vehicles that are weighed as they enter the FACILITY,
the number of other vehicles assessed fees on an estimated volume
basis, and the tonnage of solid waste transferred from the
FACILITY. :

3. Not exceed the volume limitation provided for in

. section B(5) hereof and to take every measure feasible to reduce
tonnage at the FACILITY to 700 tons per day on a monthly average.
by January 1, 1992.
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B. OREGON CITY will:

1. Appoint a c1tlzens' advisory committee to
recommend to the City Commission plans, programs and projects for
the rehabilitation and enhancement of the area around the
_FACILITY. The committee shall include as members a member of the
HOPP community, a member of the Oregon City Planning Commission,
a member of the Oregon City Commission, and the Metro Council
member representing the district which includes Oregon City.

2. The City Commission after receiving a
recommendation from the citizens' committee shall determine the
boundary of the area ellglble for rehabilitation and enhancement.

- 3. Create a special fund and ensure that ‘only plans,
progects and programs determined by the City Commission to be
- suitable for the rehabilitation and enhancement are authorized
for funding from such special fund.

- 4. Report-annually to METRO on the expenditures of
the special fund and fund balance no later than September 1 of. ¢
each year.

5. Acting in its role as a quasi-judicial body, '
continue in effect the following tonnage 11m1tatlon on use of the
FACILITY: .

The current tonnage limitation at the FACILITY
shall be a monthly average of 1,200 tons per day for the months
of July, August, September, October, May and June of each year,
and 1,000 tons per day for the months of November, December,
January, February, March and April. The tonnage limitations for
each month shall be cumulative so that any amounts by which METRO
‘does not meet or exceed the monthly tonnage allowance in any
given month may be carried over and credited to the tonnage
limitation in any future month at METRO's discretion during the
term of this Agreement. Further, METRO shall not be in violation
of the tonnage limitation if the total tonnage by which METRO may
have exceeded the allowed tonnage durlng any one month (taking
into account METRO's allowance for previous underutilized monthly
tonnage as described above) does not exceed one-half the total
monthly tonnage allowed for the month in which the excess has
occurred; provided, however, that such excess tonnage shall not
cumulatively exceed 18,600 tons over the life of this Agreement.

OREGON CITY may review the conditions contained in
the Conditional Use permit other than the tonnage limitations on
an annual basis.

6. OREGON CITY agrees if during the term of this
Agreement it adopts such a tax or charge that imposes a fee on
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haulers of commercial solid waste or other users of the FACILITY
except as may be imposed by any tax duly adopted by OREGON CITY
of general applicability to all persons doing business in Oregon
City, then METRO shall have no further obligation to pay the sums
provided for in paragraphs A 1. and 2. above and the tonnage
limitations provided for in B. 5. shall be continued.

C. Term. The term of this Agreement is for the sixty (60)
months commencing on January 1, 1991, except that the provision
for payment of the 50¢ per ton fee to OREGON CITY shall only be

'in effect during such time as OREGON CITY shall continue to allow

the tonnage levels at the limits prov1ded for in section B. 5.
above.

D. 'Notlce.< Any notice required pursuant to this Agreement
shall be delivered as follows:

If to OREGQN CITY:

4
City Manager
City Hall
320 Warner-Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

Copy,ﬁo:

Edward J. Sullivan

City Attorney

c/o Mitchell, Lang & Smith
101 S. W. Main Street
Portland, OR 97204

" If to METRO:

- Executive Officer '
Metropolitan Service District
2000 S. W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Copy to:

Daniel B. Cooper

General Counsel
Metropolitan Service Dlstrlct
2000 S. ‘'W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Or as to such individuals as the parties may designate
in writing in the future.

E. This Agreement'sets forth the entire obligation of the
parties to each other in connection with the FACILITY herein
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described except for further conditions not inconsistent with
this Agreement have previously been provided for in the
Conditional Use approval entered by OREGON CITY in 1981 as has
been amended from time to time.

F. This Agreement is subject to specific enforcement by
the courts at the request of either party.

G. Remedles.

1. A default of this Agreement by METRO shall result
-in reinstatement of the 700 ton per day limitation on operatlon
of the FACILITY contained in the Conditional Use permit
conditions in effect on June 1, 1988. In addition, METRO shall
continue to be liable for the payment of the fees provzded for 1n
section A. 1. and A. 2. above. . .

2. Default by OREGON CITY for failure to comply with
its obligations in section B. above (excepting those quasi-
judicial actions which METRO is requestlng of OREGON CITY), shall
be grounds for METRO to seek specific enforcement of the terms of
this Agreement allowing utilization of the FACILITY subject to
the tonnage limitation provided herein and further shall be
grounds for METRO withholding any further payments due to OREGON
CITY pursuant to the terms of paragraph A. above and OREGON CITY
shall not be entitled to any payment from METRO for tonnage
received during the period which the default exists. If at any
time during the term of this Agreement, OREGON CITY, acting in a
~quasi-judicial or legislative capaclty, changes any of the terms
of the request by METRO contained in section B. 5. above, then
for the duration of any such change METRO shall not be obligated
to make any payments under section A. 1. of this Agreement.

3. Each party agrees to glve thirty (30) days written
notice to the other in the event that it determines a default
- exists specifying the nature of the default and giving the other
party the opportunity during said 30-day perlod to cure the
default before taking any further action.

H. This Agreement shall become effective upon execution by
the parties after prior approval of the terms of this Agreement
by the Metro Council and Oregon City Comm1551on.

DATED this __ day of , 1990.
‘CITY_OF OREGON CITY METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
By: . By:
David Spear Rena Cusma
Title: Mayor » Title: Executive Officer

11111 |
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Oregon City City Attorney

DBC/gl
1040 /9
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1355 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
APPROVING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY OF
OREGON CITY PROVIDING FOR THE PAYMENT OF A FIFTY.CENT PER
TON MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENT FEE )

Date: November 7, 1990 ’ Presented by: Sam Chandler
- : ‘ » - Ray Barker

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of Resolution No. 90-1355, authorizing the Executive
Officer to enter into an agreement with Oregon City for the

- 'payment of a mitigation and enhancement. fee.

- FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANATLVYSIS

The Metro South Station (MSS) was issued a Conditional Use Permit
in 1981. 1In July,; 1986, Oregon City imposed a 700 ton per day
limit on solid waste delivered to MSS. ‘Metro was unable to meet
the 700 ton per day limit.

In the Sprlng of 1987, Oregon City initiated legal action to
force Metro to comply with the 700 ton per day limit in:the
Conditional Use Permit. The solid waste staff, the Council Solid
Waste Committee and the Metro Council con51dered various actions
to achieve compllance to the permlt 1nc1ud1ng closing the MsSs
when the maximum daily total limit was reached.

In June 1988 Metro and Oregon Clty entered into an agreement that
provided for the payment of a $0.50 per ton mitigation and
enhancement fee, and a revision of the tonnage limitation at MSs.
The term of the agreement was July 1, 1988 through December 31,
1990.

The agreement with Oregon City provided that‘the City would
appoint a citizen's advisory committee to recommend plans,
programs and projects for the enhancement of the area around MSS,
and a boundary of the area eligible for enhancement. In
addition, the City was to create a special fund to -fund
authorized plans, projects and programs, and to report annually
to Metro on the expenditures of the special fund. The City has
complied with all of these requirements. :

Oregon City agreed to increase the tonnage limitation to a
monthly average of 1,200 tons per day for the months of July,
August, September, October, May and June of each year, and 1,000
tons per day for the months of November, December, January,
February, March and April.



Metro agreed to pay Oregon City $0.50 per ton for all solid waste
received at MSS except for source-separated recyclable materials.
Metro also agreed to not exceed the volume limitation and to take
measures to reduce tonnage at MSS to 700 tons per day on a
monthly average by January 1, 1991.

NEW _AGREEMENT

The proposed new agreement between Metro and Oregon City is for a
five-year period: January 1, 1991 through December 31, 1995. ‘It
is estimated that $656,000 will be paid to Oregon City during the
contract period. This amount is based upon an estimated :
1,311,900 tons of solid waste @ $0.50 per ton. The tonnage was
estimated as follows.

Year Tons A Cost
1991 406,000 $203,000
1992 305,900 152,950
1993 . 200,000 100, 000
£ 1994 - 200,000 100, 000
1995 - 200,000 100,000
Total 1,311,900 '$655,950

; The existing agreement and the proposed new agreement are very
similar. The only differences are as follows:

1. The current agreement states that Metro will take every
- measure feasible to reduce tonnage at the facility to
700 tons per day on a monthly average by January 1,
1991. .The proposed agreement provides a new date:

January 1, 1992 (see Section A.3).

2. The term of the new agreement is 60 months - the.
existing contract is 30 months.

3. The proposed agreement does not contain any reference
to the dismissal of METRO's appeal of the decision of
the Circuit Court for Clackamas County in Case No. 87-
5-295. This is no longer applicable. »

EXECUTIVE OFFICERS RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoptlon of Resolution
No. 90-~1355.

RB:‘C
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