el - Agenda

2000 S.W First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503.221-1646

Meeting: METRO COUNCIL **PLEASE NOTE LATER STARTING TIME**
Date: January 10, 1991

Day: Thursday REVISED AGENDA: Item No. 5.2,
Time: 6:00 p.m.** Resolution No. 91-1371 has been
Place: Metro Council Chambers added to the agenda.
Approx.

Time* Presented By

6:00 p.m. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

1. ELECTION OF COUNCIL PRESIDING OFFICER (Action Requested:
Election of a Presiding Officer for Calendar Year 1991)

2. INTRODUCTIONS
3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
6:10 4. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

(15 min.) 4.1 Update on Compliance with DEQ Stipulated Order Martin
(No Action Requested: Information Only)

(15 min.) 4.2 Overview of Westside Light Rail Decision- Cotugno
Making Process and Schedule

6:40 5. CONSENT AGENDA
(5 min.)
REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

5.1 Resolution No. 91-1384, Authorizing an Exemption to Metro
Code Chapter 2.04.053(a), Personal Services Contracts
Selection Process and Authorizing a Sole-Source Contract
with Environmental Defense Fund for a Recycling Public
Information Campaign (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt
the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

5.2 Resolution No. 90-1371, Adding Voting Members to the
Parks and Natural Areas Policy Advisory Committee and
Confirming the New Appointments and Changing the name of

the Committee (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

(continued)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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6:45
(5 min.)

6.

6:50
(10 min.)

7:00
(10 min.)

7:10
(5 min.)

TAE LS
(5 min.)

7:20 9.

7:30

1991

ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

6.1 Ordinance No. 91-381, Amending Ordinance No. 90

-340A

Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding an Intergovernmental
Agreement with the Special District Association of Oregon

to Provide Legislative Services to the District
(Referred to Finance Committee)

Ordinance No. 91-382, Amending Ordinance No. 90
Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriatio

-340A
ns

Schedule for the Purpose of Increasing the Convention

Center Capital Fund Personal Services Appropria
(Referred to Finance Committee)

ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS
REFERRED FROM FINANCE AND ZOO COMMITTEES

7.1 Ordinance No. 91-377, For the Purpose of
Amending Ordinance No. 88-268B Adopting the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan to
Incorporate the Yard Debris Plan (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

7.2 Ordinance No. 91-376A, Amending Metro Code

Section 4.01.060 Revising Admission Fees

and Policies at Metro Washington Park Zoo

(PUBLIC HEARING) (Action Requested:

Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

RESOLUTIONS
NON-REFERRED RESOLUTION

8.1 Resolution No. 91-1383, For the Purpose
Acknowledging Adjustments to the FY 1990-
91 Budget of the Metro Washington Park
Zoo (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt
the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

8.2 Resolution No. 91-1348, For the Purpose of
Granting a Franchise to Pride Disposal
Co. for the Purpose of Operating a Reload
Transfer Facility (Action Requested:
Motion to adopt the Resolution)

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS & COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURN

tion

Buchanan

Knowles/
Van Bergen

Knowles

DeJardin



METRO Agenda

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

Meeting: METRO COUNCIL **PLEASE NOTE LATER STARTING TIME**
Date: January 10, 1991
Day: Thursday
Time: 6:00 p.m.**
Place: Metro Council Chambers
Approx.
Time* Presented By

6:00 p.m. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

1. ELECTION OF COUNCIL PRESIDING OFFICER (Action Requested:
Election of a Presiding Officer for Calendar Year 1991)

2. INTRODUCTIONS

3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
6:10 4. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

(15 min.) 4.1 Update on Compliance with DEQ Stipulated Order Martin
(No Action Requested: Information Only)

(15 min.) 4.2 Overview of Westside Light Rail Decision- Cotugno
Making Process and Schedule

6:40 5. CONSENT AGENDA
(5 min.)
REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

5.1 Resolution No. 91-1384, Authorizing an Exemption to Metro
Code Chapter 2.04.053(a), Personal Services Contracts
Selection Process and Authorizing a Sole-Source Contract
with Environmental Defense Fund for a Recycling Public
Information Campaign (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt
the Resolution)

6:45 6. ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS
(5 min.)
6.1 Ordinance No. 91-381, Amending Ordinance No. 90-340A

Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding an Intergovernmental
Agreement with the Special District Association of Oregon
to Provide Legislative Services to the District
(Referred to Finance Committee)

(continued)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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6:50
(10 min.)

7:00
(10 min.)

7:10
(5 min.)

1215
(5 min.)

7:20 9.
7:30
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ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

6.2 Ordinance No. 91-382, Amending Ordinance No. 90-340A
Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Increasing the Convention
Center Capital Fund Personal Services Appropriation

(Referred to Finance Committee)

. ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS

REFERRED FROM FINANCE AND ZOO COMMITTEES

7.1 Ordinance No. 91-377, For the Purpose of

Amending Ordinance No. 88-268B Adopting the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan to
Incorporate the Yard Debris Plan (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

Ordinance No. 91-376A, Amending Metro Code
Section 4.01.060 Revising Admission Fees
and Policies at Metro Washington Park Zoo
(PUBLIC HEARING) (Action Requested:
Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

RESOLUTIONS

NON-REFERRED RESOLUTION

8.1 Resolution No. 91-1383, For the Purpose of

Acknowledging Adjustments to the FY 1990-91
Budget of the Metro Washington Park Zoo
(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

8.2 Resolution No. 91-1348, For the Purpose of

Granting a Franchise to Pride Disposal
Co. for the Purpose of Operating a Reload
Transfer Facility (Action Requested:
Motion to adopt the Resolution)

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS & COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURN

Buchanan

Knowles/
Van Bergen

Knowles

DeJardin



Agenda Item No. 5.1
Meeting Date: January 10, 1991

Resolution No. 91-1384

Staff was directed to prepare Resolution No. 91-1383 by
the Zoo Committee at its meeting January 3. The
resolution and accompanying explanatory committee report
will be distributed at the Council meeting.



SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1384, AUTHORIZING
AN EXEMPTION TO METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.04.053(A), PERSONAL
SERVICES CONTRACTS SELECTION PROCESS, AND AUTHORIZING
A SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACT WITH ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND .
FOR A RECYCLING PUBLIC INFORMATION CAMPAIGN .

Date: January 4,.1991 : Presented by: Councilor DedJardin

Committee Recommendation: At the January 4, 1991 meeting, the
Committee voted 3-0 to recommend Council adoption of Resolution No.
1384, Voting in favor were Councilors Buchanan, DeJardin and Wyers.
Councilors Collier ‘and Saucy were excused.

Committee Issues[DlscuSSLOn. Debbie Gorham, Waste ‘Reduction
Manager, explained that the Solid Waste Department is requesting
approval to enter into a sole-source contract with the
Environmental Defense Fund to participate in a national advertising
‘campaign to promote recycllng. Metro will pay the Fund $23,000,
and the Fund will air nationally-produced ads which include the
‘Metro logo and the ‘telephone number for the Recycling Information’
"Center. Ms. Gorham said sole~source approval is justlfled because
the Environmental Defense Fund is the only group running a natlonal
‘ recycllng campaign of this type. ’

Councilor Wyers indicated her concern that although the Council
recently adopted incentives to encourage market development, the
type of ads contemplated might result in an increase in the supply
of materials for which .there is no market.

Estle Harlan, representing the Tri-County Council, requested that
haulers be given the opportunity to review and comment on Metro ads
before they are released. She said that Metro ads sometimes have
been confusing, misleading or inaccurate, and that haulers receive .
complaint calls although they have had no voice in the content of
the ads. She said that the Solid Waste Department has not been
- aware of the content of some of the ads.

Chair DeJardln said that this type of problem will not recur, and
that a process will be developed to make certain that the various
groups impacted by Metro ads are involved before the ads are
released.




SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT
Resolution No. 91-1384
January 4, 1991

Page 2

-Correctidn to Resolution number

The Clerk of the Council has designated this Resolution as No. 91-
1384. Previous designations of this Resolution as No. 90-1519
(Solid Waste Department staff report and revised Solid Waste
Committee agenda for -January 2, 1991) and No. 90-1510 (proposed
Resolution submitted by Solid Waste Department) are erroneous.

/klf



BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

. FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 91-1384
AN EXEMPTION TO METRO CODE ‘
CHAPTER 2.04.053(a), PERSONAL
SERVICES CONTRACTS SELECTION
PROCESS, AND AUTHORIZING A
SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACT WITH
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND FOR A
PUBLIC INFORMATION CAMPAIGN FOR

RECYCLING

INTRODUCED BY RENA CUSMA,
- EXECUTIVE OFFICER

, WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Service District (Metro)
plans to participate in a nat10na1 public information campaign
for recycling; and

WHEREAS ;- Env1ronmental Defense Fund, under contract
with the United States Environmental Protection Agency and with
the assistance of the Ad Council, has designed public service
advertisements for national use that can be tailored forhregional
use; and o

WHEREAS, the Environmental Defense Fund can prepare
these ads for Metro with the Metro logo and phone numberdand can
distribute these ads to local news, telev151on and radio media
through the Ad Council's llstlngs: and

" WHEREAS, utlllzlng the existing ads saves a
oonsiderable amount: of money over designing new ads, as the costs
of design. and rev1ew by national advertlslng experts is being
shared .among users; and ' '

WHEREAS Environmental Defense Fund 1s the only
organization that is qualified to perform the services as
outlined in the contractual Scope of Work: and

WHEREAS,~The Executive Officer has reviewed the
contract with Environmental Defense Fund to provide a public
advertising campaign for recycllng in the Metro area and hereby
forwards the Agreement to the Council for approval; now,
therefore,



BE IT RESOLVED,

, The Contract Review Board hereby exempts the attached
'contract (Exhibit "A" hereto) with Environmental Defense Fund

from the competltlve proposal requlrement pursuant to Metro Code

Chapter 2.04.053(a), because the board finds Environmental
Defense Fund is the sole provider of the required services.

ADOPTED by the Contract Review Board of the »
Metropolltan Service District this day of . 1990.

(Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer)

I:\vernon\contract\SW911384.RES s



- STAFF REPORT -

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1384 FOR THE -
PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION TO METRO CODE
CHAPTER 2.04.053(a), PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTS
SELECTION PROCESS, AND AUTHORIZING A SOLE-SOURCE
CONTRACT WITH ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND FOR A -
RECYCLING PUBLIC INFORMATION CAMPAIGN

Date: = January 2, 1991 _ Presented by' Debble Gorham

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of Resolution No. 91-~1384 would authorize an exemption

- to competitive proposal procedures and authorize the execution of
a personal services contract with the Environmental Defense Fund

for a recycling public information campaign. ~

The proposed contract is des1gnated a "B" contract in the
Council-approved Contract List of the fiscal year 1990-91 Budget.
Because a sole-source contract 1s proposed, Council approval is
necessary. ,

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Solid Waste Department is proposing a recycling public
information campaign in the Portland Metropolitan Area

.~ coordinated with the 1990 Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)'s
national recycling campaign.

EDF's campaign is produced by the Ad Council, a national
nonprofit advertising agency who creates public service
“announcements. The Ad Council has produced some of the most
visible public service advertising (i.e., "Kick the Habit";:
‘recently, "Stop Using Words That Hurt") and has vast marketing
experlence from some of the advertlslng 1ndustry's top
executives.

EDF began their national recycling public information campaign .
with funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
in 1989. The EPA views this campaign as their primary and most
visible recycling initiative. -Ads have appeared over the last
year in national newspapers and magazines (such as Time, as well
as on prime time television and radio.)

EDF is one of the most successful and respected environmental
groups in the country, and the only organization known to have
recycling promotion expertise in coalition with the Ad Council,
and national EPA campaigns. :

It is proposed that Metro enter into a new personal services
contract with EDF to include the Metro logo and Recycling



Information Center phone number on EDF recycling ads placed '
locally._ The length of the proposed contract is one—half year.

EDF will prepare and distribute public service recycllng campaign
material to all Portland metropolitan area media listed in the Ad
Council's Public Service distribution list, for targeted use
between January, 1991 and June 30, 1991. -

Sole-8ource Justification

The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) is the only organization A
identified by Solid Waste Department staff that is coordinating a
national recycling publlc_lnformatlon campaign. Tapping into
this national campaign will bring high-quality media exposure to
the Metro area without the high costs of initiating such a
campaign from scratch. ‘Coordination with the national campaign
will also ensure more successful advertlslng, as Metro will be
capitalizing on the current _national campaign, with the current
expertise and marketing experience provided by the Ad Council.
The design, lay-out, '‘and distribution of such advertisements, and
the effectiveness, would cost a considerable amount more money
for any other organization to initiate.

BUDGET IMPACT

A total of $24,404 is budgeted for thls contract in fiscal year
1990-91. The contract provides that costs shall not exceed
$23,000. The $23,000 covers design and lay-out of . camera-ready
copies of public service advertising for the print media, and
videos for television and radio. All advertisements will have
the Metro logo and phone number prominently dlsplayed. These
will be distributed to all Portland media listed in the Ad
Council's Publlc Service distribution list.

A copy of the budget for the EDF/Ad Council campalgntls attached '
as Attachment A. $23,000 is Metro's contrlbutlon to the total
' $528 560 cost of the natlonw1de campaign.

Draft scripts and print advertising are also attached

. (Attachment B) Final scripts, videos, and camera-ready
advertising is expected to be approved by the Ad Council by the v

end of December 1990.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER _RECOMMENDATION - ¥

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 91 1384.

t\EDFSTAFF.rpt
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GRANTIOONTRACT SUMMARY

u.

t11'1‘5’.0 VMETROPOLITAN SERVICE DSTRCT
. : v : : 531313000+ 526200 75000 |
GRANTICONTRACT NO. Qo519 . GUDGETCODEND. e = o e -
. FUND. ‘ _ DEPARTMENT; Sou:> Whsre vrummuoua_____;i P
SDURCE CODE (IF REVENUE) - : ' —_— e = =
ONSTAUCTIONS o | L .

1. OBTAIN GRANT/ICONTRACT NUMBER FROM CONTRACTS MANAGER. CONTRACT KUMBER SHOULD APPEAR ON THE BUMMARY
FORM AND ALL COPIES OF THE CONTRACT. ' - ' ‘ i
2. COMPLETE SUMMARY Fonu.' '
3 IFCONTRACTIS = -
A SOLE SOURCE. ATTACH MEMO DETAILING JUSTIFICATION. A _ :
8. UNDER 82,800, ATTACH MEMO DETAILING NEED FOR CONTRACT AND CONTRACTOR'S CAPABILITIES, 8!DS.ETC.
C. OVER 32,600, ATTACH QUOTES, EVAL FORM, NOTIFICATION OF REJECTION, 31 : '
D. OVER $50,000, ATTACH AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY FROM COUNCIL PACKET, BIDS, m ETC.

& PROVIDE PACKET TO CONTRACTS MANAGER FOR PROCESSING _ .

‘ , PURPOSE OF GRANT/ICONTRACT Promor€ RECYCLNG JIA NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFense Fund ADVEATISEMENTS
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S, EFFECTIVEDATE TAduafy 32, N3 __ TERMINATIONDATE June 3, 1Al
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& EXTENTOF TOTALCOMMITTMENT:  ORIGINAUNEW ’ , . . 283 oco.
' PREV. AMEND —
THIS AMEND
: TOTAL - . § 23000
2. BUDGET INFORMATION - 9091 ' '
A AMDUNT OF GRANTICONTRACT 70 BE SPENT IN FISCALYEAR 106 8 s 23, 000.
5. BUDGET LINETTEMNAME Abs_§ Lesar Noriees aWOUNTAPPROPRIATEDFORCONTRACT 8 24 Wod:
C. ESTIMATED TOTAL LINE ITEM APEROPRIATION REMAINING AS OF __ OcT: 30 wic s 24 Yo
Y suuumv OF BIDS OR OUOTES (PLEASE INDICATE IF A MINDRITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE)
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T 3 . $ asom Dwmee

® NUMBERANDLOCA?IONOFOﬂ|GinALs Mergo  Sourd Wasre Debr. 4 Conrancts Division - Envikon, Bekepgg‘ Faad



- O ATTNYTILY P! @I AIDTEVE™AL AJBLNWLY ! ot Vo L AL 4 AR e MRt

8. 15 THIS A DOTAUMTAFHWA ASSISTEDCONTRACT ~ [J YES Dwo

11. 1S CONTRACT OR SUBCONTRACTWITHAMINORTY BUSINESS? DIves B wNO
$F YES, WHICH JURISDICTION HAS AWARDED CERTIFICATION :
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13 WERE BIDAND PERFORMANCE louns mumam B YES B L nmc.uLs
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Contract No. 901519°
' PERSONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
is

_ day of 19

—r

THIS AGREEMENT dated this
between the METROPOLITAN SERVICEADISTRICT, a municipal corporation,
hereihafter‘referrgd to as "METRO," whose address is 2000 S.W. First
' Avenué, Pprtlaﬁd, QR 97201-5398, . and The Environmental Defense Fund,
hefeinaftér réferred to as'"CONTRACTOR," ﬁhose address is 257 Park
Avepue'sbuﬁh,_New‘Ydfk,_NX'jloplp, for the pefiqd of January_Z, 1991,
through June 30,‘1991, and for'any extensions thereafter pursuant to .

written agreement of both parties.

WITNESSETH:
' WHEREAS, This Agreement is exclﬁsively for Personal Services;
~ NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:
CONTRACTOR AGREES: |
Al.‘ To perform the services and delive: to METRO the
materialsAdescribed in the Scope of Work attached hereto; |
2. .Tofprovide éll‘servicés and materials'in a competent and
professional,manﬁer in accordance with the Scope of Work;
3.. All applicable provisions of ORS chaptefs;187 and 279,
‘and all other terms and conéitions necessary to be inserted into
public contracts in the State{of o:égon, are hereby incorporated as if
such provision were a part of this Agreemeht, including but not

limited to ORS 279.310 to 279.320.
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Specifically, it is a condition of this contract that Contractor and
ail employers working under this this Agreement are subject employers
that will comply with ORS 656.017 as required by 1989 Oregon Laws
tChapter 684. ' | ‘

4. To maintain records relating to the Scope of work on a
generally.recognizedvaccounting basis and,to.make-said records
avoilablevto METRO at mutually convenient‘times:

5. To indemnify:and hold METRO, its agents and employees
harmlessifrom_any and ali claims, demands,.dAmages, actions, losses
‘and expenées, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way
conneoted with its performance of this Agreement with any patent
infrlngement arlslng out of the use of CONTRACTOR'S de51gns or other
materlals by METRO and for any claims or dlsputes 1nvolv1ng
subcontractors;

6. To comply with any other'"Contract ?rovisions" attached
hereto as so 1abe1edf and

7. CONTRACTOR shall be an indebendent contractor for“all
ourposes, shall be entitled to no compensation other than the
| compensation provided for in the Agréement. CONTRACTOR hereby
| certifies that it is the direct responsibility employer as provided in

'~ ORS 656.407 or a contributing employer as provided in ORS 656.411.
In the event CONTRACTOR is to perform the services described in this
Agreement without the assistance of others, CONTRACTOR hereby agrees

to file a joint declaration with METRO to the effect that CONTRACTOR
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services are those of an independent contractor as provided under

Chapter 864 Oregon Laws, 1979.

METRO AGﬁEES:V
1. To pay'CONTRAéTOR for services performed and ﬁatetials'
deiivered in the maximum sum of TWENTY THREE THOUSAND'AND'NO/looTHS
($23,000.00) DOLLARS and in the manner and at the time de51gnated in
the Scope of Work: and '
' 2, To provide full information regardlng 1ts requirements

for the Scope of Work.

BOTH PARTIES AGREE:
| 1; That METRO may terminate this Agreeﬁent upon giving
CONTRACTOR five (5) days‘written notice without waiving any claims or
remedies it may have against CONTRACTOR, : S ¢
S 2. That, in the event of termlnatlon, METRO shall pay
coﬁTRACTQR'for serv1ces,performed and materials dellvered prior to the
date of termination; but shall not be liable for indirect or
consequential damages; | o f
3. That, in the event ef‘any litigation concerning this
Agreement; thepprevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable
.attorney'e fees and court costs, including fees and costs on appeal to
an appellate court; ’ |
4. That this. Agreement is binding on each party, its
suceessoré, assigns, and legal representatives and may not, under
any condition, be assigned or transferred by either party; and
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- 5. That ‘this Agreement may be amended only by the written

agreement of both parties.

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
By: ' By:
Date: ___ ' Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:

Date:

!PV:&:
october (‘. 1990
CONTRACT\ENVIRDEF .CNT
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S8COPE OF WORK
Contract No. 901519

Contractor will prepare and distribute Environmental
Defense Fund publlc service recycllng campaign material
to all Metro region media listed in the Ad Council's
Public Service distribution list. Media list 1ncludes
newspapers, television and radio stations.

All campaign materials shall have been reviewed and:
approved by the Ad Counc11, in coordination with the
national recycling campaign funded by the U.S
Environmental Protection Agency.

Period of distribution shall be January 3, 1991,.
through December 31, 1991.

_All distributed material shall reference Metro's
sponsorship and Metro's Recycllng Information Center
telephone number, 224-5555. v

Contractor shall send Metro a minimum of four periodic.
monthly reports that measure advertisments used in the
Portland Metropolitan Area. This shall include

' newspaper cllpplngs, periodic monthly reports from
Broadcast Advertisers Report; and a list of radio
stations intending to use the advertisement.

Contracfor shall submit invoicee to Metro as follows:

January, 1991 $7,666.67
February, 1991 ' 7,666.67
March, 1991 ' 7, 666 66

Metro Payment w111 be made within thlrty days of
submitted invoice. '

TA\ENVRDEF2.SOW
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AD COUNCIL/EDF RECYCLING CAMPAIGN BUDGET
v ' FY 91
YERNEL

PRODUCTION o .
Ml-new materials for televislon, radlo,

newspaper, and magazine $220,030
Television _ $175,360
Radio , ‘ ' 29,600
Newspaper - ‘ ‘ 5,880
Magazine - _ 9,190
~ DISTRIBUTION
For all media pationwide 44,000
. Television ' '$ 10,000 '
Radio ' 14,000
:Newspaper 12,000
Magazine ’ 8,000
OTHER _ .
BAR Reportse - : , 12,500
Miscellaneous Ad Ccuncil campsign coste : 27,000
Reproduction, shipping fees, malling cests,
clipping eervices, Ad council toli-free media
service, bulletins, €tc. ’ ‘ :
Ad Council fees (12% of all above; 36,424
FULFILLMENT
‘Toll~free service/contract 15,000
Keying in ' . 5,000
postage, letterehop/mailing, larels ‘ ‘ 5,625
¥eseengere, shipping, miscellaresus ' 5,000
OVERKREAD & RELATED COSTS
peraonnel : 105,701
 Offica comta : 10,870
Overhead ' o 31,710
Travel . . . : 10,000
TOTAL ‘ $528,560

PROGARAM PLANS CONTINGENT UPON SUFFICIENT FUNDING
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Park City Fiage ¢ Briceron. CT 0060 4977 ¢ (203} 384 944 | ' _ R 1 )
Mx;%ﬂﬂvhe ‘ _ -

RADIO nzcxc&:ud CAMPA!GN (:60)
“1: We Threw Away Everything" {¢W/Recyclel)

ouksdoer anbionco, rar raming to gtoD. doors
opening)
- ANN

Imagine if you tbreu away eye ;y;hing
ttter you nsed it.

- TED
1hanks for tre rxdc, Bob.

car doora ‘close)

)
/

| BOB |
No problom. flere -~ help mo get har in
the dumpster. :

TED
Sure. .. |

men groan under strain, craoh of car/scene
chanqe to indoor awblence. TV in bg. )

WOM

Hone{, don't lcave Kour clothes lying
on the floor like that... :

| MAR

Alright; alright. |

wliuny uf'clathea in garbﬁgo can)
MAN

There == in the wastebasket just like
yours. Rnppy now?

gcene chanqe/ditferent indoor ambience,

._clock ticking {in dg. )

MAN 2

What a great book -« ghe can really
urite.



.'"It'wé Threvawuy Everything" = 2.

_ WOM 2
1'd love to read it.
| | a2
No problem...
(SFX1 book hitting wastebasret)
~MAN 2
‘1111 buy you a copy!w
(S€X out, YWusie: nedium-tempo theme up and under)
ANN

you don'‘t need to stop and think how
wasteful that would ba...but have you
ever stopped and thought about the

things you de throw away?

Take glass bottles. If you ecycle a
glass bottle instead of jus throwing
it away, you save enou h energy to
1ight a 100-watt pulb for 4 hours.

And aluminum cans. Recycle one of those,
and you save enough ener?y to operate
this radlo xou'ro listening to right now
for 3 hours: ' :

($FX: Xitchen ambience)]
. | ng
Great meal, honey. Here, let me clear.
(SFX: crash of glass and plates) '
o - ANN
ten't it time youw thought about

recycling? 1t's easy to do, and it can
make ad?f? di{tterence. So dlal 1-800-CALL
n

EDF an 4 out how you can start togay.
Recycling. It's the everyday way to save
the worlad. '

A messayge from tho Ad connnil and the
Enyironmental Defence Fund. o

| (Music reeolve)
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RADIO RECYCLING CAMPAIGN (:60) |
"Indoor Trash and Fleld championships"
(3rx: lndoor staaium ambienros)

AL

Welcome back to the Indoor Tr and
Field cChampionships =-- where we're
underway in the always exciting 1-Meter
CGarbage Toss... B '

DAN

~Julie Simmons from Silent Sprin Coilegc

is up next -=- she's going to at enpt
a one-handed recycle of an empty soda
can and the paper bag it caxe in. ‘

AL

toss and the recyrle move have:

the.same-degree of difficulty,
T adsL nic ¢

- garbage toss she only
© DaN

:ntéresting choice, Dan’ — the'zarbage

Exactly, but she’s a veteran :e—cycllst,

she placed 2nd in last year's Tour De .
Rrigs, and I think ohe'a got a brlght.
~ future in trash. She appears ready...
~ here she goes.,.
(SFX: clurk, .clunk/audience cheers wildly)
- DAN
She's done it! The soda can and the
gaper bag, both dropped perfectly into
heir respective bing., oh my!i}
(SFX: cheering sustains under ANN)

~ ANN

If you know hLow to toss out garbage, you
know how to recicle. To find out how {o?

can start recycling today, dial (con

ust abiout

ut Julia
ans to recKcle whlle En the :
as to bit-'one can. -



-

CTR-29-9@ MOM 10:116 ARARDVERTISINHG COUNCIL

nIndoor Trash and rield ch&mpiohships" - 2.

"ANN (cont.)
1-800-CALL-EDF.

(srx. loudspeaker volce gives scores in
background: "Five- nine...slx-oh... )

DAN
and look att that -- a pertor‘t crare from
the Soviet judge!

AL

Not surprising, Ted «= the Russian :
judge is 10 years old, and -he's Obv1ousxy
concerned about h1~ future, too!.w.u...

ANN

,Recyclihg' ‘{ers” the everyday way to. save
the world. A messuye irom the Ad Council '’

and the Envxronnen al . hefense Fund.,

(SFX: cheerxng fades)

{CW/Recycled]

& et

P .

o=
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RADIO RECYCLING CAMPAIGN (:60)
ﬂ ~ "Only One Pérson" .

(Musi{c: rythmic instrumental there, starts low in
background and builds steaaily) .

S 1 vox

Look, I'm only one person, so if I start
recyclin? my garbage, it's not going to
make a bilg difference,

2 VOX

- o Besides, I don't create that mueh garbage
; | o anyway. Like I said, XI'm just one person.-

S VOX...

Now...the big corporations‘--4;hé%'zg the
people who should ne worried abou
- recycling. They've got laota af pesplo.

P : | i . 10 vox

] The building where I work, for instance.
: ' : There nust be two hundred people in {t --
and I don't think any of them recycle.

25 VOX

So why pick on me? It's net going to
change anything if I start recycling.
‘Like I keep tellin' you == I'm just
one person! :

(Music stab, continues underneath)
. AN

If You'Ve ever thought about recycling,
you're not alone. Every day, hundreds of
Americans are learning how easy it is

to steop throwing out garbage, and start
recycling. 1If you'd like to find out how
you can start recycling in your area,
dlal 1-800-CALL-EDF today. Yes, you're
only one person. But you'd be surprised
how many people are just like you.

Recycling..,.
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"only One Poxson" - g,

| 5V VUX
It's the everyday way to save the world.
ANN |

A message from the Ad Council and the
Environmental Defense Fund, .

_(Musicjresolve)

(CW/Recycles)

P .=
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RADIO RECYCLING CRAMPAIGN (:60)
"Recycling Class"

(Note: this has been written specifically for a
' _.John Cleese type as TEACHER)

MAN '
~©  H{ -~ I'm here fo:'the recycling ciASs.
| TEA
 Vaery good. Ds yon have tha hhecké
The check?
, - TEA
Yes,‘yOukﬁce;..sinca recycling ds an

extremel* Aifficult fFro¢esgs to learn,
de

. many students drop cut Eglg:g the course
{8 completed. So, I must request the -
class fee in advance. : ’ _

- MAN
dh, righé.
(srx:Apassing of bills)
| " Here you go.
‘ TEA

'Excellent. Have a seat. (Ahem)

(SFX: chalr screpes across floor)
Now...when one tosses out garbage, one

odm Xg dropa the trach in a gingla
ge,a

wvas skat like BO.«.

(SFY a%ngié Nutinmp? Aaf trash iandina in bucket)

But whieo we fgiycle...we eecparate the ,
trash and deposft Tt into two respective
- binsg, thusly,..

(SFX: two “"whumps" of trash hitting 2 bins)

e @ e o s s 203 36‘7 9346

F.©OZX
P2/

- oMy

P.02
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"Rocyélinq Class" - 2.

4

"~ TEA .
Any questions?
MAN
No.
_ TEA

Excellent. Here you go then.

(S¥X: paper snap)

MAN
What's tnis;
TEA

Your diploma. Yeou've just learned how to
recycle., Good day! ,

MAN ‘
Wait a socond. That's easy!
TEA

Perhaps ybu'd'like to sign up for the
graduate course then?

MAN
Graduate course!
ddvanced Recycling =-- iou learn how to

use 3 wastebaskets. Quite challenging,
Teally. - ‘

MAN
I want nry money back!
TEA

gorry...;hg& kind of recycling we don't
0. o

(SFX1 door slam/Musiéz medium-tempo instrumental

there up and undor)

Fvir-~



MOM—19-5@ MOM 16:21 EDF-HY

; v F.1@
cCTL-Z0-F0o TULUE 131313 ADVERTISING COUMGIL ' P.O4

e - : _ : g-2%-%0 12°4%F NENCITY PLLS e

nReoyoling Classy - 3.'

\ - ANN.
(with snile in voice)

" Recycling ig easy, and you can make & big
difference by starting right now, To
learn how you can recycle in your arez2,
d{a)l 1-800-CALL-EDF. '

Recycling: it's the everyday way to save
the world.

A message from the ad Council and the
Environmental Defense Fund.

,(CW/nocyGIQO) 



Recycling
is easy. You've

~almost been doing.

it for years.

LY o TUELAER o P

Recycling.
iU's one of the
_ aasiest
way$s you personally ¢an help .
sive our world,
Recyziing will ot only .
~ helpkeep
us from being buried
1N Qur own (rash,
it saves natural resources and redutes
poliution. i you'd
_ like to know .
.- More, sand a posteard to the
~ Environmenta!
Oeterse Fund for & fres rocycting
action quide. The -
address ie EDF. Reryeling,
257 Park Avenue South,
New York, NY 10010,
- Why not start recyeling today?
After 311, you've
been going
* through the motions
for years.

The A
averyday way-
to save
the world.




LI

You Just sopara'tod your trash,

Recycling
‘not
only keeps us
from deing
Resyeting is easy. i\ it butied in our cwn
There's nothing - tragh,
dificukt atuut saves natyryf resources
tecychng. - dnd redugces pollutian
Innact, s oneof - Il you'd like 10
the easiest know more, serd
ways yeu a postcard to
perscrally can make % Envitonmenta!
the wotio Defense Fung
a better dlace forafice
recycling action
guide. The
adaress is
EDF- Recycling,

RECYCLE

257 Park Ave So.,
New Yorx AY,
10010.You'l}

tind wking the
first stap

toward recycling
‘ <an be

" as sasy in practice

annis
hete On paper.

8 1he everylay way 16 save the worig,




evenone
‘retycled
this much
of thelr daily paper,
we'd save
'.000 .
~{ress a ygar
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS. COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION: NO.- 91 1371 ADDING VOTING MEMBERS TO THE PARKS &
NATURAL AREAS POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE and

CONFIRMING THE NEW APPOINTMENTS and

CHANGING THE NAME OF THE COMMITTEE

Date: December 12, 1990 . Presented by: Councilor Devlin

‘COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

At its December 11, 1990 meeting, the Intergovernmental Relations
Committee voted 3 -~ 0 (Councilors Bauer, Devlin, and Gardner in .
favor) to recommend Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1371. ‘

EXPLANATION
Resolution No. 91-1371 does three things:

) it changes the name of the Parks & Natural Areas Policy
Advisory Committee to the "Metropolitan Greenspaces .
Policy Advisory Committee".

o it adds Clark County (Washington), the
Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County
(Washington), and Portland State Unlvers1ty (to
represent higher education) as full VOtlng members of
the Commlttee.

o it conflrms the appointment of Dr. Judith Ramalet to
: represent Portland State University.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES

It was clarified that Portland State University is being chosen
as the representative of higher education in the metropolitan
area, and as a partner in the planning process of the program.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

. FOR THE PURPOSE OF -ADDING VOTING ) RESOLUTION NO. _91-1371
MEMBERS TO THE PARKS & NATURAL' - ) . |
AREAS POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE and ) INTRODUCED BYEXECUTIVE
CONFIRMING THE NEW APPOINTMENTS ) OFFICER RENA CUSMA
and CHANGING THE NAME OF THE ) ,
COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, On June 28, 1990, by ResOluﬁon No. 90-1261, the Council of the Metropolitan
~ Service District established a Policy Advisory Committee to advise it on developing the Parks
& Natural Areas Planning Program, including the formation of a functional plan; and

WHEREAS to promote better planmng coordination w1th Clark County in the state of
Washmgton specifically on the inventory and analysis of natural areas, and Metro’s Greenspaces
Program in general and : : '

WHEREAS, Clark County and the Intergovernmental Resource Center (IRC) have requested
full voting membership on Metro’s Parks & Natural Areas Policy Advisory Committee (whxch
wﬂl be renamed to "Metropolitan Greenspaces" Policy Advisory Committee); and

WHEREAS to promote increased relatrons with the institutions of higher educatlon in the
metropolitan area, particularly with Portland State University; and -

WHEREAS, Portland State University is a major partner in Metro’s Greenspaces Program
and has requested full voting membership on Metro’s Parks & Natural Areas Policy Advisory
Committee (Wthh will be renamed "Metropolitan Greenspaces"” Policy Advisory Committee;
and

WHEREAS, Dr. Judith Ramaley, President of Portland State University has expressed
/interest in serving on Metro’ s Parks & Natural Areas Policy Advrsory Committee; and

WHEREAS the Parks & Natural Areas Plannmg Program is now commonly referred to as
"The Metropohtan Greenspaces Program.”

BE IT RESOLVED,

“That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District hereby changes the name of the Parks
& Natural Areas Policy Advisory Committee to the "Metropolitan Greenspaces" Policy Advisory
Committee; and ' '



"That the 'Counciyl of the Metrdpolitan Service .District hereby adds Clark County,
Washington, the Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County, and Portland -State

‘University as full'voting members of the Parks & Natural Areas Policy Advisory Committee ~ '
(now named the "Metropolitan Greenspaces" Policy Advisory Committee); and that the voting .

members be Commissioner John Magnano of Clark County and Jane Van Dyke Board Member
of the Intergovemmental Resource Center and ‘ :

~ That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District hereby confirms the appointment of

Dr Judith Ramaley to represent higher education and Portland State University on the Parks & =

Natural Areas Advisory Committee (now named the "Metropohtan Greenspaces" Policy
_Adv1sory Committee). - : ,

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropohtan Service District this
1991, ‘

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

day of January

~ry N



-STAFF REPORT

.CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1371 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADDING
VOTING MEMBERS TO THE PARKS & NATURAL AREAS (METROPOLITAN
GREENSPACES) POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE and, CONFIRMING NEW
APPOINTMENTS and CHANGING THE NAME OF THE COMMITTEE

Date: December 11, 1990 - Presented By: Rich Carson and Mel Huie

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS :

Resolution No. 211371 provides for full voting memberships to Clark County, Washington, the

Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County, and Portland State University on Metro’s

Parks & Natural Areas Advisory Committee. The full voting positions were requested by each

of the affected organizations. After a review of the request by the full Parks & Natural Areas

Advisory Commlttee and Chair Richard Devlin, Vice-Chair Ruth McFarland, and Councxlor Jim
-Gardner, it was the consensus of the committee to grant full voting membership to these three
‘organizations. The additions of these voting members will increase planning coordination with
- Clark County and higher education on Metro’s Greenspaces Program. The program’s study area
is the four county metropolitan area and cooperation with our neighbors to the north has been -
excellent. The addition of Portland State University to the committee is an excellent opportunity
to increase working relations with the key urban university in the metropolitan area. PSU is also
a key partner in the planning process of the program.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No.91-1371



- Agenda Item No. 6.1
Meeting Date: January 10, 1991

Ordinance No. 91-381

The Reqgional Yard Debris Recycling Plan, Exhibit A to
Ordinance No. 91-377,. has been distributed under
separatel cover to Councilors. Because of the volume of.
the document, it has not been included in this agenda
packet. . Persons wanting copies of the Plan can contact
- the Clerk of the Council at 221-1646 ext. 206. ’



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. ORDINANCE NO. 91-381

)
90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 )
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING AN ) Executive Officer ~
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH ) : ‘ '
THE SPECIAL DISTRICTS ASSOCIATION )
OF OREGON TO PROVIDE LEGISLATIVE )
SERVICES FOR THE DISTRICT ) |

WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District has -
reviewed‘and considered the need to transfer appropriations within the
FY 1990-91~Budget} and |

WHEREAS, The need for a transfer of approﬁriatidn has béen
justified; and

" WHEREAS, Adequate funds exist for dther‘identified needs; now,

therefore,. |

THE COUNCIL. OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

That Ordinance No. 90- 340a, Exhlblt B, FY 1990 91 Budget, and
Exhibit C, Schedule of Appropriations, are hereby amended as shown in
the column titled "Revision" of Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for
the putpose of funding an intergovernmental agreement with the Special
District Association of Oregon, in the amount of $36,000, to provide
‘Legislative Services to the Metropolitan Service District.

- ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this
__day of _____ ’ ., 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

kr:ord90-91:91-381:0rd
December 27, 1990



EXHIBIT

A

ORDINANCE NO. 91 -381

‘ CURRENT PROPOSED
: FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 BUDGET " REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT § OESCRIPTION FIE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
GENERAL FUND:Executive Management
Personal Services
911110  ELECTED OFFCIALS ‘ -
- Executive Officer _ 1.00 67,000 0 1.00 47,000
511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tine) . '
Deputy Executive Officer 1.00 58,464 0 1.00 58,464
Managers (Finan., Const.) 0.3 18,432 0 0.30 18,432
Sr. Management Analyst 1.40 59,681 0 1.40 59,641
- #sst., Management Analyst 0.40 12,576 0 0.40 12,576
* government Relations Mgr. 1.00 58,506 (0.50) (27,690) 0.50 30,816
Sr. Public Info. Specialist 0.50 20,055 0 0.5 20,055
Adsinistrative Assistant 1.00 28,362 0 1.00 28,362 -
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) : . :
. Administrative Secretary 1.20 28,055 , 0 1.20 28,055
511235  WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) : ,
o Teaporary Administrative Support 1.00 13,745 0 1.00 13,765
512000 - FRINGE - 113,111 - (8,310) 104,801
Total Personal Services 8.80 477,987 (0.50)  (36,000) 8.30 441,987
Materials & Services
521100 office Supplies 414 0 4,141
521110 - Computer Software 500 0 500
521260 Printing Supplies 1,000 0 1,000
521290 Other Supplies 100 0 100
521310 Subscriptions < 3,158 0 3,158
521320 - Dues ‘ 14,705 0 14,705
524190 Misc. Professional Services - 60,000 . 34,000 96,000
525640 . Maintenance & Repairs Services-Equipment 956 0 956
525710 Equipment Rental . 1,170 0 1,170
525731 Operating Lease Payaents-Building 2,700 0 2,700
5246200 Ads ¥ Legal Notices 1,820 0 - 1,820
526310 Printing Services 4,456 0 4,456
526320 . Typesetting & Reprographics Services 1,550 0 1,550
528410 Telephone 3,870 0 3,870
526420 Postage 3,390 0 3,390
" 526440 Delivery Services 150 0 150
526500 Travel : 19,455 0 . 19,455
526800 -Training, Tuition, Conferences 6,165 0 6,165
529500 - MNeetings - 7,160 0 7,160
529800 Hiscel laneous 370 0 370
Total Materials & Services 136,816 35,000 172,816
Total Capital Outlay . 4,400 0 4,400
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 8.80 419,203 (0.50) 0 8.30 619,203



~ “EXHIBIT B
OROINANCE NO. 91-381
Schedule of Appropriations

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION - REVISION APPROPRIATION
GENERAL FUNO . )

Council - _ . , _
Personal Services : : 373,323 . s - 373,323
Materials & Services - 308,570 308,570
Capital Outlay ‘ 3,800 3,800

Subtotal o . 685,693 0 685,693

Executive Managesent v
Personal Services - , 477,987 (36,000) 441,987
Materials & Services 136,816 34,000 172,816

~ Capital Outlay - . 4,400 ' 4,400

Subtotal ' K 619,203 0 619,203

General Expense |
Interfund Transfers - 1,863,737 1,863,737
Contingency » 100,000 100,000
Subtotal | | 1,963,737 0 196,73

Unappropriated Balance 45,000 65,000

Total General Fund Requirements © 3,333,433 0 3,333,633

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED




STAFF REPORT

'CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-381 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS '
SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL
AGREEMENT WITH THE SPECIAL DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF OREGON TO
PROVIDE LEGISLATIVE SERVICES TO THE DISTRICT

Date: December 27, 1990 ’ S .Presented by: Dick Engstrom
- ‘ C Jennifer Sims

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Governmental Relations Manager position has been vacant since
‘November 7, 1990 due to the resignation of Greg McMurdo. A recruitment
process was undertaken and finalist were interviewed by the Executive
Officer and representatives from the Metro Council. It was determined
that the agency would be better served to contract our lobbying
services for the upcoming legislative session.

On December 27, 1990, the Council approved Resolution No. 90-1377,
approving an.intergovernmental agreement with the Spec1a1 Districts
Association of Oregon (SDAQ): to provide leglslatlve services to the
District for the upcoming session. Metro is currently a member of the
SDAO. As part of its membership dues structure, the SDAO contracts
with Western Advocates to provide lobbying services on matters that
generally affect all member districts. As the state’s only R
metropolitan service district, Metro has a legislative agenda that is
unique to the agency. Therefore, it does make sense to contract with
SDAO for additional lobbying services. :

As part of the agreement approved by Council, the Special
Districts Association will provide office space including utilization
of telephone and fax services. Metro will provide a part-time
legislative aide to be utilized in tracking bills, schedullng hearings
and coordlnatlng appearances of Metro representative in Salem. This
position is budgeted in the FY 1990-91 budget. 1In addition, Metro will
pay a monthly fee of $5,500 to the Special Districts Association for
the services of Western Advocates and will reimburse SDAO for special
expenses not to exceed a total amount of $5,000. This reimbursement
will occur only with prior approval of the Deputy Executive Officer or
his designees.

The’resources for this agreement are. avallable -in the Executive
Management budget. Salary savings will be realized in Personal
Services by not filling the Government Relations Manager position until
next fiscal year. This action requests the transfer of $36 000 of
Personal Services appropriation to Materials & Services in the
Executlve Management Department.



Staff Report
Ordinance No. 91-381
Page 2

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

‘The ExecufiVe Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 91-381,
funding an intergovernmental agreement with the Special Districts
Association to provide legislative services for the District.

kr:ord90-51:91-381ssr
December 27, 1990



Agenda Item No. 6.2
Meeting Date:  January 10, 1991

Ordingnce No. 91—382



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN’SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. - ORDINANCE NO. 91-382

90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 ; ,
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF INCREASING THE ) Executive Officer

~ CONVENTION CENTER- CAPITAL FUND ) ‘ ‘

- PERSONAL SERVICES APPROPRIATION' )

_WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District has
reviewedtand considered the neéd.to transfer‘appropriations within the
FY 1990-91 Budget; and . | | | o

WHEREAS, The need for a transfer of‘appropriation has been
»jhétified;'and o | o |

'WHEREAS,'Adéquate funds exist for other identified needs; now,
therefore, | l » | - » o

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS: 3

| That Ordinance No. 90-340A, Exhibit B, FY 1990-91 Budget, and.
:Exhibit C, Schedule of Appropriations,‘aré hereby amended aé shown in
the column titled "Revision" of Exhibits A and B td this Ordinance for
the purpose of increasing thé Convention Center Capital Fund Personal
Service appropriation by $15,000 and’decreasing the Capital Outlay
appropriation by a_likevamount.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of ' ' , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Coﬁncii

. kr:ord90-91:91-382:0rd

December 27, 1890



 EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-382

: CURRENT
FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 ~ BUDGET REVISION A BUDGET
ACCOUNT ] DESCRIEIIUN VFTf ANOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FTE ANOUNT
CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND
“Personal Services .
511121 . SALARIES-REGULAR ENPLOYEES (full tine) » .
‘Construction Coordinator 0.25 12,639 1,000 0.25 13,639
Project Manager 0.40 23,406 4,000 0.40 27,406
" Senior Management Analyst 0.90 34,502 3,000 0.90 37,502 -
Assistant Management Analyst 0.40 12,276 1,500 0.40 13,776
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ‘ ' ' '
Adeinistrative Secretary 0.40 11,488 1,000 0.40 12,488
911235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) C
: Temporary Professional Support 0.25 5,788 0 0.25 5,788
512000  FRINGES 30,030 4,500 34,530
Total Personal Services 2.40 130,i29 0.00 15,000 2.60 145,129
Total Haterial's’& Services - 58,089 0 58,089
Capital Outlay |
571100 Purchases-Land 75,000 75,000
571300 Purchases-Buildings, Exhibits & Related 300,000 300,000
571500 - Purchases-Office Furniture & Equipment 4,009,000 4,009,000
CS7T4110 Construction Management ~240,000 240,000
574120 firchitectural Services: 500,000 500,000
"574130 Engineering Services 140,000 140,000
574190 Other Construction Services 10,000 10,000
574500 ‘Construction Work/Material 2,115,544 2,115,544
574510 Construction Work Other than 8ldg 900,000 900,000
574520 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 5,029,486 (15,000) 5,014,486
Total Capital Uutldy | 13;319.030 ] (15,000) 13,304,030
Total- Inférfund Transfers 167,500 0 167,500
Contingency and Unappropriated Balance
599999 Contingency 4,004 4,004
Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance 4,004 0 4,004
2.60 13,678.752'- 0.00 0 2.0 13,678,752

PROPOSED

TOTAL EXPENDITURES




EXHIBIT B -
ORDINANCE NO. 91-382

Schedule of Appropriations

CURRENT
APPROPRIAT [ON REVISION
CONVETION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND T
~ Pesonal Services S 130,129 15,000
Materials & Services : 58,089 .0
Capital Outlay ~ 13,319,030 (15,000)
Interfund Transfers _ 167,500 0
Cont ingency o 4,004 0
Total Convention Center Project Capital 13,678,752 0

Fund Requirements .

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED

PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION

145,129
58,089

© 13,304,030

167,500
4,004

13,678,752



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-382 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
90-340A REVISING THE FY 1990-91 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
‘SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF INCREASING THE CONVENTION CENTER
CAPITAL FUND PERSONAL SERVICES APPROPRIATION .

Date: December 27, 1990 Presented by: Neil McFarlane
' ‘ Jennifer Sims

" FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

At the time the FY 1990-91 budget was prepared, it was anticipated
that all major work associated with the Convention Center construction
project would be completed by the time of the grand opening in
September, 1990, with only a minor amount of work to be completed ,
throughout the rest of the year. The current Convention Center Project .
' 'Management and Capital Funds reflect personal services for an
equivalent of six months of the fiscal year. The remaining six months
of personal services is budgeted under the Regional Facilities Study as
the staff was to transition to this project during the fiscal year.

Subsequent to the preparation of the FY 1990-91 budget, decisions
.were made regarding further construction related projects that have
prolonged and increased the time commitment of the project staff. An
analysis by project staff of Personal Services expenditures through the
‘remainder of the year has indicated that the Management Fund would be
able to absorb the additional increase but the Capltal Fund would not.
A transfer of appropriation in the amount of $15,000 is requested from
Capital Outlay to Personal Services in the Convention Center Project
Capital Fund to fund the increased salary and fringe requirements.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'’S RECOMMENDATION |

The Executive Officer recommends adoptlon of Ordinance No. 91 -382,
transferring $15,000 in appropriation authority from Capital Outlay to -
Personal Services in the Convention Center Project Capital Fund to fund
increased salary and fringe requirements.

kr:ord90-91:91-382:8r
December 27, 1990



S hgenda Item No. 7.1
Meeting Date: January 10, 1991

Ordinancg»No. 91-3717

The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan, Exhibit A to
Ordinance No. 91-377, has been distributed under separate
cover to Councilors. Because of the volume of the
~document, it has not been included in this agenda packet.
Persons wanting copies of the Plan can contact the Clerk
of the Council at 221-1646 ext. 206.




SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT"

‘CONSIDERATION-OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-377, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 88-268B ADOPTING THE REGIONAL SOLID
.WASTE- MANAGEMENT PLAN TO INCORPORATE THE YARD DEBRIS PLAN .

Date: January 4, 1991 ' . Presented by: Councilor Buchanan

Committee Recommendation: At the January 2, 1991 meeting, the
Committee voted 3-0 to recommend Council adoption of Ordinance No. .
91-377. Voting in favor were Councilors Buchanan, DeJardin and

Wyers. CounCLlors Collier and Saucy were excused.

Committee ISSUES/DlSCUSSlon. ‘Becky Crockett, Senior Solid Waste
Planner, presented an overview of the Yard Debris Plan. The plan
sets a recycling goal for yard debris of 67% by 1993, and a goal
of 93% by 1996, markets permitting. The major premise of the Plan
is that it is market-based. She said that all DEQ concerns have
been resolved, and DEQ has indicated it will approve the plan.

- Five citizens testlfled about the plan. Jeanne Roy,'representlng
Recycling Advocates, asked the Committee to consider making
municipal compostlng available as a first-year minimum optlon for
localltles, since it appears to be the least expens1ve option, and
since the educational value of community composting is high. David
Phillips, Clackamas Solid Waste Administrator, said local
governments -support the plan as written, and that municipal
composting should not be a minimum option because the capltal costs
are very high, because it would compete with the private sector,
“and because collection is a more critical element. He thought the
educational aspects of municipal composting are best addressed
through demonstration programs. John Drew, Chair of the Waste
Reduction Subcommittee of the Solid Waste Technical Advisory
Committee, said the subcommittee had looked at all the optlons, and
. thought the best approach was to allow a combination of activities.
Louise Weidlich, representing the Neighborhood Protective
Assoc1atlon, opposed the Plan because she believes backyard burning
should remain an option, ‘perhaps through a limited open burnlng
period. Estle Harlan, representing the Tri-County Council, said
the Plan is operatlonally acceptable to the haulers, and that
municipal composting is not cost-effectlve. -



~SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT
Ordinance No.. 91-377
January 4, 1991
- Page 2

' Ms. Crockett Sald that mun1c1pa1 compostlng is wviable, and has
been lncluded in the Plan as an option, although not one of the
"minimum first year options. She said the Waste Reduction
Subcommittee determined that the Plan should focus on curbside
"collection in order to achleve the highest p0551ble recycling rate.

In response to an lnqulry front Counc1101' Wyers regardlng DEQ
concerns about the user pay program, Ms. Crockett said this issue
will -be pursued through the DEQ rulemaking process. Mr. Phillips
said he - believes this issue also will be pursued in the
leglslature. :

Councilor Wyers asked if there was a consensus: among Solid Waste
_Commlttee members to add nmn1c1pal composting as a first year
minimum option. Councilor DeJardin indicated he was hesitant to
second-guess the approach taken by those involved in developing
the plan, and that he was concerned about front-end capital costs
and the overall effectiveness when compared to curbside collection.
Councilor Buchanan said he was not personally opposed to adding
municipal compostlng, but in view of the time spent and conclusions
reached by affected parties in developlng the plan, he would concur
-with the plan as presented.

/k1f



' BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
ORDINANCE NO. 88-266B ADOPTING

. THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE '
MANAGEMENT PLAN TO INCORPORATE
THE YARD DEBRIS PLAN

ORDINANCE NO. 91:377

Introduced by:
Rena Cusma, _
Executrve Ofﬁcer

WHEREAS, Metro Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional * Solid Waste
| vManagement Plan and

- WHEREAS, The Environmental Quahty Commrssron on September 9, 1988 adopted rules
which identified yard debns asa pnncrpal recyclable material in the Clackamas, Multnomah, |
| Portland, Washington and West Linn wastesheds; and
WHEREAS, Metro Resolution No. 89-1047 initiated tlle development ofa regional yard |
N .debns plan to assist local governments in meeting the Envrronmental Quahty Commlssron rules
pertammg to yard debns and

WHEREAS The Reglonal Yard Debns Plan (Exhibit "A") was developed through a
cooperatrve process of local governments, haulers, recyclers, processors and citizens; and

WHEREAS, Metro Resolution 90-1290 approved the Regional Yard Debris Plan for
submittal to theDepartrnent of Environmental Quality; and

WHEREASI The Departnrent of Environmental Quality recornmended changes and’
| clanﬁcatlon in the Regional Yard Debris Plan prior to their approval and
WHEREAS changes to the Regional Yard Debns Plan have been made in response to

the Department of Envnonmental Quality’s comments; now, therefore,



THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT . HEREBY

ORDAINS:

That the Regibnal Solid Waste Management Plan is amended to include the Yard Debris

Plah as shown as Exhibit "A" to this Ordinance.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this _ day of

, 1991.

, Presiding Ofﬁcer.

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council



STAFF REPORT' |

3 CONSIDERATION OF ORD]NAN CENO. 91-377 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
- AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 88-266B ADOPTING THE REGIONAL
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN TO INCORPORATE THE YARD

DEBRIS PLAN
Date: December 11,.1990 o o Presented by: Rlchard Carson
' : - : Becky Crockett
Gerry Uba
' PROPOSED ACTION

Ordinance No. 91-377 amends the Regional Solid Waste management Plan to incorporate the -
Yard Debris Plan (Exhibit "A"). The Yard Debris Plan establishes program and collection
- options to be implemented by Metro and local governments which are expected to result in an
effective reductlon of the amount of yard debris that would otherwise be landfilled.

FACT UAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Envrronmental ‘Quality. Commission (EQC) on September 9, 1988, adopted rules which
identified yard debris as a principal recyclable material in the Clackamas, Multnomah, Portland,
‘Washington and West Linn wastesheds. As a result of these rules, local governments requested
~ that Metro develop a regional yard debris plan as a means for local governments to meet the
'EQC rules. On February 9, 1989 the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 89-1047 for the
purpose of initiating the development of a regional yard debris plan. Metro has worked closely
with local governments, haulers, yard debris processors and interested citizens over the past 14
months to develop the regional yard debris plan. The EQC Umlateral Order requlred that the
plan be submitted to DEQ by July 1, 1990

The Metro Councﬂ approved the Reg10nal Yard Debris Plan for submittal to DEQ on J une 28th
1990 (Resolution No. 90-1290). Since that time, DEQ has made several comments on the plan
. (Attachment "A") which have been responded to (Attachment "B") and agreed upon by Metro

staff and the Planning Committees. o

DEQ has agreed that the changes made to the plan satisfy the Department’s earller concems and
questions as stated ina letter from the Department (Attachment "C").

~ The followmg isa summary of the changes made to the plan:
1) Addition of the criteria that Metro will use to determme that adequate processing and
market capacity exists to justify weekly on-route commumty-wxde curbside collection in
1994. The criteria include demonstration of the processor’s ability to process and market -
yard debris generated in the region without creating environmental problems.

2) Addition of speeiﬁc program requirements for local governments. This is felt to be



3

4

5

consistent with OAR 340-60-035 (5)(d)(A-F) requiring the plan to provide information
for each local government on the proposed method of collection, amount of material
available, projected participation, amount of material that will be collected and processors
for that material. Local governments will be required to provide this information in their
Annual Waste Reduction Program using information in the plan and Metro’s technical .
assistance.

Addition of steps Metro will take to show how the implementation of the regional
programs will result in a continuous growth in yard debris supply to a level which will’
justify weekly on-route community-wide curbside collection program by 1994. The steps
are processing and market strategies that Metro will 1mplement to assure that sufficient
capacity ex1sts : : :

Addition of the requirement that programs funded through user pay must comply with

* the Opportunity to Recycle Act, ORS 459.190. DEQ has indicated that the program

funding elements (user pay) for regional minimum collection standards could be in
violation of the ORS 459.100. After deliberation between Metro and DEQ staff, the
Department agreed to pursue a rule amendment of ORS 459.100 in 1991. Metro has
indicated that it will work w1th DEQ in the rule amendment process.

Addmon of an additional criterion that will used to determme whether local governments
will implement on-route curbside collection in 1994. Specifically, it is stated that each
local government in the region needs to work towards implementation of a weekly
curbside collection system for yard debris unless: 1) Metro, after discussions with the

- region’s local governments, determines that market capacity is not adequate to receive

the material generated; or 2) it can be demonstrated that the .cost per ton of a weekly
curbside collection program is significantly greater than the yard debris collectlon option
estabhshed to meet the minimum standards of the plan

EXECUT. IVE OFFICER ’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executlve Officer recommends approval of Ordinance No. 91-377 adoptmg the Yard Debns |
Plan as a component of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.



EXHIBIT "A" (Yard Debris Plan)

- -to Ordinance No. 91-377

~ Copies of the Yard Debris Plan
can be obtained from the
Planning & Development Department
or the Metro Council Office



_ Agenda Item No. 7.2
Meeting Date: January 10, 1991

Ordinance No. 91-376A

The Zoo Committee considered Ordinance No. 91-376A on
January 3 and recommended . amendments which have been
incorporated in the ordinance in this agenda packet. The
Committee’s report and recommendations will be available
on Monday, January 7 and will be distributed to
. Councilors. Additional copies of the report will be
available at the meeting. Persons wanting a copy prior
to the meeting should contact the Clerk of the Council
at 221-1646 ext. 206.
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Z00 COMMITTEE REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 90-376A AMENDING METRO CODE SECTION 4.01.060
REVISING ADMISSION FEES AND POLICIES AT METRO WASHINGTON
PARK ZOO

Date: January 7, 1991 Presented by: Councilor McFarland

Committee Recommendation: At its January 3, 1991 meeting the
Council Zoo Committee voted to recommend Councll adoption of
Ordinance No. 90-376A. Councilors McFarland and Knowles voted
aye; Councilor Gardner abstained. Councilors Saucy and DeJardin
were excused. : )

Committee Discussion/Issues: Sherry Sheng, Zoo Director, and Kay
Rich, Assistant Director, presented the staff report. Ms. Sheng
dlscussed the budget cuts and service reductions the Zoo is
implementing this fiscal year in anticipation of reduced revenues
next year, brought about by the passage of Ballot Measure #5.
Councilor Knowles wanted a formal directive to the staff to make
those cuts, to ensure that. they are made and to show the public
“that savings were 1mplemented before fee increases were enacted.
He moved that the Committee recommend Council support of a
Resolution which formally directs the Zoo staff to enact the cuts
Ms. Sheng had described. The motion was approved unanimously.
Council staff was directed to prepare such a Resolution for
Council consideration at the same meeting as Ordinance 90-376A is
considered. (That Resolution is No. 91-1383.) :

Chair McFarland opened the public hearing. Mr. Roger Jennings
introduced himself as a member of the board of dlrectors of the
Friends of the Zoo, and spoke in support of the fee increase. He
spoke of tremendous improvements in the zoo visitor’s experience
that he has seen in the last twenty years, and gave his opinion
that the zoo needs enough revenue to continue prov1d1ng a quality
experience for visitors.

Following the public hearing, the Committee discussed an
amendment suggested by Chair McFarland. She suggested that a
maximum of 1 chaperon to 4 students be entitled to free
admission. Ordinance 90-376A requires a minimum of 1 chaperon to
5 students, but there is no maximum; the concern was that there
was a potential for abuse of the provision for free admission of
chaperons. Councilor Knowles p01nted out that state law requires
a hlgher adult to child supervision ratio for young children, and
a maximum ratio might be contrary to that law. Further, pre-
school and day care classes are included in the Code’s definition
of education groups, so they would be affected by the suggested
amendment. The Committee decided to keep the language as it is,
and suggested that staff monitor chaperon admissions to see
whether there were any abuses. -



Councilor Gardner raised two issues related to the free admission
policy in 4.01. 060(d). First, he reported a concern held by
members of the Finance Committee that the change from Free
Tuesday afternoons to a free admission ticket distribution system
could keep some people from comlng to the Zoo. He offered an
amendment to line 2 of that section, changing the word "may" to
"shall." The sentence would then read, "A number of free -
admission tickets shall be distributed annually by the Zoo
Director to social serv1ce agencies within the Metro area."

He then asked staff to respond to an amendment whlch would add a -
section (2) to 4.01.060(d), to read, "Admission to the Zoo shall
be free for all persons from 3:00 p.m. until c1051ng on. the flrst
Tuesday of each month."

Ms. Sheng spoke to the proposal to instituteée one free Tuesday
afternoon per month. The Zoo has to staff up for free Tuesdays,
especially in security personnel. Her experience with fewer free
days at the Seattle Aquarium was that such a program did not
‘promote a quality visitor experience. She asked that the Council
not mix aspects of free tickets and free admission times because
of the unknown fiscal impact and administrative problems.
Councilor Gardner reiterated his belief that eliminating the free
Tuesday afternoons would cause a large segment of the population
to find the zoo unaffordable or difficult to afford. Though he
thinks that we will ‘lose these people as zoo supporters, he did
not move his amendment.

The Committee then voted 3-0 in favor of Councilor Gardner s
amendment changing the word "may" to "shall" in 4.01.060(d)
(Gardner, Knowles, McFarland). The Committee then voted 2-0
(Knowles, McFarland) to recommend Council adoption of Ordlnance
90-376A, with Counc110r Gardner abstaining.

©s:190-376A.RPT



REVISED FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT (12/31/90) -

' ORDINANCE NO. 90-376A AMENDING METRO CODE SECTION 4.01.060
REVISING ADMISSION FEES AND POLICIES AT METRO WASHINGTON
PARK Z00O '

Date: December 28} 1990 Presented by: CouncilprAVan Bergen

Committee Recommendation: At its December 20, 1990 meeting the
Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council Adoption of
Ordinance No. 90-376A. All Committee members were present and
voting. S

Committee Discussion/Issues: Sherry Sheng, %Zoo Director, and Kay
Rich, Assistant Director, presented the staff report. Ms. Sheng
.1nd1cated the ordinance was developed in response to the passage
of Ballot Measure No. 5 at the November General Election. The .
Zoo, Department has re-examined the Five Year Financial Plan to
»_develop a long-term financial strategy for maintaining quallty
programs at the Zoo. Immediate actions taken by the Zoo
Department will be to reduce expendltures in’'the current fiscal
year and to propose this admission fee increase now rather than
wait until next year when it was originally ant1c1pated. Ms.
Sheng indicated the resulting admission fee from this ordinance
is comparable to that charged at other zoos in the West and at
other'local entertainment/educational facilities. :

Committee members expressed concern about the change in pollcy
regarding admission for low income or needy citizens (elimination
of Tuesday free days after 3:00 p.m. and inclusion of a ticket
distribution system to social service agencies) ‘indicating such a
system might not reach a lot of people or families such as the
worklng poor. Committee members suggested Zoo staff closely
monitor this change to assess its impact on citizens and its
effectiveness to reduce costs. Also, Committee members suggested
the financial policy that sets a ratio of approximately 50% tax
and 50% non-tax revenue (Resolution No. 84-444) should be:
reviewed in light of Ballot Measure No. 5.

Two persons appeared at the meeting and presented written :
testimony in support of the ordinance. The letters from Julie
Smith and N. Kirk Taylor are attached as Exhibits A and B
respectively. : o

In response to Council Staff questions, Mr. Rich indicted, 1)
Council will receive the revised Five Year Financial Plan for
review during the FY 1991-92 budget process, 2) the total amount
of funds to be cut this fiscal year is $198,491 and this will
result in approx1mately $277,000 in savings next fiscal year; 3)
‘three, the fee increase will raise approximately $175,000 in :
additional income this fiscal year and approximately $342,000 in
next fiscal year; and 4) the additional Actual FY 1990-91
Operating Fund Balance of $849,000 is needed to replace lower

" than anticipated enterprise income this fiscal year (admission



and food sales) and to maintain sufficient fund balance for cash
flow purposes during next fiscal year. :

The Committee approved two amendments to the Ordinance which are
~ incorporated in Ordinance No. 90-376A. The first amends Section.
4.01.060(a) (1) and (2) to further define the Group Discount as it
‘applies to schools and allows for free admission for chaperons
(this encourages school groups to use chaperons). (See Exhibit
C, attached.) The second amendment adds an emergency clause to
- the Ordinance so it can go into effect on February 1, 1991. (See
- Exhibit D, attached.)

\
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EXHIBIT A
(Fin Comm/Ord 90-376A)
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EXHIBIT B
(Fin Comm/Ord 90-376A)
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EXHIBIT C
(Fin Comm/0Ord 90-376A)

~ Amendments to Section 4.01.060 Admission Fees and Policies:

We propose to amend Section 4.01.060 of the Metro Code, subsection
a.l.(B) to further deflne Group Discount as it applies to
school groups. :

 (a) Regular Fees:
(i)’Definitions:

(B) The Group Discount is defined as any group
of twenty-five (25) or more (including school groups
that have not met [the-requirements-fer-the-Education
Piseeunt-] the advance registration and curriculum.

" requirements for the Education Discount. Groups of
students not accompanied by a minimum of one chaperon
for every five students snall not quality for the

GADED_Dﬁ?_Om

We further propose to amend Section 4.01.060 of the Metro Code,
-subsection a.(2), Fee Schedule, to say that chaperons accompanying
“Education groups are admitted free. : .

(2) Fee Schedule:

Adult (12 years and over) [$3=56] 4.50
Youth (3 years through 11 years) [$2-66] $2.50
Child (2 years and under) free.
Senior Citizen (65 years and over) [$2=-66] '$3.00
Education Groups (per student) [$F=66] 2.00
Chaperons accompanying

"Education groups = - ' $52<-6063 free
Groups other than Education groups

25 or more per group : - 20% discount from

appropriate fee
listed above



EXHIBIT D

METRO C]gg,;// Memo (Fin Comm/Ord 90~ 376A)

2000 5. W, First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398 , d < /// " €
S03221-1646 :
- la/lo 2o

/2
RECENED
DATE: December 19, 1990
TO: Dan Cooper
. . o<
FROM: Casey Short "% | ' . ‘Nzﬂmﬁaé& =
' RE: Emergency Clause for Ordinance 90-376

Don Carlson asked me to draft an emergency clause for Ordinance
90-376, raising admission fees at the Zoo, and to run it by you.
In d01ng the background work, I ran across a December 22, 1987
~memo from you to Don on this same issue. In that memo, you
indicated that your reading of ORS 268.515 led you to conclude
that, "[i]f Metro needs more money to keep facilities open then
it can override the delay perlod. Otherwise it cannot.” .

Your oplnlon led to Councll’s not approving an emergency clause
with its 1987 Zoo admission fees ordinance (87-235A). Council
had, however, included an emergency clause in its 1985 ordinance
adopting fees (85-185). The financial emergency then was the
need to achieve a 50/50 mix of revenues between fees and taxes.

In order to meet the legal requlrements as I understand them,
I‘’ve drafted the following language to be incorporated into*
90-376 by amendment at the Committee level.

WBEREAS, In order to raise sufficient revenues to allow Zoo
operations to continue with minimal disruption despite
significant reduction in property tax revenues.resulting from
voter approval of Ballot Measure #5, it is necessary that the
admission fees established herein be effective on February 1,
1991, and an emergency exists pursuant to ORS 268. 515(7),

—

. L3 3 3 e = - — - — - -..-_..e.‘--b o
;7/’::::;:;:7;; The Council declares that, in order to raise “ﬁ—_““>;\
sufficient revenues to minihize disruption of Zoo operations
caused by reduced property tax revenues resultlng from the
passage of Ballot Measure #5, an emergency exists pursuant to ORS
268.515(7), and the admission fees established by this ordinance
shall be effective on and after February 1-_122};__________
Please review the above7‘§6§Eﬁhat‘§5§€3§fed, language and let me
know before tomorrow’s Zoo and Finance committee meetlngs whether
it’s OK with you; please suggest changes as appropriate.

Thanks.

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE
REVISION OF METRO CODE SECTION
4.01.060 REVISING ADMISSION' FEES
AND POLICIES AT METRO WASHINGTON
.PARK 200

~ ORDINANCE NO. 90-376=A

Introduced by
Executive Officer
Rena Cusma

T Vot st vt “aagut”

.

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS;'
The Metro Counc11 establlshes fees and policies for
'admlSSlon to the Metro Washlngton Park Zoo. Voter approval of
B;llot Measure Five requlres a review and adjustment of the fées
and policies at this time. | | | -
| NOW THEREFORE,J B
Section 1. “Metro Code Section 4.01.060 "Admission Fees and

Policies" is amendéd_fo read as follows:’

4.01.060-Admissidn Fees and Policies: -

{a). Reqular Fees:
(l)r.Definitions:

~(A) An Educatlon ‘discount is offered to groups of

.five (5) or more students in a state
accredited elementary, middle, junior or high
school or pre-school/daycare center.

, Quallflcatlons for Education Discount include
a minimum of one chaperon for every five (5) -
students of high school age or under;
reglstratlon for a specific date at least two
weeks in advance; and the purchase of
curriculum materials offered by the Zoo, or
submission of a copy of the lesson plan that
will be used the day of the visit.

(B) The Group Discount is defined as any group of
- twenty-five (25) or more (including school
groups that have not met [the—xeguirements
fer—the-Education—Discount~] the advance
registration and curriculum regulrements for
the Education Discount; groups of students
"not- accompanied by a minimum of one chaperon




~(b)

- administered as follows:

fdi every five students shall not qualify for
the Group Discount).

(2) Fee Schedulé: ‘ .
Adult (12 years and ovef) - [$3+58] $4.50

Youth (3 years through 11 years) [§2+663 $2.50
-+ Child (2 years and under) free

Senior Citizen (65 years and over) [$2-00] $3.00
Education Groups (per student) [61+08] $2.00
Chaperons accompanying ‘

Education Groups = [$1+08]) free
Groups other than Education groups . -

25 or more per group ~ 20% discount

from appropriate
fee listed above

Free and Reduced Admission Passes:

(1) Free and reduced admission passes may be issued by
the Director in accordance with this Ordinance.

(2) A free admission pass will entitlextheyholder only

~ to enter ‘the Zoo without paying an admission fee.

(3) A reduced admission pass will entitle the holder
only to enter the Zoo by paying a reduced admission
fee. : S ‘

(4) The reduction granted in admission, by use of a
reduced admission pass (other than free admission

passes), shall not exceed twenty percent.

(5) Free or reduced admission passes may be issued to
the following groups or individuals and shall be

(A) Metro employees shall be entitled to free
admission upon presentation of a current
Metro employee identification card.

(B) Metro Councilors and the Metro Executive
" Officer shall be entitled to free admission.

(C) Free admission passes in the form of
volunteer identification cards may, at the
Director’s discretion, be issued to persons
who perform volunteer work at the Zoo. Cards
shall bear the name of the volunteer, shall
be signed by the Director, shall be. non-
transferable, and shall terminate at the end
of each calendar year or upon termination of
volunteer duty, whichever date occurs first.
New identification cards may be issued at the



beglnnlng of each new calendar year for
active Zoo volunteers. .

(D) - Reduced‘adm1581on passes may be issued to
members of any organlzatlon approved by the
Council, the main purpose of which is to
support the Metro Washington Park Zoo. ' Such
passes shall bear the name of the pass
holder, shall be signed by an authorized
representative of the organization, shall be
‘non-transferable, and shall terminate not
more than one year from the date of issuance.

(E) Other free or reduced admission passes may,
with the approval of the Director, be issued .
to other individuals who are working on
educational projects or projects valuable to
the Zoo. Such passes shall bear an
expiration date not to exceed three months

- from the date of issuance, shall bear the
name of the pass holder, shall be signed by
the Director and shall be non-transferable.

‘(c) Special Admission Days:

(1) Special admission days are days when rates
established by this Ordinance are reduced or eliminated
for a designated group or groups. Six special
admission days may be allowed, at the dlscretlon of the
Dlrector, durlng each calendar year. ‘

(2) Three additional special admission days may be
allowed each year by the Director for designated
groups. Any additional special admission days
designated under this subsection must be approved by
the Executlve Officer. .

Special Free Admission Tickets: A number of free
admission tickets shall be distributed annually by the Zoo

- Director to social service agencies within the Metro area. These
"tickets shall be for the use of disadvantaged people who cannot
afford reqular Zoo admission. The tickets shall be dated and
~valid only for the fiscal year in which they are issued. The
number of tickets to be issued each fiscal year must be approved
in advance by the Executive Officer.

(e) Commercial Ventures: Proposed commercial or fund-
raising ventures with private profit or nonprofit corporatlons
involving admission to the Zoo must be authorized in advance by




the Executive Officer. The Executive Officer may approve
variances to the admission fees to facilitate such ventures.

(£) Special Events: The Zoo, or portlons thereof, may be
utilized for special events -designed to enhance Zoo revenues
during hours that the Zoo is not normally open to the public.

The number, nature of and admission fees for such events shall be
subject to the approval of the Executive Officer.

Section 2. The Council declares that,’in order to raise
sufficient revénues to minimize disrﬁgtion of Zoo operations

caused by reduced property tax revenues resulting from the
' passage of Ballot Measure #5, an emergency exists pursuant to ORS .

268.515(7), and the admission fees established by this Ordinance

- shall be effedtiye on_and after februarv 1, 1991.

ADOPTED by the Council of the;Metropolitan Service District

this day of ‘ ., 1991.

Tanya-Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

RC:DEC:lar

A3LEGIS\90-376A2-0RD




: Agenda Item No. 8.1
Meeting Date: January 10, 1991

_Resolution'No. 91-1383

Staff was directed to prepare Resolution No. 91-1383 by
the Zoo Committee at its meeting January 3. The
resolution and accompanying explanatory committee report
will be distributed at the Council meeting.



Iy

Cpwnaal
f10(41

Z200 COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1383, ACKNbWLEDGiNG'ADJUSTMENTS TO THE FY
1990-91 BUDGET OF THE METRO WASHINGTON PARK Z0OO

Date: January 8, 1991 : ~ Presented by: Councilor McFarland

Committee Recommendation: At its January 3, 1991 meeting the

Council Zoo Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council

- adoption of a Resolution which acknowledges budget cuts imposed

at the Zoo in response to the passage of Ballot Measure 5, and _
which directs the Zoo Department to enact those cuts. Councilors
McFarland, DeJardin, Gardner, and Knowles voted aye; Councilor
Saucy was excused.

Committee Discussion/Issues: In its discussion of Ordinance No.

90-376A, the Zoo Committee received a report from Zoo Director
Sherry Sheng which described the service reductions/budget cuts
planned or implemented at the Zoo. Zoo management began
discussing possible money—savxng measures prior to the passage of
Measure 5, and identified some potential cuts. Follow1ng the
election, Zoo management has developed a mix of service
reductions and revenue increases to keep its budget balanced
while maintaining a quality visitor experience. Part of this
strateqgy calls for admission fee increases (Ordinance 90-376A)"
and service reductions in the current fiscal year, to build the
1990-91 ending fund balance and help absorb the projected loss of

_over $500,000 in 1991-92 property tax revenues.

Service reductions are expected to produce $198,491 in sav1ngs in
FY 90-91. The measures being implemented are: :

- Closure of the Children’s Zoo" '

~ Closure of Night Country exhibit

- Eliminating Zoo train operations in the winter, after Zoo

Lights through March 15

- Reduction in night animal keeping service :

- Reduction and reconflguratlon of Visitor Services workers

- Deferral of equipment purchases

- Deferral of Animals Around Us ballot measure -

- Reduced use of paid management ‘intern

In the cases of exhibit closures, the animals will be sold or
otherwise properly housed elsewhere. In response to a question,
Ms. Sheng said that the Night Country space mlght be available
for educational uses in the future, though it is not very well
suited for such uses. :

Councilor Knowles stated that he wanted the full Coun01l formally
to recognize that these cuts were belng made, and to direct Zoo
staff to implement them. The Committee concurred in the
suggestion that its staff be directed to prepare such a
Resolution. Councilor Knowles then moved that the Committee
recommend Council adoption of a Resolution which formally directs
staff to make the cuts they have recommended.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACKNOWLEDGING - RESOLUTION NO. 91-1383

, )
ADJUSTMENTS TO THE FY 1990-91 ' ) _
BUDGET OF THE METRO WASHINGTON ) INTRODUCED BY COUNCIL
PARK Z0O ) Z00 COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, the property tax llmltatlon approved by the voters at
the November 6, 1990 general election will cause a revenue
reductlon of over $500 000 to the Metro Washlngton Park Zoo in the.
1991-92 fiscal year; and |

WHEREAS, Zoo staff have proposed a combination,of service
reductions and revenue increases in fisoei year 1990-91 to
accommodate the reduction in property tax revenue; and

WHEREAS, projected savings from the service reductions will
total $198,491 in FY 1990-91; and |
| .WHEREAS, the Counoil‘Zoo and Finance committees have
recommended_Council approval of Ordidance No. 90-376A, revising
adﬁission fees and policies et‘Metro Washington Park Zoo; and

. WHEREAS, in its.deliberations on OrdinenoevNo.590-376A the Zoo
Committee recommended Council adoption of a resolution which
formally?acknowledges7stefffe proposed service‘reductions and which
‘further direots staff to implement those redﬁctions;‘now,

- therefore, |

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Councildof.the Metropolitan Service District:

‘1. Acknowledges that Zoo'staff have developed a plan to
combine service reduotions and revenue increases in fiscal year

1990-91 in order to improve the financial position of the Zoo



Operatihg Fund in anticipation of reduced properfy tax revenues in
1991-92; and |

2. Directs Zoo staff to reduce expenditures by a minimum of
$198,491 below budgeted amounts in the remainder of fiscal year

1990-91.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

‘this 10th day of January, 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ce:91-1383.res
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Meeting Dat

Agenda Item No. 8.2

e:

January 10, 1991 °

Resolution No. 90-1348



'SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORTV

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1348, FOR THE PURPOSE
OF GRANTING A FRANCHISE TO PRIDE DISPOSAL CO. FOR THE
. PURPOSE OF OPERATING A RELOAD TRANSFER FACILITY .

Date: - January 3, 1991 _ Presented by: Councilor DeJardin

Committee Recommendation: At the January 2, 1991 meeting, the
Committee voted 4-0 to recommend Council adoption of Resolution No.
91-1348. = Voting in favor were Councilors Buchanan, Collier,
- DeJardin and Wyers. Counc1lor Saucy was excused.

Committee Issues/Dlscuss1on. Phil North, Senior Solid Waste
Planner, presented the staff report. He said that Pride Disposal
wants to site a reload facility, which is considered a transfer
~station under the Metro Code. The City of Sherwood has expressed
its support for the project. Staff at first had reservations about
recommending approval of the franchlse, since the potential impact
on transfer station facilities in Washington County was not clear.
In a letter " dated September 25, 1990, Washington County
Commissioner Steve Larrance indicates the Washington County
Steering Committee supports the proposal, so staff’s initial
‘concern has been alleviated.

In response to a question from Councilor Colller, Mr. North
referred to a memorandum from Sherwood City Manager Jim Rapp
indicating that the City believes the resolution is adequate with
respect to land use approval condltlons.

Cathy Thomas appeared on behalf of Pride Dlsposal, and requested
. two amendments to the franchise agreement. First, she asked that
paragraph SA-3 on page 3 of Schedule A be revised to eliminate the
prohlbltlon on salvaging and sorting dry mixed waste on the tipping
floor, since Pride Dlsposal might want to undertake this activity
in the future if it is economically feasible. Second, she asked
that SA-9 on page 4 be revised to allow the franchlse holder to
accept no more than 20,000 tons of mixed waste annually, instead
~of 15,000 tons as \currently provided. She said that glven
populatlon growth and anticipated tonnage increases, it is
preferable to increase the allowable tonnage initially rather than
to require Pride Dlsposal to - return for an amendment to the
franchise agreement. :

In response to a questlon from Councllor DeJardin, Ms. Thomas
‘indicated that Pride Disposal had not contacted the City regarding
these changes. Mr. North said that in the view of the Solid Waste
Department, neither request was unreasonable. Councilor Collier
noted that the City will have the opportunity to voice any" concerns
when the Council conSLders the resolution.



'SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT
Resolution No. 91-1348
January 3, 1991

Page 2

Councilor Wyers asked whether Pride Disposal plans to expand the
facility in the future. Ms. Thomas said that Pride would dispose
of waste at the new Washlngton County facility, and does . not
ant1c1pate expanding, given the proposal from Unlted Dlsposal
Serv1ce to build a transfer station. . : '

After rev1ew1ng a memorandum from Council staff, the Committee
asked Mr. North to amend the Solid Waste Department staff report
to accurately describe Council action with regard to the Washington
County Plan. The Committee also asked that a discussion of the
possxble need for revisions to Metro Code provisions for dlsposal
site franchising be 1ncluded on the next Solid Waste Committee
agenda. -

/kE



- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF GRANTING A ) Resolution No. 91-1348
FRANCHISE TO PRIDE DISPOSAL CO. ) : »
FOR THE PURPOSE OF OPERATING A )

)

RELOAD TRANSFER FACILITY

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Section 5.01.030 of the Code of the Metropolitan
Service‘District{(Metro Code) requires a Metro franchisé forAény
‘p9rsoh_tonestab1isﬁ, operate, maintéin or expand a disposal site,
processihg'faciiity, transfer station, or fesource recovery
facilify within the bistfict; and

" WHEREAS, Pride Disposal Co. has applied for a non-.
exclusive frénchise to operate a "reload" facility to be located at
13980 S;'W. Edy Road,.Sherwood, Oregon for the phfpose 6f
consolidating splid wastes from packer trucks into transfer
vehicles for trénsport to disposai facilities; and

" WHEREAS, Pride Disposal Co.bsubmitted evidence of
'cdmpliance with Metro Code Section 5.01.060 requirements for
franchise applications and operatibnal plans; and
| . WHEREAS, Since Pride Disposél Co. will not accept any
solid wastes at the facility from otheribommercial haulers or the
public; no- charges will be made for use of the facility; no fee
wili be collected at the facility and Metro User Fees will be
éollected.at‘time qf disposal at a Metro-approved disposal sife}
-rggulation’bf rateS'by_Metro pﬁrsuant to Code Sectiqn 5.01.180,
Metfo_rate settihg requirements and collection of Metro User Fees
fpursuant to Section 5.01.150 is unnécessary and moot and no |
enhancement fee shall be alloqatéd by Metro pursuant to the
| provisions of Policyiﬁo. 12 of the Regional Solid Waste Management

Plan} and



WHEREAS;'The proposed franchise agreement is shown as

' Exhibit A to the Resolution; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,

1. . That the Council of the Metropoiitan Service District
authorizes the Executlve Officer to enter 1nto a franchlse
agreement with Pride Disposal Co. in the form as shown on Exhlblt A
to thls Resolution, within ten days after date of this resolutlon.

2. That Pride Disposal Co.'s operation of the franchised
facility shall be exempt from Metro rate regnlation and collection
of User Fees at the facility because commercial haulers not owned
by Pride Disposal will be prohibited from use of the facility and
disposal of solid waste at the facility by members of the publie
will be prohibited, and no rates or other charges wil;_be made at
the facility. o

3. No enhancement fee need be allocated pursuant to.
Pollcy No. 12 of the Reglonal Solid Waste Management Plan.

4. That operations may not_commence at the franchised
facility until all Department of Environmental Quaiity, local land
use, mitigation agreements (as may be necessary) andyothere

approvals have been issued.

ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metropolitan Service
Dlstrlct this day of _ - : , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

PEN:leB ’
AMENDED December 26, 1990
SW901348.RES



Exhibit A |
S8OLID WASTE FRANCHISE
issued by the

‘,METRO?OLITAN SBERVICE DISTRICT

2000 B.W. 1st

iPortiand, Oregon 97201-5398

FRANCHISE NUMBER:
DATE zasbng
AMENDMENT DATE:
EXPIRATION DATE:
ISBUED TO:

NAME OF FACILITY:
ADDRESS:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

CITY, STATE, ZIP:

NAME OF OPERATOR: .

PERSON IN CHARGE:
'ADDRESS:
CITY, BTATE,

TELEPHONE NUMBER:

“p.O.

2IP:

503-221-1646
48

November 21, 1990

N/A

November 21, 1995

Pride~DispoSal Company

Pride Diéposal Réload/Recycling Facility
13980 SW Edy Road

Tax Lots 101 and 103 -
Sec. 28 T25 R1W

_ Sherwood OR 97140

Prlde Disposal Company

© Mike Leichner

Box 820
Sherwood, OR 97140

(503) 625-6177

' This Franchise will automatically terminate on the expiration
- date shown above, or upon modification or revocation, whichever

occurs first.

Until termination, Pride Disposal Co.is authorized

to operate and maintain a solid waste transfer facility at the
above location in accordance with the Metro Code and the attached
Franchise Schedules A, B, C and D, and in accordance with any
provisions specified in the Solid Waste Disposal Site Permit to
be issued by the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental

Quality.

This Franchise may be revoked at any time for any violation of

the conditions of this Franchise or the Metro Code.

This

Franchise does not relieve the Franchise Holder from
responsibility for compliance with ORS Chapter 459 or other

1



applicable federal, state or local statutes, rules, regulations,
codes, ordinances or standards. .

Mike Leichner : Rena Cusma
' © Executive Offlcer

Metropolitan Service District '




’/

FRANCHISE CONDITIONS
SCHEDULE A

Franchise Number: . ' Expiration Date:

SA-1

SA-2

SA-3

SA-4

SA-5

SA-6

SA-7

AUTHORIZED‘AND PROHIBITED SOLID WASTES

The following types of materials are spec1f1ca11y
prohlblted from the proce551ng facility:

‘A. Bulky combustible material, car bodies, dead

animals, tires, sewage sludges, septic tank
pumpings and hospital wastes.

B. All chemicals, liquids, explosives, infectious

materials and other materials that may be
hazardous or difficult to manage, unless
specifically authorized by Metro.

No solid waste shall be received at the facility from
any commercial collection vehicles not operated by the
franchise holder or hauling or disposing of solid waste
from any area not included in the boundary of the
boundaries of a solid waste collection franchise
granted on or before January 4, 1991, nor may any solid
wastes be received at the fac111ty from members of the
publlc.

ne%ed—tn—the—ffanehise—app}teatteﬁ———No waste shall be

allowed to remain on the tipping floor for longer than
a 24-hour period.

"Operation shall be carried out in a manner to avoid.

rodent or vector production and bird attraction.

Storage of separated curbside collection recyclables ,
shall be neatly stored in containers or areas provided
for this purpose and shall be transported off-site to
materials markets as often as necessary.

The Franchise Holder shall perform litter patrols to
keep the facility and adjacent property and streets
free of blowing paper and other material on at least a
daily ba51s or more often if necessary.

The Franchise Holder shall operate the facility in
accordance with the Application and Operation Plan
dated September 07, 1989. '

3



SA-8 .

SA-9

All solid waste transferring vehicles and devices using
public roads shall be constructed, maintained, and
operated so as to prevent leaklng, sifting, spilling,
or blowing of solid waste wh11e in transit and shall be
operated and maintained in accordance with all
applicable federal, state and local laws, rules,
regulations, codes or ordinances.

anchise Holder may accept no more than 15,666

tons of mixed waste per year without amendment
S Franchlse Agreement.




_ PRANCHISE CONDITIONS
S8CHEDULE B

Franchise Number: +  Expiration Date:

SB-1 -

N ON ORING EPO G U ENTS

The Franchlse Holder or designated Representatlve shall
effectively monitor the processing facility operation

and maintain records of the following required data to
be submltted to Metro per the schedule 1nd1cated beIOW'

DATA TYPE

_FREQUENCY

Name and Address

Each -
Report

bate

Each
Report

Tons or Cubic Yards of Waste Delivered by
Commercial Collection Vehicles

Daily

Nunber of Commercial Collection Vehicles

Daily

Unusual Occurrences Affectlng the Operatlon
of the Facility

Each
Occurrence

SB-2
SB-3

 SB-4

' SB-5

Slgnature and Title of the Franchisee or

Each

De51gnated Agent Report '

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms.
The reporting period is the calendar month. Reports

- must be submitted to Metro by the 10th day of the month

following the end of each month.

The Franchise Holder shall pay an annual franchise fee
established in Metro Code Section 5.03.030 .within 30
days of the effective date of the Franchise Agreement
and each year thereafter.

The Franchise Holder shall report to Metro any changes
in excess of five (5%) of ownership of the Franchisee's
corporation or similar entity, or of the partners of a

~ partnership within ten (10) days of such changes of

ownership.

The Franchisee may contract with another person to
operate the disposal facility only upon ninety (90)
days prior written notice to Metro and the written
approval of the Executive Officer. 1If approved, the
Franchisee shall remain respon51ble for compllance with
this Franchlse Agreement.

5



"SB-6

SB-7

SB-8

SB-9

SB-10

SB-11

SB-12

The Franchisee shall maintain during the term of the

'Franchlse public 11ab111ty insurance in the amounts set

forth in SC-1 and shall give thirty (30) days written
notice to Metro of any lapse or proposed cancellation
of insurance coverage or performance bond.

. The Pranchisee shall file an Annual Operating Report

detailing the operation as outlined in this Franchise
on or before the anniversary date of the Franchise of
each year for the preceding year.

The Franchise Holder shall submlt'to Metro within 30

- days duplicate copies of any information submitted to,

or required by, the Department of Environmental Quality
pertaining to the solid waste permit for this facility.

In the event a breakdown of equipment, f1re or other
occurrence causes a violation of any conditions of this

* Franchise Agreement or of the Metro Code, the Franchise

Holder shall:

a. Immediately take action to correct the
unauthorized condition or operation.

b. Immediately notify Metro so that an investigation
can be made to evaluate the impact and the
corrective actions taken and determlne additional
action that must be taken.

In the event that the facility is to be closed
permanently or for a protracted period of time during
the effective period of this Franchise, the Franchise
Holder  shall provide Metro with written notice, at
least ninety (90) days prior to closure, of the
proposed time schedule and closure procedures.

- Authorized representatives of Metro shall be permitted

to inspect source separated recyclable quantity
information during normal working hours or at other
reasonable times with notice.

Franchisee shall file'quarterly-with Metro a report
indicating the types of quantities and selling price of
source-separated and non-source-separated recyclables
(per Schedule SA-5)



FRANCEISE CONDITIONS
SCEEDULE C =

Franchise Number: ' f | Expiration Date-

sc-1

SC-2.

SC-3
SC-4

SC-5

SC-6

sc-7

QENEBAL QOEQITIONS AND QOMPLIAHCE SCHEDULE

The Franchise ‘Holder shall furnish Metro with- certified
copies of public liability insurance, including
automotive coverage, in the amount of not less than
$300,000 for any number of claims arising out of a ’
51ngle accident or occurrence, $50,000 to any claimant

* for any number of claims for damage to or destruction

of property, and $100,000 to any claimant for all other

‘claims arising out of a single accident or occurrence,

or such other amounts as may be required by State law
for public contracts. Metro shall be named as an addit

“ional insured in this insurance policy.

The term “transfer facility" is used in this Franchise
to denote "transfer station" as defined in Section

5.01.010(u) of the Metro Code.'

- The transfer of this Franchise shall be -binding upon,

and the Franchise Holder shall be responsible for, all

“acts and omissions of all contractors and agents of the

Franchise Holder.

The fac1lity operation shall be in strict compliance
with all applicable sections of the Metro Code
regarding storage, collection, transportation,
recycling and disposal of solid waste.’

‘The Franchise Holder shall'provide an adequate.

operating staff that is duly qualified to carry out the
reporting functions required to ensure compliance with
the conditions of this Franchise Agreement. :

Metro may reasonably regulate the -hours of site
operation as it finds necessary to ensure compliance
with this Franchise Agreement.

At least one 51gn shall be erected at the entrance to
the facility. This sign shall be easily visible,
legible, and shall contain at least the following.

a. Name of facility;

b. - Emergency phone number ;-

€. Operational hours;



sc-8

- 8C-9

SC-10

d. Notice that the facility is closed to all waste
haulers except those owned by the Franchise Holder
- and collecting from its'own routes.

e. That receipt of solid waste from the public is
prohibited; and

f. Metro information phone number

~ If the Executive Officer finds that there is e'serious'
-danger to the public health or safety as a result of

the actions or inactions of a Franchisee, he/she may -
take whatever steps necessary to abate the danger
without notice to the Franchisee..

Authorized representatlves of Metro shall be permitted
access to the premises of the processing facility owned
or operated by the Franchise Holder at all reasonable
times for the purpose of making inspections and :
carrying out other necessary functions related to this
Franchise. Access to inspect is authorized:

a. 'during all working-hoursf
b. . at other reasonable times with notice; and
c. at any time without notice where, at the :
discretion of the Metro Solid Waste Department
Director, such notice would defeat the purpose of
. the entry.

This Franchise Agreement is subject to suspen51on,

. modification, revocation or non-renewal upon flndlng

that'

a. The Franchisee has violated the Disposal Franchise
. Ordinance, the Franchise Agreement, the Metro
Code, ORS Chapter 459 or .the rules promulgated
thereunder or any other applicable law or
regulatlon. or

b. The Franchisee has misrepresented material facts

- or information in the Franchise Application,
Annual Operating Report, or other information
required to be submitted to Metro; or ‘

€. The Franchisee has refused to provide adequate
service at the franchised site, facility or
station, after written notlfzcatlon anc reasonable
opportunity to do so.



SC-11

SC-12

SC-13

SC-14

There has been a significant change in the
quantity or character of solid waste received or
the method of solid waste handling.

This Franchise Agreement, or a photocopy thereof, shall
be displayed where it can be readily referred to by
operating personnel.

The granting of a Franchise shall not vest any right or
privilege in the Franchise to receive specific types or
quantities or solid waste during the term of the
Franchise.

a'

To ensure a sufficient flow of solid waste to
Metro's resource recovery facilities, the
Executive Officer may, at any time during the term
of the Franchise, without hearing, direct solid
wastes away from the Franchisee, or direct the
disposal point for such wastes. In such case,
Metro shall make every reasonable effort to
provide notice of such direction to affected
haulers of solid waste.

To carry out any other purpose of the Metro
Disposal Franchise Ordinance, the Executive
Officer may, upon sixty (60) days prior written
notice, direct solid wastes away from the
Franchisee or limit the type of solid wastes that
the Franchisee may receive.

Any Franchisee receiving said notice shall have
the right to a contested case hearing pursuant to
Code Chapter 2.05. A request for a hearing shall
not stay action by the Executive Officer. Prior
notice shall not be required if the Executive
Officer finds that there is an immediate and
serious danger to the public or that a health
hazard or public nuisance would be created by a
delay. )

All notices required to be given to the Franchisee
under this Franchise Agreement shall be given to Mike
Leichner, PO Box 820, Sherwood, Oregon 97140. All
notices and correspondence required to be given to
Metro under this Agreement shall be given to the Solid
Waste Director, Solid Waste Department, Metropolitan
Service District, 2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland, OR
97201-5398.

Facility operations may not commence until all DEQ,
local land use and all other permits and approvals have
been issued.
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SC-16

In addltlon to the prov151ons of SC-12 of waste flow to
and from the facility shall be subject to regulatlon
and direction by Metro pursuant to the prov151ons of.
Metro Code Chapter 5. 05. :

The Franchlsee shall utlllze the Metro South Statlon
for transfer and disposal of solid waste covered by the
franchise until such time as the Washington County
facilities are operational. - At that time the :
Franchisee shall use the Washington County fac111t1es
unless directed elsewhere by Metro.

10
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- Franchise

SD-1

SD-2

‘Adirected to obtain pertaining to the franchise

PEN:aey .
Decemder 11, 1990
PRIDFRAN.AGR

'PRANCEISE CONDITIONS
SCHEDULE D

Number: : Expiration Date:
. - ¢

‘The Franchisee shall charge no rates or collect any

fees for the use of the. facility.

The Franchisee shall maintain complete and accurate
records of all costs, revenues, rates, waste flows and
such other information as may they may be periodicall

operation. These records shall be made available on
written request by Metro..

1
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MEIRO Memorandum
2o, st i " Cowneil

503/221-1646
(frelaf
DATE: January 8, 1991
TO: -~ Metro Council
FROM: Ruth McFarland

RE: : RFP for Zoo Mapping

At its meeting of January 3, 1991, the Zoo Committee authorized
release of RFP 90R-138-7Z0, for digital mapping of the Zoo grounds
and facilities. This is part of the Master Plan Update. The
work to be done is the development of a topographic map, a base
map, and overlays showing utility locations. As stipulated in
the RFP, the final products must be compatlble with RLIS.

The budget for this project is $15,000, which is available from

the $100,000 allocated for the Master Plan Update. The work will
be. completed this fiscal year. .

Recycled Paper
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1391

APPRECIATION TO GARY HANSEN ) ,

FOR .SERVICES RENDERED TO THE ) Introduced by Councilor

COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN ) Tanya Collier, Presiding .
)

SERVICE DISTRICT Officer

WHEREAS Gary Hansen served as the elected Council
representative for District 12 of the Metropolitan Service
District from January 10, 1983 through. January 1, 1991; and -

WHEREAS, Councilor Hansen has served as a distinguished
member of the Metro Council, providing dedicated service and
exemplary leadership to the Council as the Deputy Presiding
Officer from January through December, 1990 and as Chair of the
Council Solid Waste Committee from January 1988 through July
1990, and to other Council Standing Committees past and present,
including Convention Center, Council Management,
Intergovernmental Relations, Internal Affairs, Finance, and. Zoo,
and

WHEREAS, In addition to notably fulfilling CounCil Standing
Committee aSSignments, Councilor Hansen also provided outstanding
service and guidance to the Bi-State Committee and the Budget
Committee, and provided leadership in the creation of the North

Portland Enhancement Committee; and

WHEREAS,. Councilor Hansen helped guide through the Council
the adoption of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, the
development of the Columbia Ridge Landfill, the development of
the transfer station located in Northwest Portland, the
- development of the Riedel Compost Facility, and closure plans for,
the St. Johns Landfill' now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
expresses its appreciation to Gary Hansen for his outstanding
service, dedication and commitment to the Council and the
District.

2. That the CounCil wishes Gary continued success in all of
his endeavors and good fortune in the future.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this 10th day of January, 1991. , ‘

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



COvnceq|
foq

! - BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1390
APPRECIATION TO DAVID SAUCY, ) ' ‘ :

JR. FOR SERVICES RENDERED TO - )  Introduced by Councilor
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN ) Tanya Collier, Presiding
)

SERVICE DISTRICT Officer

WHEREAS, David Saucy, Jr. prov1ded outstandlng service and
guidance as a citizen member of the Budget Review Committee for
the FY 1990-91 Metropolitan Service District Budget; and

WHEREAS, David Saucy, Jr. was appointed by the Council of
the Metropolltan Service District to serve as the Council
representative for Dlstrlct 1 from July 12, 1990 through January
10, 1991; and o '

WHEREAS, Councilor Saucy has served as a distinguished
member of the Metro Council, providing dedicated service to the
Council and to the Council Solid Waste and Zoo Committees; and

WHEREAS, immediatély upon assuming office and throughout his
term of service, Councilor Saucy demonstrated exceptional
understanding of Council procedures and issues; now, therefore

" BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service Dlstrlct

- expresses its appreclatlon to David Saucy, Jr. for his
outstandlng service, dedication: and commitment ‘to the Council and

the District. . :

2. That the Council wishes David continued success in all
of his endeavors and good fortune in the future.

A ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Serv1ce District
this 10th day of .January, 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer
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A. Purpose

.On September 9, 1988, the Oregon State Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) 1dent1f1ed yard debris as a principal recyclable
material in the Portland Metropolitan Region!. This decision
resulted in local governments being regulred to submit a yard
debris plan: to the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) by
February 15, 1989 which would describe how the opportunlty to
recycle yard debris would be prov1ded to the’ re51dents 1n thelr .
_Jurlsdlctlon.

The EQC also identified an alternative method for local
governments to plan for the opportunity to recycle yard debris.
That alternative was a yard debris recycling program developed by >
.the Metropolitan Service District‘(METRO). ‘The provisions of OAR
340-60-035(5) identify specific criteria which the plan must meet
in order to be con51dered an acceptable alternative by the DEQ.

As a result of the EQC decision, the majorlty of local '
governments in the five wastesheds requested that Metro develop a
regional yard debris plan through its existing solid waste
management planning process. In turn, the Metro Council adopted
Resolution No. 89-1047 which initiated the development of a
regional yard debris plan as an alternative method for local
governments to meet the intent of the EQC decision.

The time-frame for development of the regional yard debris plan
is established by the Unilateral Order (Order No. SW-WR-89-01)
issued by the Environmental Quality Commission to the
Metropolitan Service District. The Order states that the
regional yard debris plan shall be completed and submitted to DEQ
for approval no later than July 1, 1990.

v l'Wastesheds of Clackamas County, Washington County,
Multnomah County, City of Portland and City of West Linn

2
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B. Plan Objective

~The primary'objective of the Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan
is to establish a yard debris recycling system that provides the.
cpportunity to recycle to residents of-the Metro region. and

results in keeping yard debris out of landfills. This primary
objective must also consider cost-effectiveness, the existing

 solid waste system components and market capacity for yard debris
mater1a1 generated as a result of collection programs.

~In order to address thls objectlve, the plan 1nc1ude5° B

o A thorough examlnatlon of various yard debris source .

‘ reduction methods and collection programs used throughout.
the nation, including the State of Oregon. This examination
involves a detailed economic and system cost modeling

~ program used to assess the cost effectiveness of programs
pbtentially‘feasible for implementation in the Metro area.

o A thorough analy51s of pro;ected market and processing
capacity in the Metro region which is used to balance
collection program 1mp1ementatlon with regional market
capac1ty. . .

o Mlnlmum yard debris source reduction and collection program
' requirements for local governments which 1nclude having .
collection service on-11ne by July 1,1991. :

o A short- and long-term reglonal yard debris recycllng
forecast. - : ,
o . Identification of the roles and responsibilities in

implementing the regional yard debris plan for DEQ, Metro,
cities, counties, the solid waste 1ndustry and yard debris
generators. :

o] Identlflcatlon of the need to transition to- hlgher volume
collection programs over time consistent w1th 1ncreased
regional market capacity.- '

o Prov151ons for each jurlsdlctlon to provide weekly curbside
collection service paid for, where feasible by a wide base
of all potent1a1 users of the system. :
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C. Plan Governance

The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan governs the respective
roles and responsibilities of DEQ, Metro, cities, counties, the
.solid waste industry and yard debris generators within the-
metropolltan area related to implementation of this plan.

More spec1f1ca11y, the plan contains requlrements for those 1ocal
governments which are directly affected by the EQC yard debris.
rules (OAR 3409-60-005 through 340-60- 125)

Successful 1mp1ementat10n of th1s plan, which includes local
‘governments satlsfylng the requirements established by this plan,
will result in the EQC yard debrls rules belng achieved.

Local governmentsvthat are requlred to 1mp1ement the Regional
Yard Debris Recycling Plan to comply with the EQC rules are:

Clackamas County (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)
Multnomah County (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)
"Washington County (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)

*Beaverton Portland
*Cornelius : Gresham
*Durham . " .Troutdale
*Forest Grove ~*Oregon City
*Hillsboro - ' Milwaukie
*King City . *West Linn
*Tigard Lake Oswego
- *Tualatin ‘ . Fairview
*Sherwood - Wood Village
Maywood Park N *Gladstone
Happy Valley . : *Johnson City

Rivergrove = | * Wilsonville

‘The regional plan recognlzes that the DEQ has already found
these local governments in compliance with the EQC rules.
However, all local governments inside the Metro jurlsdlctlonal
boundary will be required to implement standards establlshed by
the regional plan over the long-term.

4



D) Plan_birectives_

The Plan is premised upon the following directives which cover.
all major facets of the yard debris program.

Markets

1.

DEQ, Metro and local governments shall promote the,
utilization of yard debris products as soil amendments
(mulch, compost, etc.) by public agencies, landscapers,
nurseries, and homeowners in order to encourage the -
source-separation and recycling of yard debris.

- Metro and local~governments shall not promote the‘

utilization of yard debris products to the extent that
the competing: products have to be dlsposed in-
landfills.

The Reglonal Yard Debrls Recycllng Plan shall be market
driven with collection options to be balanced with

~market capac1ty.

Processing .

4.

Settlng product gquality standards for processors in the

region will enhance yard debris compost product

acceptance.  Metro and the processors shall define and

‘establish standards for yard debris products.

Metro will continue to test yard debris compost:

'products and will regularly monitor product quallty for

compliance with standards.

Yard debris compost, shredding operations and
collection depots may be regulated by Metro or local
governments in order to: 1) -manage potentlal adverse
environmental and land use impacts; 2) insure yard:
debris material generated is received, processed and
marketed in a predlctable and equitable manner; and, 3)
provide stability in establlshlng rates for incoming '
yard debrls.

Collection

7.

Local governments shall 1mp1ement those collectlon
programs that would produce the projected increases in

yard debris consistent with market and processing

capacity.
A conservative approach should be taken in establishing

5



10.

Financing

11.

12.

13.

14.

Draft #6

.the initial yard debris collection programs due to the

uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capac1ty for yard debrls compost.

Metro will negotlate with each local government
through the Annual Waste Reduction Program, the

‘program(s) that shall be put on-line at different

phases»of,the long-term plan period.

Local governments,shall_be'required to meet the

collection standards established by Metro for that’
jurisdiction (county or wasteshed).

The Washington County Yard Debris Plan (and other local
government plans approved by DEQ) shall be part of the
regional plan. If the amount of yard debris recycled
in approved plans is not comparable to the regional
forecasts, Metro will negotiate compatibility.

The guidelines in Chapter 10 of the RSWMP shall provide
a basis for how the local government programs shall be
flnanced.

The cost of processing source separated yard debris
shall be paid for by processor's tip fee and market
revenues. .

‘The regional plan encourages the use of the current

method of financing promotion/education (i.e., Metro,
local governments and haulers promotional programs).

The regional plan encourages the use of the current
method of financing marketing of yard debris products
(i.e., Metro and processors product testing,
advertising, research and development programs).
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E)  Yard'Debris in the National Context

 BACKGROUND -
_ National Context

As states and local governments face limited landfill space and
increasing solid waste disposal costs there has been increased
exploration of ways to divert recyclable materials from landfills
‘and incinerators. Yard debris represents the largest single
component of material destined for disposal and as a result is
being targeted by most jurisdictions across the nation. There
has been a prollferatlon of regulations prohlbltlng open burning -
of yard debrls to 1mprove air quallty

National figures indicate that yard debris makes up about 18
percent, by welght of the solid waste stream. In Los Angeles,
~yard debris is the largest single component (30 percent welght)
of the city's residential wastestream. Metro's first waste
characterization study in December 1987, showed that about 10.7
percent of the reglonal waste 1andf111ed is made up of yard
debrls.

: Methods of diverting yard debrls away from landfllls include:

vl)‘ outrlght ban of the materlals,

2) promotlon of source reductlon through home compostlng,

3) promotion of mUnisipal and privatevcomposting programs; and

4) redesign of the current solid waste collection system to
" pick-up source separated yard debris at the curb or at
depots located in close proximity to re51dent1a1
nelghborhoods for recycling.

~COnnect1cut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania have banned leaves from
all solid waste facilities except composting facilities. The
states of Florida, Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin and
numerous counties and municipalities have passed legislation that
will ban the dlsposal of yard debris at landfills and
incinerators.  Carver County, Minnesota, passed laws specifying
that leaves, grass, prunings and garden waste cannot be collected
with mixed municipal waste if that waste is going to be disposed
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of in a metropolitan area dlspOSal facility.? 1In Michlgan, it
appears that leglslatlon w1ll ‘be passed bannlng yard’ debrls from
landfills beglnnlng 1n 1993.3 . :

The Clty of Los Angeles ‘recommends source reduction activities as
integral to the city yard debris recycling program. As stated in
the city's Recycling Implementation Plan (April 1989), source
reduction would include home mulching of yard debris and use of
low water-use landscape plans which must be approved by the. ¢ity
before a bulldlng permit can be issued. The Los Angeles plan
also recognizes the need for the integration of yard debris
collection with processing and end product distribution.

Yard debris composting facilities are being encouraged by many
states. In New Jersey and Broome County, New York compostlng
facilities are allowed to operate under less stringent
environmental regulations. Several states and local governments
are also developing sitting and operational guldellnes for yard
debris processors. The objective of this approach is to ensure
facility existence and quallty control of the products produced
by such facilities. Processing permits are required in the
states of Florida, Illinois, New York, Washlngton and Wisconsin.

Seattle landfills an estimated 86,000 tons of yard debris )
annually which accounts for 12 - 15% of its total waste stream.
This includes an estimated 29,000 tons of grass clippings, 16,800
tons of leaves, 20,000 tons of prunings and 20,200 tons of other
material. A City ordinance states that yard waste cannot be
mixed in with regular garbage for disposal, but must be kept
separate. _

The city's "Clean Green" composting programs are designed to
handle 75% of the yard waste disposed. In early 1989 the City
implemented a three-pronged approach to diverting yard waste
which includes: :

1. Curbside collection of separated Yard waste city-wide for a
fee of $2.00 per month. Residents are permitted to put out
up to 5 sixty-pound bundles per week.

’BioCycle, "Local, Reglonaliand State Policies", The

BioCycle Guide to Yard Waste Composting, pp. 17-18, The JP Press,
_ Inc., Emmaus, Pennsylvania.

3BioCycle, "Tenfold Increase in Programs" The BioCycle Guide
to Yard Waste Compostlng, pPp. 15-16, The Jp Press, Inc. Emmaus,
Pennsylvania.
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2. Coilectlon of éeparated yard waste at both the nofth_and
south transfer stations during all open hours for a
discounted tlpplng fee.

3. Encouraging backyard composfingfby providing free bins to
City residents and training them on how to use them.

By December 1989 approximately 43,000 tons of yard waste was
collected through both programs with three-quarters of it coming-
from curbside pickup and one-fourth coming from residential and
commercial deliveries to the transfer stations. The backyard
composting component was initiated in November 1989 so its
contribution on the overall recycling rate will not be measured
until the end of 1990. Seattle's yard debris program has .
- resulted in diverting more yard debris out of the waste stream
-than was expected. This has resulted in stockpiling of large
guantities of material awaiting development of a proce551ng
system and end use of their yard debris.
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F) yard Debris in the Oregon COntext

B. Oregon Context

In 1983, the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission found that

. "a ban on backyard burning in the Portland metropolitan area was
' necessary to meet air quality standards and that alternatives to
burning were reasonably available to a substantial majority of
the people in the affected area". The EQC decision was supported
by the following: o : o B

o . air pollution from burning caused a significant nuisance and
- resulted in adverse health impacts; S

.0, numerous ‘alternative disposal téchniques forfYard debris
were available; : oo

o ‘reasonable cost disposal’alternatives were availablé to most
individuals; and : _

-3 some local governments and neighborhood associations within

" local governments such as Gladstone, Beaverton, Oregon City,
West Linn and Portland have had programs more convenient and-
less costly for citizens to dispose of or recycle their yard
debris. - =~ = . v

In November, 1984 the EQC adopted rules that:

1. banned open burning of yard debris in areas where '
alternative disposal methods are feasible and practicable;

2. encéuraged the development of alternative disposal methods;
and, - : ’

3. emphasized resource recovery.

A mép of the area impacted by the burn-ban is shown in Figure 1.

This decision was instrumental in forcing the development of
‘alternative methods for managing the collection and use of yard
- debris throughout the region. The Portland Metro area has been
recognized nation-wide for its yard debris processing system
(Grimms and McFarlanes) and existing curbside collection and
municipal composting programs (Oregon City, Gladstone and West
Linn) which came into existence as alternatives to back-yard
burning. A complete description of these programs are included
in Appendix 1. Summary of Current Yard Debris Recycling
Activities, January, 1990. :
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In 1984 the EQC adopted’ rules (OAR 340- 60 -030) relating to
implementation of the Oregon Opportunity to Recycle Act (SB 405,

- 1983 Oregon Legislative Assembly). These rules did not list yard
"debris as a principal recyclable material. However, in the same
year the EQC directed staff to return in one year with a
recommendation on identification of yard debris as a princ1pal
recyclable material.

-~ On September 9, 1988 the EQC adopted rules which identified yard

debris as a princ1pa1 recyclable material in the Portland “
metropolitan region. These new rules require local governments
" to plan and implement programs which prov1de the opportunity to
recycle yard debris. ,

" Since the ruleS'were adopted, two wastesheds, West Linn and
Washington County, and three cities (Gladstone, Johnson City and
Oregon City) have opted to prepare their own plans. DEQ approved
the West Linn plan in April 1989 and conditionally approved the
Washington wasteshed plan in January 1990. The Washington
wasteshed plan is conditioned on complying with the regional
plan.. DEQ approved the plans submitted by the three cities in
May, 1989. 1In the West Linn plan it is projected that 60-62
percent of the yard debris generated in the wasteshed would be
recycled annually, over the next four to- f1ve years, at the West
Linn Recycling Center.

The West Linn recycling center is also the site of a permanent
municipal composting operation that uses an aerobic composting
method to process 12,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris into
organic soil conditioning amendment-recycled (OSCAR). West
Linn's plan further estimates a doubling of the 2000 loose cubic
‘yards of yard debris that is currently either home composted or
taken to other yard debris recycling facilities.

The ‘Washington County wasteshed plan offers an 1ntegrated system
of self-haul collection depots, on-call fee-for-service curbside
collection and education and promotion programs. - One of the .
major regional processors, Grimm Fuel Company, is located in the
southeast corner of the wasteshed. The plan projected that
proposed programs would divert 60 percent of the yard debris
generated in the wasteshed from the wastestream by June 1992.

Gladstone, Johnson City and Oregon City‘plan to continue their

weekly curbside collection programs. These programs presently .
exceed the performance standards in OAR 340-60-125(5).

12



'II) CURRENT SYSTEM

The Portland metropolltan area has experienced a- hlgh level of
‘yard debris.recycling relative to the rest of the, nation since
the back yard burn rules were adopted by the EQC. In 1987 yard
debris recycling was estimated to be 22 percent of the total yard
debris generated in the region. Then, in 1988, the yard debris
recycling level estimate increased to 25. 6 percent (NOTE: These
recycling estimates do not include home compostlng or chipped

- material from mobile chipping services.)

‘These ex1st1ng recycllng levels are indicative of the enormous ...
- effort that has already been put forth by DEQ, Metro, local
governments, recyclers, haulers, processors, chippers, commercial
landscape contractors and citizens towards the common goal of '
recycllng yard debris.

In developlng a regional yard debrls plan it is necessary to -

first gain an understandlng of the current activities which have

already resulted in the Portland Metropolltan area being

- recognized nationally as a leader in yard debris recycling.

Appendix 1, of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan "Summary
of Current Yard Debris Recycling Activities" contains a
comprehen51ve overview of the yard debrls system in the region.

Thls plan bu11ds on these earller yard debris recycllng efforts.
Program recommendations for the region are ‘derived in large part
by experience gained as a result of the existing yard debris
system. :

The following are important background facts including excerpts
from Appendix 1, "Summary of Current Yard Debris Recycling
Activities" which prov1de some basics about the existing system
to assist the reader in understanding the basis for the technical
analysis and recommendations contained within later sections of
this plan.

- 13



A) Yard Debrzs in the Wastestream

"Yard debris", as the term is commonly used in the metropolitan
region, con51sts of prunings, leaves, grass and other woody .waste
(typlcally branches no larger than six inches in dlameter) as
shown 1n Figure 2.

FIGURE 2

Components of Yard Debris/Metro Region
(% Based On Volume in Cubic Yards)

Other
Woody Waste . 5%
C17% \\\
Grass
33%
' Prunings
- 25%

‘Leaves
- 20%

- 1979 DEQ Survey

In 1987 METRO studies showed that approximately 10.5 percent of
waste landfilled was yard debris (see Figure 3). This yard
debris percentage is obtained through waste characterization
studies undertaken at reglonal disposal fac111t1es

‘Larger diameter material (such as tree stumps or roots) are

- defined by Metro as a separate part of the wastestream. Planning

for disposal of large items such as these is part of the "Special
Select Waste Planning Process" and includes other ‘bulky items
like construction or demolition debris. h
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| " FIGURE 3 )
' Yard Debris Landfilled in 1987 .

A Paper 26.4%
Misc. Organics 19.7% '
"5’::;:.. Alummum 1%
it GMSSZB%
Wood 12.8% St
; ,/ Ferrous 7.2% -
* o Plastics 7.2%

: Misc In i )
Yard Debris 10.5% isc tnorganics 8.5%

METRO : o o
(1988 S0lid Waste Data Report)

In order to estimate the total amount of yard debris generated in
the region, the total tons of yard debris landfilled are added to
estimates of the amounts home composted, composted by local
jurisdictions, burned, disposed illegally, and recycled by local
processors (both major collection sites and independent, mobile -
chippers). Figure 4° shows estimates of the total yard debris
generation figure.

5It is important to note that the generation figures
estimated in Figure 4 are different than earlier generation
methodologies. For example, in order to estimate the overall
yard debris recycling level in METRO's 1988 Recycling Levels
report, amount disposed (derlved from the 1987 Waste .
Characterization Study) was added to amount recycled (obtained
from the two major processors) to obtain amount generated:

: Dispoéedf Recycled - = Generated Percent
Material . Tons - Tons. - _Tons Recycled
‘Yard Debris 110,820 + 38,235 = 149,055 or 25.6%

This formula did not take into consideration source reduction
efforts, yard debris burned, nor the proce551ng of the
independent chippers. As an element in the regional yard debris
“planning process, METRO staff has developed the new methodology
‘reflected in Figure 4. This methodology is described in detail
in Appendix II of the RSWMP, "Estlmated Yard debris Generation In
The Portland Metro Region".
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. FIGU;RE. 4 v )
~ Estimated Yard Debris Generation
(% Based on 2,142,000 Loose Cubic Yards)

" Landfilled 44%
937,000

) Burned 1%
§ 4 23,000

Processors 20%
428,000 '

Home Combosted 12% .
26&000

Public Works 1% -

~ Mobile Chippers 21% Programs 32‘0_00

460,000

- B) Reduction and Collection Programs

Yard debris recycling activities in the region can be separated
~ into source reduction and- collection programs. Source reduction
. programs are those that result in yard debris not entering the
collection end of the system. The primary source reduction
activity that has prevailed in the region is that of home
composting. A regional survey of recycling attitudes. ‘
commissioned by Metro in 1989 reported that about 33 percent of
the respondents compost their yard debris. Source reduction
programs are elso practiced by over 100 municipal parks in the
region, through on-site composting of yard debris. .

The collection of source separated (clean) yard debris_is managed
by both public and private entities. :

Options range from seasonal decentralized, self-haul clean ups to

weekly, city-wide curbside collection on the same day as garbage:

collection. 1In addition to the wide array of current options,

funding sources range from fee for service to municipal property
tax. Estimates of corresponding participation levels range from
five to 95 percent. :
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. FIGURE 5 | )
~ Primary Methods of Collection
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Annual Collection L

B Recycled Disposed

Neighborhobds in Pbrtland,‘Beaverton'and partswof Washington =
County have successfully organized annual self-haul and curbside

- . chipping programs. These programs are coordinated by homeowner

- associations (such as Sweetbriar in Troutdale and Raleigh West in
Washington County) or by volunteer groups that are recognized by -
~the local jurisdictions (such as neighborhood associations in
Portland, or community planning organizations in Multnomah County
and Washington County).. Participation levels for the annual ‘
programs are in the range of two to seven percent. The amount
recovered per single family dwelling at the annual programs is
not available. . . : : : ' ' -

In 1988 six cities (Beaverton, Fairview, Gresham, Hillsboro, Lake
Oswego, and Milwaukee) implemented seasonal self-haul cleanups (2
to 4 events per year) and three cities (King Ccity, Sherwood,
Tualatin) implemented seasonal city-wide curbside cleanups. The
participation level for these seasonal Clean-up programs is '
estimated at a range of 20-75 percent per. event. _

Regularly scheduled collection programs are also in existence in.
the region. Currently the City of Beaverton provides a monthly.
self-haul collection depot which is operated by a private '
company. Three cities (Gladstone, Johnson City and Oregon City)

- provide weekly curbside collection to their residents. The ,
average participation level for these weekly curbside collection
programs is 75 percent, and the average household recovery level
per quarter ranges from one half cubic yard.per household in the
Fall and Winter to 2.4 cubic yards per household in the Spring.
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C) Process;ng nethods and Fac111t1es

In October 1989 seven major fac111t1es ‘were processing yard .
debris in the METRO region. In addition over one hundred mobile
chlpplng services provided curbside services. Four facilities
(Grimm's, McFarlane's, West Linn and»U.S.A.) are producing
compost products. ' _

Three facilities (East County Recycling, American Container and
Recycling, and Lakeside Reclamation Landflll--commonly referred
to as Grabhorn Landfill) provide limited proce551ng of yard
debrls by either shreddlng or chlpplng

Table 1 provides an overview of the major fac111t1es and thelrvv‘
'estlmated volume ‘ :

TABLE 1
List of Major Yard Dehrislprocessors
 Estimated 1988-89

Type of Processor - - ' .Volume Received Percent

fCompostzng Fac111t1es (33% of Total VOlume)°

Grimm's Fuel. : 155,815 cu. yds. 7.5
McFarlane's Bark, Inc. ‘ 99,797 _ 1.2
. city of West Linn ' o 12,000 : B - 1.4
United Sewerage Agency (USA) . 5,600 0.6
Farmer's Plant Aid . 16,693 2.0
Shredding Fac111t1es (8% of Total Volume)' R
East County Recycllng : 23,000 2.6
American Containers & Recycllng . 48,000 S 5.4
‘Grabhorn Landfill - 1,650 0.2
Subtotal : . 362,555 ’ 540.7'
Mobile Chlpplng Services (59%) _ 529,291 " 59.3
Estimated Total Yard Debris Processed: = 891,846 cu.yds. 100.0

Figure 6, Map of Yard Debris Processihg,Facilities illustrates

‘Farmers Plant Aid COrporation will soon be the region's -
-~ fifth processor of yard debris compost. The company began

_ transferring yard debris from St. Johns Landfill in November and i
began proce551ng the material in the sprlng.
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the locations of these major processors. Two composting
facilities and one shredding facility are located in the west -
side (Washington County) of the Portland metropolitan region.

One composting and two shreddlng facilities are located. in the
north/northeast of the region (Multnomah County), and two . '
compostlng facilities are located in the southeast portion of the
region . (Clackamas County). The City of West Linn's composting -
facility is open only to residents of the Clty and those
residents outside the City boundary but ‘inside the city's urban .
growth boundary.

p) Markets

'Yard debris in the METRO region is currently used in three major
forms: loose debris, chipped debris and composted debris. The
first product is simply yard debris in its original form as loose
debris. As loose yard debris, it is commonly used as fill
material. (Occasionally people will refer to spreading of tree
limbs and leaves in low area as "sheet composting" but if no
mechanical means is used to break down the largest limbs and
volume is not sufficient to create heat, then it is unlikely a
full compost process is occurring. However, the natural
decomposition process will occur at a slow rate over the years.)

The second form, chipped or shredded yard debris, necessitates a
low level of proce551ng. Commercial chippers in the area report
“these chips are being used: 1) as an agr1cu1tural cover or
residential mulch, 2) to control erosion on tralls, or 3) to
spread in llvestock paddocks to control mud. ' In addition, one
‘processor is u51ng shredded debris as a hogged fuel for his own
furnaces. '

The third form yard debris takes as an end product is that of
compost. It may be used as a 100 percent yard debris product or
blended with sand, sawdust or other materials. Commercially
produced 100 percent yard debris compost is currently marketed. as
a mulch, a soil conditioner and amendment and a decorative top
dressing. : ' :

Compost is often blended with other materials, such as top soil,
sand or barkdust. These blended compost products are used for
the same purposes as 100 percent yard debris compost with the
additional use as a pottlng mixture. :

‘This plan is premised upon balancing appropriate collection
systems with market capacity for yard debris compost. It is
therefore important to evaluate yard debris compost demand.

“In order to get a good overall perspective on the demand side of
the market for yard debris compost (¥YDC) it must first be viewed
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‘- as a component of the larger market for bark dust sawdust and
other composted soil amendments. The volume of YDC sold by o
- Grimm's and McFarlane's combined amounted to 76,829 yards in 1988
while bulk sales of barkdust within a 50-75 mlle radius of
Portland are on the order of 1.5 million yards. Sales of bagged
barkdust plus other competing products probably bring this figure
closer to 1.75 million yards. Yard debris compost thus makes up
"less than five percent of the total market for all related 5011
: amendments. : :

Two potential competltors exist in the compost marketplace,‘or
soon will exist, in the METRO region. The first is sewage sludge
compost. .The second is a new product that will enter the
marketplace in the near future after the completion of METRO'

. new mun1c1pa1 solld waste  (MSW) compost fac111ty.

Sewage sludge Compost o

Both the C1ty of Portland and the Washlngton County Unified-
Sewage Agency (U.S.A.) produce sewage sludge compost.  U.S.A.'s
product is mixed with yard debrls chips and is marketed prlmarlly
in bulk quantltles. .

' Portland's sewage sludge compost product is sold under the name,
,‘"Garden Care Compost", and is marketed for similar appllcatlons
‘as yard debris compost

Mun1c1pa1 Solid waste COmpost (MSW)

The MSW facility is expected to begln'produclng compost by July,
1991. Riedel Environmental Technologies (owner and operator of
the facility) has entered into contracts with end users of the
MSW compost to ensure that the MSW compost does not directly
compete with yard debris compost products. Metro and Riedel
negotiated specific contractual restrictions on MSW compost sales
aimed at protecting yard debris compost_markets from MSW compost
competition. Even-with these provisions in place, yard debris
processors and sewage. sludge compost representatives strongly.
believe that the introduction of MSW compost to the marketplace
will have a negative impact on their sales. ‘

'E)_ Metro Programs

As a leader in regional yard debris recycling efforts, Metro has
implemented several yard‘debris recycling programs, including°

o] Sponsorshlp of two compost studies in 1986 and 1988 in

order to understand the region's market structure and
- identify potent1a1 marketlng efforts and strategies,

21'
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espec1a11y the’ extent of promotlonal efforts that would
be needed to market yard debrls products in the reglon,

_Quarterly yard debris compost tests for herb1c1des,
nutrient content; pathogens; weed seed presence and
identification and seed germination;

Fundlng demonstration plots testlng the effects of. yard
debris compost on plant growth; : _

Reglonal survey of recycllng attitudes;

Promotlon of and education on use of yard debris
compost at marketing events (e.g., trade shows) almed
at landscapers, nurseries and the general public;

Promotion of backyard.compostlng through advertising
~and handbooks. such as "The Art of Composting"; and

Institutional Purchasing Program (Ordinance No. 89-303)
requiring the purchase of yard debris compost and

sewage sludge compost to serve as a model for
procurement programs by publlc 1nst1tutlons, local
‘governments, and bu51nesses in the reglon.

Metro also maintains a Recycllng Informatlon Center (RIC) whlch
handled 42,822 phone calls in 1989. About 25 percent of the
calls were related to yard debrls. ,

Figure 7 illustrates the number of phone calls received. Most of
these calls were made by the residential sector.

FIGURE 7
Yard Debris Calls

10,124

1987 . 1988 1989




III) TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

In order to develop a comprehensive yard debris program for the
region it was necessary to conduct a thorough analysis of viable
source reduction and collection options,,regional processing
capacity and regional market capacity. This included developing
a .database of information and assumptions significant to.
conducting the analysis. This section of the plan describes the
analy51s and further identifies key components of the database

used in the ana1y51s.
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a) Technical Data of Significance

o 1) Yard Debris Recycling Level (1989)

As stated in Section II, it was determined that yard debrls
recycllng levels in the region were at 22% in 1987 and rose to
25.6% in 1988. These estimates are taken from Metro's annual ‘
. recycling survey and do not include some 51gn1f1cant components
of the yard debris recycling activities in the region.
Specifically, these estimates do not include efforts by moblle
~chippers, home compostlng and city collectlon events (City Publlc
Works) .

A more accurate assessment of the current yard debris recycling
~level in the region is as follows.

. TABLE 2

’Regipnal-Yard Deb:is Recycling Level

Loose Cu.¥Yds. - . Tons

- Total Generated . ' 2,142,000 - 238,000
Received by Processors . 428,330 47,600
Chipped by Mobile Chippers 460,480 51,160
Home Composted : 261,700 v 29,100
City Public Works Events ‘ 31,500 ' 3,500
Total Recycled - - 1,182,000 131,360

Percent of Yard Debris Generated Which is Recycled (aprx)= 55%

- The current regional recycling level of 55% includes yard debris
generated by both the residential and commercial sectors. Figure
8, illustrates the recycling activities whlch are used to compute
the recycling level estimate.

- 'see Appendix II, "Estimated Yard Debris Generatlon in the
' Portland Metro Region", Metro, 1990.
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. FIGURE 8
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2) Yard Debris Generated By Single Family Dweilings8

It is estimated (1989) that the average amount of yard debrls
generated per single family dwelling per year is 5.8 loose cubic
yards. This amount is significant for local governments and
‘haulers in designing yard debris collection.programs. In
planning a program for yard debris collection it should be
understood that on the average, each residential user of the
‘collectlon program will generate 5.8 loose cubic yards annually.

The" follow1ng Table 3 shows residential volumes that potentially
~could be avallable w1th1n each local government for collection:"

!Appendix II, Estlmated Yard Debrls Generation In the
‘Portland Metro Reglon, Metro 1990. ‘ ‘
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TABIE 3 -

YARD DEBRIS GENERATION BY:LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Metro, 1989)

LOCAL GOVT.

SINGLE FAMIL

YARD DEBRIS

COUNTY
DWELLING GENERATFD
CUNIT (Loose Cubic Yards) .

(SFD) : -

CLACKAMAS . 49,098 284,768
N Gladstone, 2,859 16,582
Happy Valley 460 2,668

Johnson City . 270 1,666

Lake Oswego 9,470 54,926

|Milwaukie .- 5,254 . 30,473

Oregon City 5,040 29,232

- |Rivergrove 128 742

West Linn 5,183 30,061

Wilsonville 1,533 8,891

Unincorp. Urban 18,901 109,626

[MULTNOMAH 157,958 916,156
Fairview 484 2,807

Gresham 13,706 79,495

Maywood Park 297 - 1,723

Portland 116,052 673,102

Troutdale 2,043 - 11,849

Wood Village 686 3,979

Unincorp. Urban 24,690 143,202

|WASHINGTON 65,316 378,833
Beaverton " 9,566 55,483

Cornelius 1,122 6,508

Durham 334 1,937

Forest grove . 3,108 18,026

Hilisboro - 9,351 54,236
King City 654 3,793

Sherwood 1,124 6,519

Tigard 7,612 44,150

Tualatin 3,002 - 17,412

Unincorp. Urban 29,443 . 170,769

TOTAL 272,372 1,579,758
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3) Yard Debris Conversion Ratios

The following tables identify the various conversion factors used
throughout this Plan. It should be noted that establishing yard
debris conversion ratios is not an exact science. In the field,
conversions may vary depending on specific situations. These
conversion ratios are recognized as approximations based on

- experience by collectors, chippers, and processors.

Volume to Volume Conversion Ratios

From . To o _ "Ratio
Loose Cubic Yards® S Mechanically Compacted - 3:1
: ‘ " Cubic Yards
Loose Cubic Yards . Coﬁposted'Cubic Yards' 4:1
Loose Cubic Yards } Chlpper s Loose Cubic 2:1
, ‘ Yards!

Volume to Weight'Convérsion Ratios

Item_. ' Units - © Ratio
- Mechanically‘Compacted Y Tons (2000 Lbs.) 2.6
Cubic Yards B o | | | 3.0
Loose Cubic Yards' ‘ Tons (2000 Lbs.) : : 8:1
- | 1012

‘Appendix II, Estimated Yard Debris Generatlon in the
Portland Metro Reglon, Metro 1990. ' -

10Appendlx II, op. cit.
“Appendix‘Ii, op. cit.
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Volume to Weight Estimates

Item . S Units | - -.,’  FWeight'
’Lobse'Cubic‘Yards; ' Pound (ng.) - o 200 -
| | * ’ \ 250 .
‘Loose Chlpped Cubic | Pound (Lbs.) Y T
Yaras B | | |
"Mechanlcally Compacted - _' Pound (Lbs.) ' L ' - 650
Cubic Yards v  ‘ R : ' o , .v_v'756
Composted Cubic Yards . o fouhd (Lbs.) N : sgg -

4) Participation/Recovery Levels

A primary factor used in evaluating recycling collection
programs is resulting participation and recovery levels. The
collection systems analysis contains cost estimates which are
derived in part by determining participation and recovery levels
for each collection option evaluated. It is therefore important
to have an understanding of these factors and how they are used.
For the purpose of this Plan, participation level is defined as
the number of generators who use the yard debris collection:
service. Recovery level is defined as the amount of yard debris
expected to result from a collection program. Recovery level is
derived by multiplying the participation level times the amount
of yard debrls recovered per partlclpant.,

Part1c1patlon levels are really a reflectlon of the publlc's
willingness to use various types of collection programs. They
are difficult to predict for all types of waste recycling .
programs. Many factors, some controllable and others beyond the
coritrol of the public agency, will influence the level of
‘participation by the public. For curbside collection of
household recyclables a large body of experience exists from
which. it is possible to derive average participation rates for a
program that includes certain defined characteristics. Even so,
demographic factors in different communltles, the level of 1local
publlc awareness of the solid waste crisis, the environmental

. consciousness of the public, and the treatment of the program by
" the press can influence part1c1patlon as strongly as program
design features.
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For yard debris collection programs‘the problems in establishing
accurate participation and recovery levels are substantially
greater because:

1) Very few. programs have been in operatlon long enough to
have obtained reliable data;

2) Many independent factors 1nf1uence ex1st1ng programs
differently; :

3) There are no standard monitoring or reportlng technlques,
and -

4) Very few studies. have been done to objectively test
participation and recovery levels or even capture and
compare data provided from a large number of programs.

‘For these reasons, the reliability of the collection systems
analysis could be questioned, due to the difficulty in
establlshlng accurate participation and recovery level estimates.

In.v1ew.of non-ex1stent historical or natlonal data, experience
was the determining criterion for establishing participation and
recovery levels for source reduction and collection options
identified in this Plan. Specifically, the levels were developed
through numerous discussions with haulers, recyclers, DEQ, Metro,
. local government staff and processors:about the mechanics of
existing collection programs and what results could be expected .
from proposed programs. (See Appendix. IV. )

Based on experlence, the follow1ng assumptlons were made 1n
establishing participation and recovery levels: .

1. 'l Part1c1patlon levels are a function of - frequehcy and
convenience of the collection serv1ce. Figure 9,
illustrates this correlation. : : '

2. Collection options will be well publicized, therefore
the generators' willingness to use the service ‘is
predicated on factors other than promotlon and
education.

3. " Residents from outside the reglon w1ll not be u51ng the
regional programs.

4. The amount of yard debris recycled by a household could .

not be greater than the estimated generatlon per single
famlly dwelling (described above)
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5. Data from existing programs was used where ex1st1ng
‘ programs and data existed.  For programs contained in.
. the ana1y51s which currently do not exlst in the reglon
- or for = FIGURE 9 . .

- Highest participation levels

Commercial

Daily
| curbside
-Weekly collection
Mdnthly |
B Quarierly
‘Bi-annually
Annually Self-haul

Frequency - - Convenience
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‘which little data has been collected, higher or lower
participation and recovery levels'were established using
knowledge about existing: programs as a deciding factor.

_-In addition to the assumptions, the following factors were also
" considered for estimating participation and recovery 1evels for-
each category of collection programs analyzed.

o Source reductlon program

space

knowledge of how to compost

cost

: o Self-haul collectlon

Convenience (e. g., distance of depot from yard debrls
generators)

material.

.avallablllty of the rlght vehlcle to transport the

tip fee or'method_ofvfunding.

frequency of service.

o) Curbside collection

required_method of material preparation.

method of program funding (user-pay'Or_COSt spread
across user base). -

frequency of service.

routed or non-routed.
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B) . Source Reduction and Collection Programs Analysis

To determine the approprlate yard debris recycllng program for
the region several preliminary analysis were undertaken. A
comprehensive list of programs used across the country for

- handling yard debris was developed. The programs were grouped
“into two management areas - source reduction and collection
options. Cost variables were also developed and ‘used to
‘determlne the cost-effectiveness of the optlons.

1) Source Reduction Program
The analy51s recognlzes that the most eff1c1ent way to dlvert
yard debris from transfer stations, landfills and incinerators is.
source separation. ' The current method of generating yard debris
separately from other municipal wastes confirms that the material .

can be easily separated by homeowners, landscapers or grounds-
keepers, -and tree—service companies. -

Use of the material at the source, 1nclud1ng basic composting
procedures, was the main factor considered in designing the
source reduction programs for the region. Environmental and
economic impacts to local governments and re51dents were also
taken 1nto con51deratlon.'

After evaluating several home composting programs across the
country, it was determined that there were actually three
strategies currently used by various communities: 1) distribution
of information packages on home composting procedures; 2) ’
distribution of composting bins to re51dents”° and 3) communlty
composting educatlon sites program'

The analy51s also recognlzes that the region ‘could recycle more
yard debris with a systenms integration strategy. The material
recycled through the special waste management system could be
utilized by the yard debris management system. For example, wood
and other types of demolition debris could be used to construct

. panels of home compostlng bins.

The outcome of the above considerations ‘are the follow1ng source
-reductlon options:’

: 12Klng County, "Yard Waste Programs", 1989 Waste Reduction
and Recycling Workshop, Seattle,'Washlngton, 1989.

13Seattle Tilth Assoc1atlon, Master Composter Resource
Manual, Aprll 1987
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-i.'“Home'Compostlng Bin Project" that will utilize materials
recovered from demolition debris for constructing of home
-composting blns, ' T

2.‘"Permanent Home Compostlng Educatlon Sltes" that could be
established in the City of Portland, and locations in -
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties;

3. "Home Composting Bin Workshops and Permanent Home
Composting Education Sltes" (i.e., a combination of the
above optlons) o ' -

bescription of and implementation procedures for the recommended
source reduction program are provided in Appendlx III and
Sectlons VI respectlvely.

2) Collection Programs

In designing a yard debris‘collectlonbsystem'there are many
program variations that must be con51dered. These variations
include the follow1ng' -

1;'Type'of colleotlon.(self-haul to a temporary storage site
or processor vs. plckup at the curbside by hauler),

2. Volume and type of mater1a1 being collected (loose cublc
: 'yards vs. very loose vs. packed vs. chipped); .

3. Type of temporary storage equlpment (drop box vs. packer
truck); . , .

4. Optimum distance between the processor or depot and the -

generators (1 e., high vs. low density collectlon system),
and C

5. Schedule of collectlon (annual quarterly, monthly,
weekly) .

A preliminary screening of national programs reduced the large
‘number of potential programs to the list in Figure 10. A
complete description of programs listed in Figure 10 is included
in Appendix III.
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: FIGURE 10
(COMPREHENSIVE LISTING OF YARD DEBRIS CI)LLECI‘ION OPTIONS)

RESIDENTIAL SELF-HAUL MATRIX

FREQUENCY ° | SELF-HAUL LINE .
OF SERVICE OPTIONS NO VARIATIONS
Annual Neighborhood | 1 Packer Truck-needed
{1/Year) Cleanup . volunteer staffing
K events .
Seasonal city 2 Drop Box - City and Hauler
(2/Year) Cleanup Staffing
Lo Events 3 Packer Truck - City and
Hauler Staffing
Quarterly city (No Progran Modeled)
(4/Year) Cleanup .
) Events
Monthly Depots 4 LD-Drop Box - City and
(12/Year) oo Hauler Staffing
5 ILD-Packer Truck-City and
Hauler Staffing
6 HD-Drop Box - City and
Hauler Staffing
7 HD-Packer Truck-City and
(6 or 8 Hauler Staffing
Months/ 8 R =Drop Box-City and
Year) . ) ‘Hauler Staffing
N 9 R =-Packer Truck-City and
Hauler sStaffing
(Weekly - Depots 10 LD-Drop Box-City and
45-52/ . Hauler Staffing
Year 11 LD-Packer Truck-City and
Hauler Staffing
12 | HD-Drop Box-City and
‘Hauler Staffing
13 HD~-Packer Truck-City and
Hauler Staffing
Weekly Permanent 14’ LD-Drop Box-City and
Depot Hauler sStaffing
(45-52 Sites 15 MC-Drop Off-City Staff
i 16 HD-Drop Box-City and
Year) Hauler Staffing
DAILY Permanent (No Program Modeled)
Depot
Sites

Key. LD - Low Density
MD - H1gh Density

R - Rotating
MC - Municipal Compost Facility

CURBSIDE MATRIX

FREQUENCY OF CURBSIDE LINB
SERVICE OPTIONS NO VARIATIONS

Annual Neighborhood 1 | Curbside only - User pay

(1/Year) Cleanup ] (uP)

(Routed) Curbside

Seasonal City 2 | Hauler only - Cost spread

(2/Year) Cleanup across base (SAB)

{Routed) Curbside : -

Quarterly City 3 | Hauler only - Cost spread

(4/Year) Cleanup across base (SAB)

(Routed) Curbside 4 | Chipper only - Cost Spread
‘across base (SAB)

Monthly Curbside 5 { Hauler only - Cost sperad

(12/Year) Collection actoss base (SAB)

(Routed) 6 | Hauler only - User pay
(uP)

Weekly Curbside 7 | Hauler only - Cost spread

(45—52/Year) Collection’ across base (SAB)

(Routed) 8 | Hauler only - User pay

) (UP) .
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‘buring the preliminary screening several factors were used to
determine potential programs for the Metro region. These factors
included compatibility, availabllity of equipment and capital
cost. : _

current collection efforts .throughout the region (which range '
from annual neighborhood cleanups to regularly scheduled curbside
collection) confirm that the designated options in Figure 10 are
-compatible with the region's overall waste reduction program.
Ease of program implementation in the region was another aspect
of compatibility considered. As evidenced in the program
~description in the appendix, only two types of collection
'equlpment (packer trucks and drop boxes) were considered for use
Vln the designated optlons. :

Capital cost, availability and ease of implementation,. as
evidenced elsewhere in the country, were the principal factors :
that led to further analysis on the use of packer trucks and drop
boxes for the region's programs. Other types of collection :
equipments such as mechanical claw-truck, vacuum leaf collector-
truck and front-end loader/dump truck are very expens1ve.4
Availability of these particular types of equipment in the region
is also questionable. Besides, the use of equipment other than
‘packer trucks for curbside programs does not encourage generators
to place their yard debris on their curbs in a neat fashion, thus
‘they create env1ronmental hazards.

a) Cost of Programs

- Before measuring the performance of the designated programs, cost
variables of the programs were determined Local costs of the
variables were also estimated.! '

Primary cost variables for the source reduction and collection
options are:

o Administration (salary and overhead);
o. Promotion;
0o  Site development (for permanent self-haul depot and

municipal composting'options);

¥Mark D. Selby,s"Yard Waste Collection" BioCycle, June 1989,
pPp. 52-54. .

SAppendix IV, "COSt Estimates of De51gnated Yard Debris
Recycllng Options", Metro, 1989. :
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o | Cap1ta1 1mprovement (for permanent self-haul depot and
“municipal compostlng optlons),
o Capltal equlpment (for permanent self-haul depot and
‘ mun1c1pa1 compostlng optlons), '
o ‘ Operatlon (1nc1udes malntenance), and
o ~ Disposal- Cost (tip fee at yard debris proce551ng .
fac111t1es) ' o

Due to inability to provide precise variable costs (e g.,
.admlnlstratlon) for each local government in the region, a
generic cost model was designed for a hypothetical city of 20, 000
: populatlon, (that has 6,000 single famlly dwellings).

' Total costs per option was estimated and d1v1ded by the option's

"reglonal collection capacity to get the cost-effectiveness (or
" cost per loose cubic yard) of that option that was used in the
overall program evaluatlon. '

" There are some factors that have not been directly 1ncorporated
into the model which may affect costs and must be evaluated by
each jurisdiction during implementation. For example, _
topography, conditions of local streets, and socio-economic
conditions affecting participation.

' hf Performance Evaluation
'Criteria for Selecting Collection Options

A program performance evaluation was conducted in order to

determine those options that the region should consider for

1mplementat10n during the plan period. The evaluation was based

on the following measures’ of program performance. :

i. Percent_loose cublc yard recovered per single family

' dwelling: This is a measure of the ability of the
option to recycle a s1gn1f1cant portlon of the yard
debris generated in the region and is calculated for
each collectlon optlon analyzed as 111ustrated in

_Flgure 11.-
-ii. - Cost per loose cubic yard recovered: Thls is an

~ assessment of the cost-effectiveness of collecting one
loose cubic yard of yard debrls,

S iii. Technlcal-fea51b111ty. Th1s is a measure‘of'the
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,effectlveness, reliability, flex1b111ty and
compatibility of the collection option w1th1n the solid
waste system; :

iv. Nelghborhood 1mpacte$ This is an assessment of the
extent of noise, litter, and odor that could arise as a
result of the implementation of the .option; and

v. Potential for Contamination: This is an assessment of
' the extent of contamination of the recycled material
‘expected from a collection option.

- The first two performance measures are objective criteria, and
.can be quantified. The last three performance measures are
subjective criteria and are more difficult to quantlfy.
Additional evaluation steps were completed to determlne the
relative effectiveness of the programs.

-Figure 11 contains a summary of the measures used to evaluate
the options. Total collectlon, annual cost and average regional
collection per optlon shown in Figure 12 is for information only,
the information in these columns were not used in final
‘evaluatlon and ranking of the optlons. The five criteria for.
selecting the ‘options were ranked using the follow1ng
methodology:

Scoring

Performance measurements on all criteria shown in Figure 12 were
converted to a common unit of measurement so they could be .
aggregated. For example, percent recycled per SFD can not be
added to dollars. The method frequently used, and used 1n this
case, to achieve this purpose was scoring. A

For each criterion, a scale (of 1 - 5) was established that
awards points to an optlon depending on where its measurement of .
performance falls on that scale. For example, percent cubic yarad
recovered per SFD vary from 6 percent to 66 percent. If programs
were scored for this criterion on a scale of 1 to 5, then one

- possibility for converting percent-measurements to scores is to .
let 6 percent equal 0 point, 66 percent equal 5 p01nts, and so on
for all scores in between.

- The above procedure was used to score the options on the criteria
except for cost per loose cubic yard criterion. Using the

average cost per loose cubic yard, which is in the range of $7.07
to $14.60, a linear computation of scores was applied in order to’
determine the best fitting scores used for final evaluation. 'The
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FIGURE 11

Summary of Performance

BUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE FOR YARD DEBRIS REDUCTION AND COLLECTION OPTIONS (FOR A CITY OF 20,000 POPULATION)

= $144,000.00

- KEY: D8 = Drop Box - (P) = Permanent .
. FT = Packer Truck (SAB) = Cont spread across
{N-P) = Non ousiomer base
Fermanent (UP) = Cost borne by users
JOPTIONS Line [Total Collection Annual Cost {Peroent CY Cost per - Technical Neigh'd. Potential for ([ 1]|Average Regiona! e
#  |MRecycling wla {Recovered [Loose Cubic Yard | Feasiblitty impacts Contamination {{{1{Cofection per HH
(Loose Cu. Yds.) 1960 per SFD ' ' : {1}]Option * 111
Ll1](Loose Cu. Yde ) 11
?OUFCE REDUCTION: 11 11
: i1} (1N
Compost Bin Project - A 1,980 - 6,300 £3,145 17% « 37% {$0.42 - $1.59 reciaim buliding none none 1 411,828 | 1)
(4.940) 27.0%)°°** £81.00) imateriaie 1y 111
Permanent Sites B . 2.2 17% - 37% [$0.31 - §1.36 rﬁng constriants . . Hi 411,826 | |11
. £27.0%) ($0.73) . ! 1]
Compost Bin & Permanent Sites [+ . 83,248 17% - 37T% [$0.43 - §1.64 iboth of above . . m 411,826 | |||
(27.0%) £$1.00) 11 111
il 1]
1] e
JOELF-HALL. OPTIONS: (UP) i 1H
T - 111 11
Annual Neigh'd Ceanup ~PT 1{633-10878 1$11,437 - $20,683 2% -7% | $10.41 = §18.07 jresidents acoets tiocatized Mega! {modetate due o |11 4841 | |1}
. (1,308) °* (4.8%) ** ($14.24) °* 10 haul vehicle [dumping " jvolume 111 . 1t
Geasonal City Cleanup DB 2 (2,130 - 4,747 $29,070 - $53,437 -A% - 9% [$11.26 - $13.61 . tratfic M 11 118,882 (1]
(0.445) (8.6%) ‘($12.44) & Ulega! dumping il 11l
. -PT 32,336 - 4,747 $27,568 - $50,099 A% - 0% [$10.65 ~812.81 i . . 1t 118482 (||
(3.445) (8.5%) ($11.73) [ 1
.| Monthly Low Density (N-P) -08 4 13,95 ~ 7,811 $52,311 - $28,230 TH - 15% [$11.28 -$13.22 ° . , |minimaldueto 1IN 204,279 { 111
(5.934) (11.0%) (312.25) high statting il [H]
hd il '8 [3,9% - 7,911 - |$49,5628 - $83,066 7% = 156% ($10.68 - $12.52 M * * tH] 204,270 | 11§
5.934) (11.0%) ($11.65) i1l 1
Monthly High Density (N-P)-DB € 14,747 - 9,404 1$65,770 ~-$111,073 O% - 18% [$11.60 - $13.86 siting constrants s . i . 245,135 | |1
- (7.121) - (13.8%) (312.73) acoess 10 haut veh 1 (1]
. ~PT 7 4,747 ~ 0,494 $62.431 -$103,396 % ~ 18% ($10.89 - $13.15 M . . i 245,135 { 111
- @i (13.6%) $12.02) il 1
Monthly Rotating Depot ~DB 8 |5.934 - 11,07¢ (573,049 ~$121,044 11% - 21% [$10.63 - $12.21 * ° . th 292,800 | 14
. ) (8.805) (16.0%) ($11.62) [1L] 1
. -PT 9 [5.934- 11,076 | |$68.875-8S113.254 | 11% = 21% 1$10.23 - $11.6) * ° . M [TTH 282800 | {1}
(8,606) (16.0%) (510.92) 1 i
‘Weekly Low Density (N-P) ~D8 10 [7.911 ~ 14,240 $91,508 -$150,680 | 16% - 27% [$10.57 - $11.57  |access 10 haut . M ] R,
(11,076) £1.0%) (511.07} vehicie 1 i
- T 11 (79112 14,240 IS25,944 140,684 | 15% ~ 27T% [$9.87 - $10.86 . ¢ * ) .32 [ i
(11,07¢) (21.0%) 810.37) 11t [l
Weeky High Denstty (N-F) -OB 12 11,867 - 17,801 {S166,082-3212,361 | 22% - 34% [$11.63 - $13.23 . . . T s10,008 {1])
(14,834) 28.0%) $12.68) 1 1t
L., -PT 13 [11,867 = 17,801  [$148,635-5190,841 | 22% - 4% [$11.23 - $12.63 . . . i 610,608 |11
1(14.834) {28.0%) ($11.88) (11 111
‘Weeily Low Denehty (F) -DE*°* 14 19,889 - 16,080 [$113,813-8171-408 | 10% = 30% (§10.67 - §11.51 lahing . " 448,000 | |1}
, (12.675) (X ) 4.60) {$11.09) vandatism Wegal dumpling Ul i1t
* Municipal Compost (P)**° 15 J11,8687 = 17,801 [$51,6456 - $00,445 2% - 37T% .40 ~ $4.34 jstung, vandahem, [bocalized nolee, . in 610898 { {1}
(14,834) (800 fotencte) £20.6%) ’-ﬂ ¢3.87) down time lodor and reoccuring 1" ]
- ; & tech. capabitity Hiegat dumping oy m
® tigh Density (P) -DB*** .16 {13,845 - 19,620  [$203,800-8257,700 | 26% - 34% [$13.13-814.72  [eiting il ing . 111 876,087 | |1}
(16,733) {oee fotencie) 30.08%) m}_i_nun 10 haut veh. dlegal dumping 1t Hy
1 i
"t {113
ICURBSIDE OPTIONS: . . . : . m 1
Annual Neigh'd Cleanup 1 4,045 - 7,011 962,436 - $94, 418 19« 30% [311.83~$12.63 _ {enough mobdlle chipp-  {city wide nolse; none 11 221303 | 111
Chipping (UP) -PT 6,428 (24.6%) 812.28) ers; chipper bltiing highast congestion ‘ 111 114
Seasonal City Cleanup(SAB)-PT 2 11,867« 18,087  [688,645 -§137,082 | 22% ~ 0% [$7.22 ~ $7.47 & havler statfing; clty wide ktier; it bags - yes 1) 631,125 { 11t
(18,427) : 20.0%) (37.35) fodic ¢ ing g geeta ’ 1" - 4m
. . road - 1315, 1
Quarterty Ctty Cleanup(SAB)-PT {13,845 -22,152  [$102,004-3158,881 | 20% - 42% B7.10-l’7.3.7 i jotty wide Wtter; . " 619,846 1=|
1(18,000) 04.0%) (87.26) X high congestion 1] nt
Quarterty City Clesnup 4 {13,845+ 22,152  {$155,196-52¢4,745 | 20% -~ 42% [$11.05~-$1121 |adequate squipment &  {city wide nowse; none ! ©10.848 | ||}
|_Chipping (SAB) 1(18,000) 4.0%) $11.13) Ichipper billing (high congestion 11} 1
Monthiy City Wade (SAB) —FT - 8§ (17,406 - 26,316 {$126,303-8180,10C | 3I% ~ 48% [$7.11 - §7.26 adequate trucks; fund;  folty wide imer, i bage - yos 1 735404 | {1}
) - j@1.360) €40.5%) {37.18) and hauter e1atting. medium congestion 111 i
Wonthiy City Wide (UP) —PT '8 [3,066 - 7,011 550,763 - $111,688 ' | 7% - 15% [§14.10 - §15.11 hauler billing end foity wide Ktter . 1 204,279 { 11|
934) {11.0%) €314.00) [statting M (11} 1]
‘Weskly City Wide (SAB) -PT 7 26,740 - 33,881  [$186,783-8238,201 | 60% -~ 84% [S7.03 - §7.10 {acequate trucks and city wide litier; . T 1,043,185 { {1}
,300) . __(57.0%) (37.07) {tunding iowsr congestion - [1L] [i13
w»wcnymom?)-n 8 |7.911 - 15823 961,746 -$115,543 15% = 30% {$13.60 - $14.10  [adequate trucks and city wide ktter s il 408,852 | {])
(11,867) 22.6W) ($13.05) hauler Biiing ) 1 [Tt
* Ettectiveness of collection option for the whole region.
** Denotes Average for Purpose of Ranking.
*°° Startup eal_(tiu P capital imp and and ) for Py Depots and M | Composting opertions.
1. Weokly Low Density (P)~ DB = $3£,750.00
2. Weekly Municipal Composting (P) « $218,570.00
3. Weekly High Density (P) ~ DB




FIGURE 12

Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION MATRIX FOR YARD DEBRIS COLLECTION OPTIONS (FOR A CITY OF 20,000 POPULATION)

Key 1o Scores

1. % cubic yards recovered per SFD

2." Cost per cubic yard
3. Technical leasibility
4. Neighborhood impacts ‘
6. Potential for contamination
. ‘OPTIONS Line | Score Score Score Score Score - Total Ranking Annual Cost .
‘ # 1 2 ] 4 5 $
. SOURCE REDUCTION. . *
Compost Bin Project - A
Permanent Sites B
Comp. Bin & Permanent Sites C
SELF-HAUL OPTIONS: (UP)
Annual Neigh'd Cleanup 1 11.0 (3) 1.1(3.3) |4 (8) 5(10) 3(6) (30.3) 16 11,437 - 20,583
Seasona! City Cleanup -DB 2 11.3(3.9) {1.8(5.4) |4(8) 4 (8) 3(6) (31.3) - 29,070 - 53,437
* -PT 3 {1.3(3.9) [|2.0(6.0) [4(8) 4 (8) 3(6) (31.9) 15 27,568 - 50,099
Monthly Low Density (N-P)-DB 4[1.6(a.8) [1.8(5.7) l4a(8) 4(8) 4(8)- (34.5) -- 52,311 - 89,230
" - 5 11.6(4.8) [2.1(6.3) ]4(8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (35.1) 10 49,528 - 83,666
Monthly High Density (N-P)-DB 6 [1.8(5.4) [1.7(5.1) |3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (32.5) — 65,770 - 111,073
- -PT 7 [1.8(5.4) [|1.9(5.7) [3(6) 4() 4 (8) (33.1) 14 62,431 -~ 103,396
Monthly Rotating Depot -DB 8'|2.0 (6) 2.1(6.3) {3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (34.3) — 73,049 - 121,044
= -PT 920 () [23(6.9 [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (34.9) 11 68,875 — 113,254
Weekly Low Density (N-P) -DB 10 12.3(6.9) . |2.3(6.9) |4 (8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (37.8) - 91,508 - 150,580
. " -PT 11 {2.3(6.9) [2.5(7.5) {4 (8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (38.4) 6 85,944 - 140,564
Weekly High Density (N-P)-DB 12 |2.9(8.7) [1.7(5.1) |3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (35.8) - 156,982 - 212,361
. -PT . 13 |2.9(8.7) [2.0(6.0) - [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (36.7) 7 148,635 - 199,841
Weekly Low Density (P) ~-DB- 14 |2.6 (7.8) |2.3(6.8) {3 (6) 14 (8) 4 (8) (36.7) 8 113,813 - 171,408
Weekly Municipal Compost (P) 15 |2.9(8.7) (5.0 (15.0) |2 (4) 3 (6) 4 (8) (41.7) -3 51,645 - 60-445
Weekly High Density (P) ~-DB 16 [3.1(8.3) [1.2(3.6) |3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (34.9) 12 203,800 - 257,703
CURBSIDE OPTIONS: .
Annual Neigh'd Cleanup Chip (UP)-PT 1]1.7(5.1) [1.8(6.4) |2(4) 2(4) 5 (10) (28.5) 18 62,436 - 94.418
Seasonal City Cleanup (SAB)-PT 2 [2.9(8.7) [3.6(10.8) {4 (8) 2(4) 4 (8) (39.5) 5 88,645 - 137,062
Quarterly City Cleanup(SAB)}-PT 313.3(9.9) 3.7 (11.1) |4 (8) 3 (6) 4 (8) (43.0) 2 102,094 - 158,581
Quarterly City Cleanup Chip(SAB)-PT 4 13.3(9.9) [2.3(6.9) |2(4) 2(4) 5(10) (34.8) 13 155,196 - 244,745
Monthly City Wide (SAB) -PT 6 [3.8 (11.4) 3.7 (11.1) [2(4) 3(6) 4 (8) (40.5) - 4 126,303 - 180,100
Monthly City Wide (UP) -PT 6 1.6 (4.8) {1.0(3.0) [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (29.8) 17 £§9,768 - 111,588
Weekly City Wide (SAB) -PT 7 16.0 (15) 3.7 (11.1) |2 (4) 3(6) 4 (8) (44.1) 1 .]189,783 - 238,201
Woeekly City Wide (UP) -PT 8 |2.5(7.5) [1.3(3.9) [4(8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (35.4) 9 111,388 - 215,226
WEIGHTING FACTOR HIGH HIGH | MEDIUM | MEDIUM | MEDIUM
(x3) (x3) () () 02)

(For Reference)
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linear scores were computed within the 1 - 5 range in order to_
.keep the overall evaluation scale in a uniform format

Scores on all crlterla were determlned for each collectlon option
as shown in Flgure 12.

Weighting

The scores for each option on all criteria were also multiplied
by weights that reflect their relative importance. For example,
" a score of 5 on cost may be much more important than a score of 5
~on contamination. To be able to aggregate scores into a single
indicator of overall performance, the Waste Reduction ‘
Subcommittee decided how much more 1mportant. Weights of 3 (for
high) and 2. (for medlum) were used as shown in the bottom of -
Flgure 12. . :

Refer to Appendlx VI for the final ranklng of the de51gnated
collection optlons.
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C) Yard Debris Processing CApacity Analysis

The purpose of the proce551ng capaclty analysxs is to determine
yard debris processing capacity in the region and to further
establish any potentlal limitations to existing or future .
increases in processing capacity. Proce551ng includes the three
basic operational steps--initial processing, decomposition and
post-proce551ng which are requlred to make a compost product.

The COmposting Process

Compostlng, at least conceptually, is relatlvely 51mple. It
describes the biological process whereby microorganisms degrade
organic materials into relatively stable, complex organic matrix.
" This matrix is high in humus content and, depending on the source
material, may be high in nitrogen and other types of nutrients
'essentlal for proper plant germination and development. The

" resulting material is compost, and when it is applied as either a
surface or subsurface treatment to soil, it becomes integrated
into the soil as a vital component in a healthy soil ecosysten.

Composting consist of two separate types of processes, ‘aerobic or
anaerobic. Anaerobic compostlng takes place in an oxygen v
deficient environment and is accomplished by mlcroorganlsms which
‘do not requlre oxygen directly for sustained biologic activity.
These organisms frequently create methane or sulfur dioxide gas,
both of which have an unpleasant odor and may create health
“hazards in sufficient quantities. Aerobic composting takes place_
in an oxygen sufficient environment and is accomplished primarily
by microorganisms which do require oxygen for sustained biologic
activity. These organisms do not generally create either methane
~or sulphur dioxide gas, and this process is much less likely to
create any type of health, environmental or aesthetic concerns.
For these reasons, the aeroblc based composting is generally
practiced in the Metro reglon. :

The process of aerobic compostlng is h1gh1y dependent on a number
of specific control parameters. These parameters include, among
others, the quantity of oxygen available for biologic uptake, the
moisture content of the composting material, the effective
temperature, the availability of essential nutrlents for -
microbial use and Ph. Because this is an aerobic (oxygen
dependent) process, the available oxygen supply is perhaps the
most essential control parameter. In the absence of oxygen,
aerobic decomposition will be replaced by anaerobic
decomposition. This is a very slow process which can take over 3
years to complete and, as mentioned prev1ously, often results -in
the generatlon of offen51ve odors. :
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Composting Technology

The production of yard debris compost generally_involves’three '
(3). basic operational steps. These are:

A. Initial processing;
B. Decomposition.
c. Post-processing.

Initial processing consists of preparing the incoming yard debris
for processing. This typically includes steps such as manual or
mechanical de-bagging, removal of unwanted materials, mechanical
reduction and/or mixing of the yard debris. - Decomposition is the
heart of compost processing. . It consists of the actual ‘
biological actions taking place during which the organic
structure of the yard debris is metabolized and reduced. This
biological action may be either aerobic, anaerobic or both.

After substantial completion (ultimate completion of the
composting process would yleld a simple mineral sand),; the
finished compost typically needs to be screened, shredded or
mixed with other materials to be suitable for sale or use. This
- finishing process is referred to as post-processing.

.Because composting is a natural process, it can be carried out
with only minimal intervention, if desired. The primary purpose
of intervening. When composting is practiced with the intent of
producing compost on a commercial scale, some level of
intervention is essential. The level of intervention in the
composting process is determined by the level of technology
‘employed. In general, there are four (4) basic levels of

' technological intervention currently’ popular and in practlce
today. These are: :

1. Mlnlmal-level'technology composting.
2. Low-level technology compostlng
3. Intermedlate-level technology compostlng.

4.kH1gh-1evel technology composting.

1.,n1n1ma1-Level COmpostzng
Mlnlmal level compostlng is a very low cost approach to -

composting. ' It requires less labor and capital than the other
levels of technology, but more land. It is characterized by the
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use of large, static pile windrows which are turned infrequently,
usually yearly (static pile windrows mean that air is not forced
through the pile mechanically). . There is only minimal mechanical
reduction of the feed stock (yard debris), if any at all, and the
total production cycle may take over one (1) year to complete.

windrows are typically twelve (12) feet high, twenty-four (24)

' feet wide and of variable length (determined by the length of the
available land). Typically, the center of these windrows heat up

qulckly and become anaerobic as the available oxygen is consumed.

" This transition from aerobic to anaerobic decomposition is marked
- by the generation of unpleasant odors. . These odors frequently

require substantial buffer areas (up to 1/4 mile between the
compost rows and‘thevsurrounding area) to prevent neighbor
complaints. Since rapid composting requires aerobic conditions,
it can take up to three (3) years for composting to be complete

‘using m1n1ma1 level technology composting.

~ 2. Low-Level Technology COmpostlng

- Low-level technology compostlng is perhaps the most common
methodology currently in use today. This approach is more labor
and capital intensive than minimal-level composting, but may
require less land. It is characterized by the use of smaller .
windrows, typically six (6) feet high, twelve (12) feet wide and
of variable length (as above). The use of smaller windrows
allows the centers of each to remain aerobic during the entire
process. These windrows are turned, generally quarterly and are
frequently combined with other windrows as their volumes
decrease. This process takes as much as eighteen (18) months to
produce a reasonably stable compost product.

Because low-level technology composting windrows. never become
anaerobic, odor production is not a significant problem. This
permits the use of a smaller buffer zone around the plant than
that recommended for minimal-level technology composting. :
However, the use of smaller windrows requires more land for the
actual production of compost, so land requirements may only be
slightly lower than for minimal-level technology composting.

3. Intermediate-level Technology Composting

Intermediate-level technology composting is the second most
common methodology currently in use. This approach is
significantly more labor and capital intensive than low-level
composting but requires less land. It is characterized by the
same use of smaller windrows, typically six (6) feet high, twelve
(12) feet wide and of variable length (as above),_however, the
windrows are turned much more frequently, about once per month.
The use of smaller windrows and more frequent turnlng allows the
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centers of each to remain aerobic and significantly accelerates
the completion of the composting process. This process also
marks the first use of large pre-composting mechan1ca1 reductlon
'equlpment. o . .

The mechanlcal reduction equipment typlcally consists of one or
more pieces designed to reduce the size of the particles to be
composted. The smaller size greatly accelerates the
decomposition process and results in a higher quality compost
product at the end. The entire composting process can take as
long as twelve to eighteen (12 - 18) months to produce a

- reasonably stable compost product. Automated windrow turnlng
machlnes are frequently used

Because 1ntermed1ate-1eve1 technology compostlng ‘windrows never
become anaerobic, odor production is not a significant problem.
This permits the use of the small buffer zone discussed above.
The use of small windrows requires the same amount of land for
the actual production of compost as low-level technology
composting, but the process is greatly accelerated so less land
must be dedicated to compostlng.

4. High-level Technology Composting
.High-level technology composting resembles intermediate-

level technology composting with the addition of forced aeration
of the compost windrows. The addition of forced aeration greatly
reduces the composting time, and may be supplemented by
aggressive moisture control as well. Most processors using this
approach also have sophisticated process control mechanlsms which
- continuously monltor the production process.

'Typlcally, the forced aeration of the w1ndrows occurs very early
“in the production cycle. = In systems which also monitor moisture,
humidity controls are used to add water vapor or mist to the
forced airstream to maintain compost moisture levels. After
composting under these “optlmal" conditions for a period of from
two to ten (2 - 10) weeks, the compost is then moved to a static
pile windrow for final compostlng. This approach, used in
conjunction with frequent turnlng of the windrows, can result in
a finished compost product in approx1mate1y three to four (3 - 4)
months. Odor generation, as above, is of little concern. 1In
fact, some composting plants which use a high-level technology
approach actually have an enclosed process whereby all compostlng
is performed under cover in a‘building and air captured and
c1rcu1ated back through the forced aeratlon systen. :
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~ Land Requirements

There are several factors whlch must be con51dered when
evaluating the impacts related to land requirements and the
associated limitations. These factors include access, site
grading and other physical conditions, public acceptance, :
potential environmental impacts, amount of land area'requlred and
specific permitting requlrements. These factors create a major
constraint on the theoretical processing capac1ty

The land area required for a composting operation varies with the
volume and types of waste composted and the type of equipment and
level of technology employed in processing the materials. On
average, about three acres of land.will be needed for each 10,000
cubic yards of yard debris collected. Less land may be requlred :
if materials are predominantly soft and leafy, if a compost
turner is used and if materials are ground prior to windrowing.
Woody materials, materials not size-reduced prior to windrowing _
‘and materials turned by a front loader may increase the land area
required for the project. -

.The project site should be relatively close to the waste sources
in order to minimize transportation costs of the fresh materials
and to promote participation in the project. Roads providing
access to the site should be capable of supporting project
related traffic without adverse impact on road conditions,
~traffic patterns or noise levels. Water and electrical service
-should be avallable at the site, sewer access may also be
requlred

The surface of the site should be level or sllghtly sloped, well-
drained and capable of supporting heavy equipment in all weather
conditions. A paved surface or hard dirt surface is desirable.
In all but the driest areas, some pavement will be necessary in
.order to provide winter processing capability. In some cases, a
drainage collection system may be necessary both to assure winter
‘vehicular access and to prevent anaerobic conditions from
developing at the base of the windrows. Dralnage should not be
‘discharged directly into lakes or other bodies of surface water
or be allowed to enter the groundwater table.

Existing Processors : _ )

Yard debris processing in the region is dominated by two (2)
principal processors whose combined production of yard debris.
,products is approximately ninety-three (93%) percent of the
region's total. Both currently use intermediate-level technology
composting, with limited use of high-level technology compostlng.
Both processors utilize hammer mills for mechanical reduction
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(both use"an‘almost identical size mill) in their pre-processing .
‘line. - Also, both processors use static windrows or piles with
frequent turning to accelerate the decomposition process.
Additionally, one is beginning to experiment with a forced
‘aeration concept to further accelerate the composting process.

The actual processing capacity of each processor is difficult to
determine with any degree of confidence. The maximum theoretical
processing capac1ty'for these two processors can be estimated by
considering which. step ‘in the production process in least
sensitive to changes in the operating environment. The major
steps in this production process are:

1. - Receive and process incoming material.

2. o Mechanically reduce the size of the.incoming material.
3. .'MOVe'the reduced material to a screening aree for siee
gradation. _

4. Screen the materia1, and reprocess cver-sized pieces.
5. - Move, suitahly sized material to the‘composting area.
‘6.- Place the compost feed stock into windrows or p11es for

composting.
7. - 'Reprocess reject material.

It is clear that the mechanical reductlon process 1s the least
sensitive to changes in the production environment, ‘ahd hence
represents the ultimate single llmltlng factor. The mechanical
reduction process at the two (2) major processors can be
described as follows:

Approximate effectlve area of the openlng of each hammer .07
cubic feet. :

Revolutlons per mlnute of the hammer mill 1,200

Number of hammers _A\ - A - 28
‘Number of operating shifts per day , : By -1
Length of the production shift per day : -8 hrs. -

A critical control parameter is the relatlve efficiency of the
‘processing operation. The operational efficiency (OE) is
difficult to determine with any degree of exactness. Some of ‘the
variables which determine OE are density of the feed stock,
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failure mode of the feed stock, rebound characteristics of the
feed stock, clearances between the hammers and slots and feed
stock dellvery mechanism. Typical values for this type of
equlpment range from 10% to 15% operatlonal eff1c1ency.

’ Proce551ng capac1ty for the two major processors, was calculated
using a sensitivity approach that uses the full range of possible
values for operatlonal efficiency. It is probable that the
‘actual value is somewhere between those shown. Because of the
age and operating condition of the equlpment used by both
processors, actual productlon levels are likely to be nearer the
"10% value.

Cubic yards of production per day @'10%_operationa1 efficiency:
(. 07)(1200)(28)(60)(8)( 10)/(27) = 4200vcu.yds./day.
Cublc yards of productlon per year:
(4200)(220) = 924 000 cubic yards per year per processor.

Cubic yards of productlon per day @ 15% operatlonal
efficiency:

(. 07)(1200)(28)(60)(8)( 15)/(27) = 6 200 cubic: yards per
day.

Cubic yards of production per year°

(10500)(220) =1, 364 000 cubic yards per year per
processor.

-As can be seen from the above calculatlons, maximum theoretical -
production capacity for each of the two major processors is
between 2,000,000 and 2,700,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris
per year. These flgures must be tempered with the realization
that neither processor devotes the full available productlon time
to yard debris processing. .Both process other materials in
addition to yard debris. This results in the operation of what

~ is essentially a continuous production plant in batch mode. This
type of operation reduces overall production efficiency and
capacity. The resulting inefficiency cannot be approximated by a
linear assignment of productlon time to the maximum theoretical
production capacity possible since there is, in effect, a penalty
for operating a continuous process in batch mode. ‘
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vProcéssing'Capacity

The current production capacity of the two major processors is
approximately 861,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris per year.
At these levels of productlon, it is clear that a large
percentage of the maximum theoretical capaclty is either belng
devoted to proce551ng other product lines or is lost to
operational 1neff1c1ency. If this allocation of capacity were to
be utilized for processing yard debris, there could be an .
additional .2,000,000 loose cubic yards of capacity available.

Both major processors-have other product 11nes, such as bark and
wood chips, which require an allocation of production time.
Allocations are based on current product demand and several other
- factors. To remove these products from the production schedule
would require either additional production capacity to handle )
these materials or that the return on investment for yard debris
increase dramatically. Since neither scenario is likely, and
because of the implicit penalty for using a continuous processing
plant in batch mode, a more ratlonal assessment of avallable
capacity is required. - . N

If the economics of yard debris remain constant over time, then
only modest unused capacity would be available for increased
processing levels. If yard debris becomes less economlc, then it
is rational to assume that a shift away from processing it would -
occur. If additional economic incentives were available, then a
shift toward additional production would be rational.

Estimated production capacity for the year 1995 shows a
51gn1f1cant increase, up from approximately 950,000 total for the
region in 1990 to almost 2,400,000 by 1995. The additional
capacity is largely attrlbutable to one of the two major
processors who plans on a significant increase in production
capacity. Whether this increase is due to a reallocation of
existing production capacity from other product lines to yard
debris, or the addition of new capacity is not know at this time.

Possible increases in capacity beyond 1995 is virtually
impossible to forecast. In a recent survey, all of the existing
processors indicated that they have no expansion plans for that
far into the future. Each indicated that whatever does happen
will be the direct result of economic conditions, availability of
supply and avallablllty of stable markets for the finished
products.

leitatxons On Processing Capacity

In a productlon env1ronment ‘many factors can limit capa01ty.
Operational 1neff1c1ency, abnormal maintenance requirements and
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limited material handllng capability can all act to reduce the
ultimate production capacity of a plant. In this case, the
primary limitations on the ultimate, or theoretlcal max1mum,
production capac1ty are as follows' :

1. Ineff1c1ency caused by operatlng a "contlnuous" mode |
' proce551ng fac111ty in "“batch" mode. -

2. _ Limited capacity of various components in the materjal
handling process, such as the conveyor system, the . -
-trommel screen and the front end loaders.

3. Inefficiency caused by hav1ng to'regrlnd a substantial
: portion of the yard debris to obtain a con51stent hlgh
quality compost feed stock.

4. Space requlrements and assoc1ated 11m1tatlons due to
llmlted expansion area.v '

These, and other productlon factors, cause a severe reduction in
the theoretical maximum production capacity. It is likely that
this reduction is at least 10% - 20%, and may actually be as high
as 40% - 50%. It is virtually impossible to determine the actual
reduction in capacity that any of these factor may.cause.
However, since the maximum theoretical production capacity is
estimated as 2,000,000 - 2,700,000 loose cubic yards per year, it
is likely that the actual productlon capacity is on the order of
1,500,000 - 2,000,000 loose cubic yards per year.

One factor which was not listed, but which has a significant
impact on the production capacity is market demand. This factor,
perhaps more than any other, is the single greatest determinant
of production volume. Since this is such an important element in
determlnlng the overall system capacity and behavior, it will be
examined in greater detail below.,
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D) " Yard Debris Harket_Capacity’Analysis '

.The purpose'of the market capac1ty'analy51s is to evaluate the
potential for marketing increased quantities of yard debris
product within ex1st1ng market niches. This part of the
technical analysis is s1gn1f1cant in that compost market capac1ty
is the deciding factor in the Plan for determining what level of
collection programs are necessary to be put on-line in the
region. Spec1f1cally, this Plan is a market driven plan.
Collection programs which would result in more yard debris being
generated than that which the market can readily consume will not
be required to be implemented in the region.

.- This analysis includes a long-term and a short-term compost
market capacity projection. The purpose of the long-term
analysis is to gain a better understanding of the market
potential and price sensitivity for compost products in the
region over the next 20 years. The purpose of the short-term
analysis is to determine the level of collection service

'~ appropriate to be put on line by July 1, 1991 consistent with
expected market capacity at that time. These projections are an
estimate of demand for yard debris compost at current market
prices. The ana1y51s also describes long-term compost market
- capacity prOJectlons at prices higher and lower than current

- market prlces. .

- The yard debris market capacity analysis is partlally predlcated :
upon two prior market studles comm1s51oned by Metro in 1986 and
1988. They are:

Northwest Economic Associates, "Market Analysis of
Portland Metropolitan Area Yard Debris", September 1986

.end.

Cal Recovery Systems_Incorporated,,"Portland,Area
Compost Products Market Study", October 1988

These earlier studies were instrumental in the region gaining a
‘better understanding of the market dynamics of yard debris
compost and related products. However, the studies were
seriously limiting in information necessary to make adequate
assessments about market capacity in the reglon for purposes of
determining what level of collection service should be
established. These limitations 1nc1ude'

1. Market demand was prOJected only to 1990.. This projection
- was not adequate in establishing collection standards for
local governments beginning July 1, 1991 consistent with

expected market demand.
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The earlier studies did not consider.of‘analyze how price
changes could affect market demand. This was felt to be an

important factor for establlshlng a market strategy for the
reglonal plan. -
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1y ‘Long-Term Market Capacity

The long-term market capacity analysis focuses on establishing
demand curves for yard debris compost products based upon records
of the amount of yard debris compost (YDC) products actually sold
at typical market prices and some assumptions regarding the
proportion of competing products that YDC would displace or be
displaced by if its price were to go down or up. The demand
curve derived by this method was then projected through time for
~each year from 1990 to 2010. _ ' : -

Marketing Factors Overview

In order to get a good overall perspective of the demand side of .
the market for yard debris compost (¥YDC) it must first be viewed
‘as a component of the larger market for bark, sawdust, manure,
and other composted soil amendments. The total combined volume
of YDC sold by the area's processors, amounted to approximately
‘83,000 yards in 1988 while bulk sales of bark within a 50-75 mile
radius of Portland were on the order of 1.5 million yards'.

Sales of bagged bark plus other competing products probably bring
this figure closer to 1.75 million yards. Yard debris compost
presently makes up less than five percent of the total market for
all related soil amendments and top dressing products.

It is not known at this time how close a substitute municipal
solid waste (MSW) compost will be when the Riedel MSW composter
comes on line in mid 1991. Contract restrictions were negotiated
to prevent MSW compost from competing in price with yard debris
compost and sewage sludge compost, though it can be sold at or
above the prevailing price of YDC. It is estimated that the
Riedel facility will produce 75,500 tons of compost per year.
This is the equivalent of triple the amount of YDC compost
currently being marketed!’. MSW compost will be more suitable as
a soil conditioner than as a top dressing, thus it will not

. directly compete with ¥YDC as a top dressing. Also, it will be

" targeted more toward commercial tree farms, bare root nurseries,
and other markets in which ¥YDC is not a competitor.. However, if
MSW compost were to achieve widespread consumer acceptance, it
could have some negative impact on the market for Y¥DC.

16 wMarket Analysis of Portland Metropolitan Area Yard
Debris", Northwest Economic Associates, Sept 1986, p.11l.

7 one cu. yd. of YDC weighs approximately 600 lbs. Thus a
ton of compost contains (2,000/600).= 3-1/3 cu. yds. Dividing
83,029 by 3-1/3 equals 24,908 tons of compost. K
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A potentlally 51gn1f1cant factor. in the expansion of markets for
yard debris compost is the planned entry into the market of a new

~_ major processor. The contract for the processing of source

separated yard debris from the St. John's Landfill has been
awarded to Farmer's Plant Aid Corp. From their North Portland
location FPA plans to expand the geographlc market for bulk ¥YDC
‘(both of the other processors are located in the south part of
the Metro region) and to develop a market for bagged YDC.

.

Descript;on Oof Yard Debris Products

For the purposes of this ana1y51s, yard debrls products include
both pure compost and blends of compost with other materials.
Compost is made from the trimmings of woody and herbaceous
-vegetatlon that have been ground, ‘decomposed over a period of
time under controlled conditions, and screened to a generally
uniform size of particles. Chips are composed of yard debris
that has undergone only the most basic proce551ng operation of
being chipped into small pieces. Compost is composed of yard
debris that has been ground, decomposed over a period of time
under controlled conditions, and screened to a generally unlform
size of particles.

Tt is important to distinguish between the terms yard debris
‘compost (¥YDC) and yard debris compost products (¥YDC products).
¥YDC will refer to material that is entirely composed of composted
yard debris. The majority of ¥YDC, however, is actually marketed
as blends with other materials such as soil, bark dust, and

~ mushroom compost. Some of these blends contaln as 11tt1e as 50
percent ¥YDC. This study did not distinguish between the
different YDC blends. Rather all demand figures are in terms of
sales of YDC products. The amount of actual YDC marketed is thus
less than figures indicated for blends. '

Uses For Chipped Yard Debris

Chlpped yard debrls is a coarse material which is not decomposed.
‘Based upon conversations with the operators of chipping services
it appears that yard debris chips are primarily used for:

1. Weed control mulch in areas where the'appearanoe of the
: material is not of prime concern.

2. Mud control on dairy and beef operations.
3. Ground cover for paths and walkways.

4. Surface cover in horse paddocks.
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Uses For Yard Debris Compost

-Yard debris compost may be produced in different degrees of
fineness: (particle size). In coarse form, its primary application
is as a top dressing (mulch). ‘Finer grinds may be incorporated
into the soil as a conditioner. As a mulch, ¥YDC is applied to
the surface of the soil to: : ’

1. Céhsefve soil moisture. o - : R
2. Lessen weed probléms.
3. Provide an attfactiv§ looking surface.
4. To surface pathwuys and‘muddy areas.
5. Form final cover for landfills during closure;
Finer gfades may be nixed,into the soiliasua conditipne: to:
1. 2dd orghnicymatter. |

2. Improve its: structure, texture, and moisture holding
capabllltles.

SubMarkets For Yard Debris compost

In order to estimate the substitution of yard debris compost for
competing products, it is first necessary to examine the :

- individual market segments in which soil amendments are sold.
The following is a brief summary of each of the major groups of
¥YDC users considered in this study.  This is important as the
degree of substitutability will llkely be different for the
different users as well as for the different applications. The
uses considered in this study were:

Residential

Re51dent1a1 use of YDC as a soil conditioner and mulch by ‘
homeowners is the single largest market for yard debris compost.
This is the submarket where promotional efforts to change tastes
and preferences in favor of compost may have the greatest effect
over time.. At all price levels, promotion of the product to make
consumers aware of its existence, its properties, and its
availability will be a decisive factor. The analysis assumes the
ex1stence of an effective and sustalned promot10na1 program.
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Landscaping

The nature of the building and marketing of spec homes makes cost
minimization a key factor for financial success. In this type of
landscaping there is also a great deal of .builder discretion in
_specification decisions. For these reasons it is assumed that
for use as a soil conditioner the degree of substitution of ¥YDC

- for more expensive soil condltloners in thls ‘market would be
relatively high.

A pr1nc1pa1 objectlve in commercial landscaplng is low
maintenance. Since bark breaks down much more slowly than yard
debris compost, it is expected that there would be relatively
little substitution of ¥YDC for bark for use as a top dressing.

Inst1tut10na1

Institutional uses include the landscaping of roadsides and
public buildings. With minimization of expensive application
labor a key factor, the greater longevity of bark, .as compared -
with compost will limit its adoption for public landscaping
purposes where a mulch is requlred. Use as a soil conditioner,
however, could be substantial in some cases. Y¥YDC may be a
superior product for temporary cover on newly seeded slopes where
bark may tend to wash away. If procurement policies that favor
recycled materials are adopted and enforced there would be a
greater degree of substitution of compost for other materials.
The institutional market is relatively small, however, and would
not have a very 51gn1f1cant impact. '

Nurseries

Nurseries desire a uniform.and predlctable product for use in
their potting mixes. Though bark lacks some of the desirable
properties of yard debris compost, it is superior to compost as
regards this overriding concern over uniformity. Research done
at the 0OSU Experlment Station, however, has shown yard debris
compost to give excellent results when used in place of higher
priced peat moss as a potting soil component. It appears that
performance of the material rather than prlce 1s the determlnlng
factor in this market. _

Market Channels for YDC Products -

For the most part yard debris compost is marketed directly by
the processors in bulk form, either by loading it into customers'
pickups and trailers or by the processor providing delivery.
Currently, little yard debris compost is marketed through
nurseries (of five Metro area nurseries surveyed, none carrled
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¥YDC).!®* The majority of the compost is used for residential and
commerc1al landscaping purposes either as a top dressing (mulch)
.or as a soil conditioner. A small amount of yard debris compost
is marketed in bagged form. This could change if Farmer's Plant
""Aid (FPA) is successful in developing the market for Bagged YDC.
FPA has already established a successful marketing program for
other bagged garden products including manures, peat moss, and
bark. - These products are currently marketed through retail
garden shops. Thus FPA already has access to the ‘hecessary
marketing channels. :

Faqtors That Affect Thé Demgnd for Yard Debris Products'

- Yard debris chips and ¥YDC products effectively constitute two
separate markets for yard debris, each with its own demand curve
and each with a different price elasticity of demand. The
current equilibrium prlce of yard debris compost is approx1mate1y
$55 to $60 per unit!® while chips ‘are generally given away or

sold for a nominal price. Though an examination was made of the
volume of chlps ‘and - their disposition, the demand analysis
presented in this report pertains only to ¥YDC products.

. The deferminants.of the demand for yard debris compost are:
1.*P§pulation  | | | | |
.2. Incomé

3. Housing starts

4. Retail sales of Metro area nurseries, and )

5. The price and avaiiability'of substitute products.

Population, income, and interest rates affect the housing and
construction markets from which the 'demand for landscaping
services is derived. Increases in populatlon and 1ncome, and
decreases in interest rates will cause an increase in the demand
for housing and for landscaplng. An increase in landscaping, in
turn, creates an increase in the demand for materials such as
YDC. Decreases in population and 1ncome, and increases in the
interest rate will cause a decrease in the demand for housing and
for landscaping. A decrease in landscaping will, in turn,
decreases the demand for  yard debris products. Due to the

18 Telephone survey compléted during November, 1989.
1 Oone unit equals 7.4 cubic yards.
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‘absence of historical data .on ¥YDC product sales and the fact that
econometric methods could not be utilized, all of the above
mentioned variables were not explicitly used in establishing
estimates of demand curve for YDC products.i Populatlon ;
projections were.used as the prlmary variable in estimating the
demand curve for different p01nts in time.

Assumptions.

- In the absence of strong evidence to the contrary, it is
ordlnarlly assumed that current trends regarding populatlon,
income, housing, and consumption patterns will continue into the
future. However, it must be taken into consideration that over
the past several years the Portland Metropolitan area economy has
. experienced a period of strong recovery following the recession
of the early eighties and that many economists predict an
‘eventual levellng off of this expansion phase. The market for
'YDC, because it is so dependent on the" landscaplng 1ndustry, is
likely to be unusually sensitive to economic conditions.

Products are said to have time, place, and form utility. That is
to say a product has greater utility to consumers if it is
~available when they want it, where they want it, and in the form
they want it. In the case of yard debris compost time, place,
and form utility may be 11m1t1ng factors in market demand. At
present, yard debris compost is mostly available in bulk through °
a limited number of processors. The assumption made in this
analysis is that ¥YDC will be aggre551vely marketed in both bulk
and bagged form.

It was assumed that prlces of products that compete with ¥YDC will .
remain stable. This is an assumption that has to be examined
carefully with respect to bark. If the quantity of bark were to
go down due to a decline in logglng or if bark were to be
diverted in 51gn1flcant quantltles from landscaplng use to use as
" a hogged fuel, then its price could potentially increase to the
point where YDC would become a much more economlcally attractlve
landscaplng alternative.

The present study considered only yard debrls and compost that
was utilized at a site other than the site at which it was
produced. Thus home composting was excluded as being a non-
market commodity. The study also excluded yard debris that is
co-composted with sewage sludge. Sludge/yard debris mixed
compost has a different nutrient value from YDC and user
perceptlon and pricing of the co-composted product also varies
significantly from that of straight YDC or ¥YDC blends. The
amount of ¥YDC products produced and marketed in 1988 by
McFarlane's Bark, Grimm's Fuel Co., the city of West Linn, and
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the City of Portland is estimated to be approx1mate1y 83,000
cubic yards.

Both chipped and composted yard debris are often used as final
cover during the closure of landfills. - In 1988 the operator of
the st. Johns Landfill purchased 59,760 cubic yards of YDC from
McFarlane's.?® The landfill is scheduled to go through the
process of closure during 1991 and 1992. The volume of yard
debris derived cover contracted for 1990 is 44,467 cubic yards"
(13,340 tons). The volume required between 1991 and 1995 amounts
to an addltlonal 235 425 cublc yards, or 47,085 annually. i

For the purpose of thls ana1y51s, the t1pp1ng fees charged for .
source separated yard debris at the processor fac111t1es were
assumed to remaln stable.

‘Methodology

Yard debris compost has only been on the market on a commercial
scale for about four years. For this reason there are only three
year's worth of data available for estimating a demand function.
This is clearly too little data to estimate a demand curve using
standard econometric methods. The task is further complicated by
the fact that the product is in an expansion phase following its
introduction into the market. After most of the early adopters

- have begun using the product, the rate of increase in demand will
begin to slow.

It was hypothesized that the demand curve for yard debris compost
would likely be similar to the demand curve for bark dust, a-
-closely competitive product. However, contacts with the Oregon
State Department of Forestry, the Forestry Department at Oregon #
. Btate University, and a computerized library search using

- Portland State University's ABI Inform system failed to turn up
any information related to the demand for bark dust.

The analysis was done in two steps. The first step was to
estimate the location of three points on the present demand curve
for YDC. Each point correspondeds to the quantlcy of yard debris
demanded at a different price. The partlcular prices chosen were
zero, the current average (or equlllbrlum) price for the most
popular YDC products, and a price equal to that of competing
products. In its use as a top dressing, the closest competing
product is bark. In its use as a soil conditioner, competing

2 This amount is not 1ncluded in the previously mentioned
total of 83,000 cu. yds.
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products’ 1nclude manures, mushroom compost and other related
products. :

Grimm's and McFarlane's both sell. various blends of YDC. Grimm's
largest selling YDC product is actually 100 percent YDC which is
screened and sold as Garden Mulch. McFarlane's largest seller is
a blend that contains 80 percent ¥YDC and is sold as Compo-Stuff.
. The quantities used in estimating the demand curves includes all
. ¥YDC and blends sold. Thought was given to using a weighted
average of the prices for different YDC products against which
~ the qguantities could have been plotted. However, the effect of
plotting a weighted average price against the sum of the volumes.
of all ¥YDC products sold would have been a reduction in the ..
apparent price for ¥YDC and a corresponding understatement of the
amount demanded at all prices. Another approach would have been
to estimate separate demand curves for each blend, but since each
of these products comprise only a small proportion of total
sales, it was judged impractical to estimate separate demand
curves for each. Thus, as a practical alternative, the price for
' fine grade Garden Mulch and fine grade Compo-Stuff were used. as
being representatlve of all yard debris compost products.

After three points on the demand curve were estlmated using the
procedure described above, a smooth curve was then fitted to the
data using a logarithmic. This logarlthmlc function is the '
estimated demand curve for yard debris compost.

- The second step in the analysis was to estimate the shifts that

are expected take place as changes occur in'the factors that

influence demand. Such changes include population, income, the

number of housing starts, increased efforts at promoting and

. marketing yard debris compost, and the use of YDC for landfill

" cover. Demand was estimated for each year from 1988 through
2010. ' ; o

Data Collection

Much of the data regarding the marketing of yard debris and bark
was taken from recent studies done for Metro by the consultlng
firms of Northwest Economic Associates and Cal Recovery. Primary
data specific to the present study was gathered through a
telephone survey of chippers/tree services performed by Northwest
Economlc Associates and Metro staff.

Quantity Demanded At Current Average Price.
Metro has already accumulated sales data on yard debris compost
from the region's major processors. Prices seem to be clustering

close together at a level just below that of bark. Based on
1nformatlon prov1ded by the processors 1t appears that sales are
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,just'keeping paee with production such that the market is cleared -

and there exists neither a shortage nor a surplus. Since the
market appears to be in equlllbrlum, the amount of yard debris
'compost presently being sold is assumed to be equal to the
maximum that can be sold at the current average price given the
present level of market promotion and the current adoption rate
‘of use. As consumer knowledge about the product spreads,
however, the quantity demanded at the current price is expected
“to increase. A ‘ v _ .

The 1988-89 average market price for YDC plcked up at the
processor's facilities ranged from about $7.50 to $10 per cubic
yard, depending upon the size of the lot purchased. - The total
number of cubic yards marketed was 83,029 cubic yards. According
to the Cal Recovery report (pp. 4- 42), the average volume of YDC
used per residence is -5 cublc yards.?

‘TABLE 4

BREAKDOWN OF YDC USE BY APPLICATION AND USER

,[ PERCENT | RESIDENTIAL LANDSCAPING INSTITUTIONAL WURSERY

‘ of we [ o : :

APPLICATION TOTAL VOLUME X - U YDS X U YDS X U YDS X U YDS
Top Dressing & 38,193 | 75~ 28,645 | 25 o5¢ | o - o 0 0
Conditioner & 36,533 | 6 25,208 | 21 7672 | 10 . . 3,65 o o
Potting Soil 10 . 8,303 | © o | o - o | o o | 100 8,303

. -
100 83,029 53,853 17,220 3,653 8,303
- —————

a Eortland Area Compost Market Studz cal Recovery, Inc.,
October 1988. p. 4-42. : C
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Quantity Demanded At A Zero Priee

Yard debris compost is a substitute for bark as a top dressing.

. As a soil conditioner it is competitive with manure, peat moss,

and other composted products. As the price of ¥YDC is reduced,
two scenarios are possible. The first is that as the compost
~price is lowered from its equlllbrlum price, the prices of

competing products are also dropped in order to retain market
share. , :

'In the second scenario, prices of competing products would remain
fairly stable and there would simply be a partial displacement of
- these materials by YDC. It is expected that the latter scenario
'is more llkely, though some price adjustment of competlng
products 1s llkely to occur.

At a price of zero it is also possible that yard debris compost.
“would become economically feasible for new uses including
agriculture, erosion control, and mud control at constructlon.
sites. Depending upon transportatlon and application costs,
these latter uses could conceivably absorb large quantities of
material. However, since estimates of potential use are not
available at this time, they have been omitted from the analysis.

" There is little empirical data from which to base an estimate of

the quantity demanded at a zero price and it was beyond the scope
of this research to conduct surveys of potential users?.
Therefore, much of the analysis was based upon realistic
assumptions regarding market absorption. The demand curve
derived from these assumptlons forms a baseline which can be.
refined as more data is accumulated. Three responses will occur
in response to a price reduction: :

1. YDC products will substitute for competing products,
2. Current users will increase their consumption, and

3. New users will enter the soil amendment markets.

Substitution of Yard Debfis Compost For Non-Bark Soil Amendments

In order to estimate the quantity of other soil amendments that.
would be displaced by ¥YDC products if ¥YDC were a free good, the
behavior of each user group was examined with regard to its use
of both top dressings and soil conditioners. The estimated

2 surveys to ellclt answers regardlng what one would do in a
hypothet1ca1 situation are of questionable validity anyway.
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displacement of competing products by‘YDC was then calculated as
a weighted average. - : .

Bark was considered separately from products that compete with
YDC directly as a soil conditioner. This is because bark is v
primarily used as a top dressing and potting mix component but it
is not.generally incorporated into the soil as a conditioner. ,
The volumes of these competitive soil conditioners, broken down
. by user, is presented in Table 5. Allocation of these products
across user groups is assumed to be in the same proportion as ¥DC
for use as a soil conditioner. C '

TABLE 5

NON-BARK PRODUCTS THAT COMPETE WITH YOC'. .

. : ) -
PRODUCT - RESIDENTIAL . LANOSCAPE INSTITUTIONAL NURSERY TOTAL i

Sewage Sludge wegligible 40,000 10,000 2,000 - | 7,000
Merure . 32,000 |- 7,000 o200 - 192,000 331,200
Seudust 3,000 35,000 ' 100 99,000 357,000
Mushroom Compost | 45,000 5,000 . 200 26,000 76,200
Peat Noss 22,000 5,000  wepligible | 48,000

fothe . 27,000 5,000 4,800 15,000

TOTAL 349,000 97,000 15,500
e re——

In order to estimate the amount of these non-bark products
displaced by YDC at a price of zero, assumptions were made
regarding the percentage of each application/user combination
that could reasonably be expected to be displaced. The total
displacement was then calculated as a weighted average. The
estimated displacements, both in terms of percentages and total
cubic yards are given in Table 6. The total amount of non-bark
products estimated to be displaced by YDC products is 272,271
cubic yards. , :
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TABLE 6

SUBSTITUTION OF YDC FOR COMPETING SOIL CONDITIONERS WHEN. THE YDC PRICE 1S 2ERO

Rl I R el
Residentiat | 2 w0 | 35 wresr | 3 184,497
Landecaping 20 - 19,30 | 35 326 | - ' 51,954
Iretitutional ' - 35 15,5¢ | | | 15,545
Nurseries ' | 15 2, 276 20,276

*Cal Recovery, Inc., p. 1-6. The cal RecoVery feport présented a
"range -of values for each of the above listed products. In order
to take a conservative approach, the figures used here are from

the low end of that range.

[
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Although there may be some use of mushroom compost as a top
dressing, its use is negligible relative to bark and therefore it
was not considered as a substitute in this market. All other
non-bark products are suitable only as substltutes in the
container and nursery markets.
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Substitution of .Yard Debris Compost for Bark -

Bark is the product that is most competitive with yard debris
compost for use as a top dressing. Because of its availability
in large quantities as a byproduct of the Pacific Northwest's .
lumber industry, bark has long been the standard product used as
a mulch by homeowners and landscapers and as a component of the
potting soils used by the Northwest's large nursery 1ndustry.

At a price of zero, YDC would dlsplace some amount of bark as a
top dressing and as a potting mix component. The estimated
displacement by percentage ant total cubic yards for each
combination of application and user are given in Table 7. The
total amount of bark displaced is 289,340 cubic yards. The sum
of the displaced bark and non-bark 5011 amendments is 561,611
cubic yards. It is worth noting that, because the bark market is
so large, every percentage point of the bark market displaced by.
¥YDC amounts to a considerable volume of material.

TABLE 7

SUBSTITUTION OF YDC FOR BARK WHEN THE YDC PRICE 1§ ZERD

-
TOP DRESSING POTTING SOIL TOTAL SUBSTITUTION
USER - X o YOS X - QU YDS tU YOS
Residential = . 20 176,200 ' 176,200
Lendscaping 20 48,000 - 48,000
Institutional } 20 940 940
Wurseries ' 10 . 64,200 64,200
_ .
225,140 64,200 289,340 I
o __
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Entry Into the Market of New Soil Amendment Users

In addition to the substitution effect, a reduction in the price
of YDC would be expected to result in an increase in the number
of users, as those with low reservation prices who previously
used no soil amendments at all find it advantageous to enter the
market when YDC is a free good and only the transportation cost
Aneed be considered.

‘The number of potential'new users is limited by the current pool
of non-users, primarily residential. According to the
residential telephone survey done by Cal Recovery (p. A-2), only
27 percent of the respondents do not currently use soil
amendments. Of this number, a significant proportion may be
renters who would not enter the market even if transportation
were the only cost®. . The assumptlon was made that five percent
of that 27 percent of the region's 522,000 households? would
enter the market to become new users of yard debris compost if
its price were zero. This amounts to .05 (.27) (522,000) = 7,047
new users. It was assumed that these new users come into the
"market at a lower level of usage than established users. The
original cal Recovery figure of 0.5 cubic yards per household was
used for a total increase in YDC usage resulting from the entry
into the market of new users of 3,523 cubic yards.

.Increase In Per User Demand

It is expected that at a zero price for Y¥YDC, current users of -
organic soil amendments would also increase the total level of
‘amendments used as well as substituting YDC for bark. An
increase in the quantity demanded per user would likely result
from more frequent renewal of mulch applications and more
extensive use of YDC as a soil conditioner. Part of the increase

would come of users finding additional uses for the material such -

as mud control. 'The increase would be primarily among
residential and landscape users. The increases in use for both
user categories were assumed to be 10 percent for use as a top
dressing and 25 percent for use as a soil conditioner. The total
increase in use was estimated as a weighted average.

B gixteen percent of all respondents listed themselves as
renters. '

- % The Regional Forecast, Metro, June 1989, P. 26.
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TABLE 8

" TOTAL ‘QUANTITY OF YDC DEMANDED WHEN THE mcg 1S Z2ERO

1Too Pressing $oil Conditioner » Pg;;igﬁ Soil

(QP) () (3 - (&) (5) 6) 7

sub for Current $ub for  Current $ub for Sub for I(:ur)-rent .
Bark Incr App Non-Bark  Inmcr App Bark . Non-Bark App TOTAL

Residential | 176,200 - 31,510 107,257 - 31,510 | «s,4a7

Landsceping - 48,000 ‘ 10,503 32,644 9,590 |- v . ’ ) . 100,737

Institutional | %0 o 15,545 | - 16,485

Nurseries o 64,200 20,276 8,303 92,778

TOTAL . 225,140 _ 42,013 l 155,446 41,099 64,200 20,276 - 8,303 556,476

— __

The results are presented in Table 8. Columns (1) and (5) of

. that table are taken directly from Table 7. Column (3) is taken -
from Table 9. Columns (2) and (4) of Table 8 were calculated by
multiplying current usages from Table 1 by 1.1 and 1.25,
respectively in order to reflect the assumed usage increases of
10 percent for use as a top dressing and 25 percent for use as a
soil conditioner. The total estimated displacement is 556,476
cubic yards. Adding in the estimated usage by new households
entering the market yields a total demand, excluding landfill
cover, -of 600,000 cubic yards when the price of yard debris
compost is zero. :
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' Quantity Of ¥DC Demahded'at_h Higher Than Average Price

Table 9 shows Grimm's and McFarlane's prices for yard debris
compost, fir bark, and hemlock bark. All prlces are for a fine

- grade material. Hemlock bark is superior to flr bark 1n that 1t
has no splinters. _
. 'I‘ABLE 9

. 1988-89 PRICES FOR YARD DEBRIS COMPOST AND SARK

| GRIMM'S PRICE PER |  GRIMM'S PRICE | MCFARLANE'S-PRICE | WCFARLANE'S PRICE
TYPE OF PRODUCT | — CUBIC YARD - PER_LNIT __PER CUBIC YARD PER_UNIT
Yard Debris Compost $10.00 © | $5.00 s . sss.00
Fir Bark : $11.00 $70.00 a2 | sre0
L tentock Bark $12.00 - $76.00 - $11.25 $72.00
" .

*Based on scoop prlces. One scoop equals 1.25 cu. yd.

Grimm's and McFarlane's have experlmented with their prlce
structures and arrived at prlces which presumably maximize
profits. At present Grimm's fir bark price is ten percent higher
than their compost price. The spread for McFarlane's is 28.4
'percent. The difference in the spreads may partially reflect the
fact that Grimm's concentrates its commercial compost sales more
on the relatively less price sensitive nursery market while
McFarlane's has targeted the more price sensitive landscaping
market. It may also reflect differences in marketlng strategies.
As with a price decrease, an increase in the price of YDC would
‘be expected to impact the different user/application combinations
to differing degrees. The reasons are the same as before: YDC is
more substitutable with non-bark amendments used as soil
conditioners than it is with bark used as a top dressing and
because the landscaping sector is believed to be more price
sensitive than the residential sector. Homeowners who have gone
through the process of trying yard debris compost and :
subsequently adopted the practice of using it as a soil
conditioner do not generally regard it as being inferior to
‘'manures and other alternative products. Thus, even if ¥YDC were
as expensive as competing products, it is assumed that there
would be only five percent decline in YDC use as users ‘substitute
alternative products, though, the speed with which potential new
users would adopt trial use of the product would be greatly
slowed. Due to their greater price sensitivity, ten percent of
the 1andscap1ng and institutional use of YDC was assumed to
switch over to the more tradltlonal soil condltlonlng products.
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Assuming a 15 percent decline in sales in the residential

" submarket and a 25 percent decllne in the nursery, landscape, and
public agency submarkets, the ‘total loss in sales was calculated
as the weighted average. The estimated extent of substitution of
competing soil conditioners for ¥YDC is given in Table 10. The
estimated extent of substitution of bark for YDC is given in
Table 11. These results, along with the estimated decrease in

application due to the higher price alone are compiled in
Table 12.
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. TABLES 10, 11, 212

TING SOIL CONDITIONERS FOR YOC WHEK THE YDC "lCE'I‘P@lCi OF COMPETING

" PRODUCTS -
-
" Y0P DRESSING $OIL COMOITIONER POTTING $OIL - TOTAL
X U YDS X U YOS X U YOS SUBSTITUTION
Residentisl 10 2,865 | s 1,20 | 4,125
Landscaping 15 1,432 | 10 Coer | © 2,199
| 1nstitutional 10 % | o 365
' Nurseries - | '

SUBSTITUTION OF BARK FOR YDC WHEN THE YDC PRICE IS = BARK PRICE
POTTING SOIL TOTAL SUBSTITUTION

TOP DRESSING

USER X QU YDS X U YDS U YOS
Residential - 10 2,865 2,865
Landscaping 25 ' 2,387 2,387
Institutional '

Nurseries 15 1,245 1,245

5,252 1,245 I 6,497 :
— .

- TOTAL QUANTITY OF YDC DEMANDED WHEN THE PRICE IS = PRICE OF m'ﬂuc PROOUCTS
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Yop Dressing goil Conditioner Potting $oil
3R @ N TEENTY) S
) S$uwb for Current $ub for Current $ub for Current
USER YOC .  Decr App YOC  Decr App yoC Decr App
YOTAL
Residential 2,865) 25,781 (2,865) 23,947 - 43,999
Lendsceping (2,387) 5,756 432 6955 | 8,839
Institutional I 3,288 3,288
Nurseries €1,661) 6,227 4,567
TOTAL (5,252) 31,53 €,297) 34,140 (1,661) ~ 6,227 60,653
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Shifts in the Demand Curve Over Time

Figure 1 of Appendix V is the estimated demand curve for 1988.
For planning purposes, this demand curve has been projected
forward for each year out to the year 2010. Projecting the
demand for any good or service as far as 20 years into the future
is fraught with uncertainty,even when data is abundant.
Lifestyles, tastes and preferences, demographics, economic
conditions, and nearly every other determinant of demand is
likely to change in unanticipated ways over such a long time
horizon. With yard debris compost the dearth of time series data
makes the enterprise even more tentative.

\ .
The rate of growth in ¥DC product sales for Grimm's and
McFarlane's combined was 20 percent between 1987 and 1988. Based
on records covering the first ten months of 1989, the growth rate
from 1988 to 1989 is projected to be 12 percent. As the market
approaches saturatlon, growth in sales is expected to lessen even
more.

By the year 2010 the number of households in the region is
projected to be 762,280%, a 46 percent increase over 1987.

Thus, based on populatlon growth alone the amount of YDC consumed
may be expected to increase by the same percentage. However,.
promotional efforts are anticipated to result in an increase in
use beyond that attributable to population growth alone. The °
increase is expected.to come from both an increase in the '
proportion of households using YDC and an increase in YDC use per
- household. It is important to note that these increases are
expected to result from promotion, a non-price factor, and should
not be confused with sales increases resulting from a reduction
in prlce. It is judged that by the year 2010, non-price factors
can increase per household YDC consumption by 20 percent or more -
over the present level.

Injorder to reflect the uncertainty regarding increases in per
household use of ¥YDC, demand curves were estimated using two
different rates of increase. The rates used were 21 percent and
51 percent. The difference between the curves plotted at each
~rate should be interpreted as a reasonable range for the true
"demand function.

.'The growth rate based on prOJected increases in the number of
households plus a total increase in per household use of ¥YDC of
51 percent over a 20 year perlod is:

% The Regional Forecast, p. 26.
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12 percent perIYear through:1989
8 pereent per year through'19§4,
5 percent per year through 1999,
2 percent per year,through 2004 and
1 percent per year through 2609. . | .

The growth rate based on pro:ected 1ncreases in the number of
households plus a total increase in per household use of ¥YDC of
21 percent over a 20 year period is:

12 percent per yearrthroughv198§
6 percent per year through 1994,
3 percent per year through 1999,

1.5 percent per year through 2004 and
1 percent per year through 2009.

Based on this scenario, the quantities of yard debris compost
that could be marketed in each year at each of the prices
considered are presented in Table 10. Since sales of YDC for
landfill cover comprise only a temporary market segment they
have been added on rather than included in the base.

Conclusions

The shape and positions of the estimated demand curves in the
graphs in Appendlx V are more certain for prices close to the
current price of $9.00 per cubic yard and less certain. the
farther one moves from this price in either direction. The
'logarlthmlc function chosen to fit the curves to the estimated
points was one of an infinite number of curvelinear functions
that could have been selected. However, some experimentation with
other functions 1nc1ud1ng higher order polynomials gave very
51m11ar results at prlces over $5.00 per cublc yard.

In order to determlne what range of prlce/quantlty comblnatlons
is relevant for decision making purposes a rough estimate was
made of the total amount of yard debris generated in the region.
Though there is much uncertainty associated with the number, 2.7
million cubic yards appears to be a reasonable estimate. Based on
a reduction ratio of loose yard debris to finished compost of .
somewhere between 7-to-1 and 6-to-1, this means that if all the
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yard debris in the region could be collected and processed into
compost, the total quantity of YDC would range from about 386,000
to 450,000 cubic yards. Thus, the portion of the demand curve
that lies to the right of the 450,000 cubic yard mark on the
Figures depicting demand for the late 1980's and early 1990's is
“not within the relevant range. This region corresponds to a price
range of $2.00 to $3.00. If the demand curves are reasonably
accurate then it seems unlikely that ¥DC products would have to
be sold for a price less than about $2.00 per cubic yard even if
all yard debris generated were processed into compost and sold.
It is even less likely that compost would ever have to be given
away in order to dlspose of it. For later years, yard debris
generatlon is expected to increase along w1th the projected
increase in the number of households.

For any particular prlce, ‘the correspondlng point on the demand
curve indicates the maximum amount of ¥YDC product that can be
sold. The sale of any greater volume of product will necessitate.
a decrease in the price. As indicated in Figure 22 of Appendix
V, even in the year 2009 the projected amount of ¥YDC products
demanded at a typical price of $9.00 per cubic yard (in 1989
dollars) is below the processed equivalent of all the region's
yard debris. Thus, it appears possible that more source separated
yard debris can be collected than can be marketed in the form of
YDC at current average prices. It should be noted, however that
the development of additional uses for YDC and/or extraordinary
marketing efforts on the part of the processors themselves can
cause the demand curves to shift to the right enabllng more YDC
products to be sold at the same prices 1nd1cated in Figures 1
through 24 of Appendlx V). : :
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2) Short-term Market cepacitx

The purpose of the short-term market analysis is to determine the
. capacity of the yard debris compost market by July 1991 when
"local governments are expected to begin implementation of the
.plan requirements. Proyected capacity is to be balanced with
appropriate collection options that are recommended for local
government by July 1991.. Short-term capacity was based on market
performance for the period 1986 to 1989 for which data was
.available. As shown below in Table 13, there is evidence that
the market is still growing or that it is currently on the
"steep" of the growth curve.

. 'TABLE 13 ‘
Estlmates of Short-term Market Growth

Year Percent Change From Previous Year
1986 » -

1987 I 37 %

1988 . 20 %

1989 o 14 %

1990 ‘ 15-20 % expected

1991 . 10-15 % expected

. ‘The ‘information in. Table 13 suggests that over the next two years
“-(1990 and. .1991) growth in market demand for yard debris compost
is expected to be in the range of 25 - 35 percent under current
market efforts by the processors and Metro. Current market data
indicates that 80,000 composted cubic yards was sold in the -
region in 1989. Addltlonal growth resulting from the 25 = 35
percent increase is estimated at 24,000 composted cubic yards.
The resulting market capacity for 1991 is estimated at 104,000
composted cubic yards.

Existing Market Capacity 80,000 compoSted cu. yds.

Expected Market Growth (30%) 24,000 " " "
: . 104,000

In addition to increased market demand expected due to normal -
market growth, about 47,000 composted cubic yards of yard debris
products will be needed as cover for the St. John's Landfill
annually for years 1991, 1992, and 1993.

Eased on the above information total market demand for yard
debris products expected for 1991 is estimated as follows:

Existing Market cepacity 80,000 composted cu. yds.
Expected Market Growth (30%) 24,000 " "
St. John's Cover 47,000 " " "

151,000 " " "
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IV) PROGRAM CONCLUSIONS/IHPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

.This section of the Plan provides an explanation of the
conclusions formulated from the established plan policy
directives, knowledge and experience obtained from the ex1st1ng
yard debris and solid waste system and results of the technical
analysis. These conclusions and 1mp1ementatlon requirements are
" the basis for the tasks identified in the five year work program
for DEQ, Metro and local governments in carrylng out the regional
' yard debris program.

SUMMARY

The follow1ng is a summary of the yard debris plan conclusions
and implementation requirements:

Pol;cx Dlrectlves

The Plan is premlsed upon a comprehensive set of policy
directives. Of primary importance are those directives whlch
articulate that the regional yard debris plan is to be a market-
'drlven plan. Spec1f1ca11y

oj _ "The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan shall be market-
driven with collection options to be balanced with market
capacity;" and

o "Local governments shall 1mp1ement those collectlon programs
that would produce the projected increases in yard debris
con51stent with market and processing capacity;" and

0 _ "A conservative approach should be taken in establlshlng the
' initial yard debris collection programs due to the
uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capacity for yard debris compost."

Existing System

Experience with the ex1st1ng yard debris system in the reglon has
indicated that changes are necessary to achieve a yard debris
system which is more efficient and conducive to yard debris
recycling. Of primary importance are the need for Metro to:

1. Regulate the yard debris processors (preferably by
franchise) to insure that material generated is received,
processed and marketed in a predictable and equltable
manner; and,
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2. Provide an effective diversion program which results in yard
debris getting to the processors instead of dumped as mixed
solid waste at disposal facilities.

'Marketzprocessing cepacitg

The processing capac1ty ana1y51s in the Plan indicates that the
primary limitation to 1ncrea51ng yard debris through the
processing end of the system is market capacity. The long-term
market capacity analysis shows that over time market capacity may
exist to support a high volume collection system such as a weekly
‘curbside program. However, the short-term market capac1ty
.analysis shows that the demand for. compost estimated in 1991 (the
first year of program implementation) is 151,000 composted cubic
yards. This figure represents the market capacity level to which
the first year (1991) local government collection program
standards are establlshed.

Collection Programs

The collection programs analy51s in the Plan indicates that the
most efficient collection system is one which provides frequent
(weekly) convenient (curbside) service paid for by a wide base of
all potentlal users of the service. Therefore,. each local
"government in the region needs to work towards implementation of
a weekly curbside collection system for yard debris unless: 1)
the reglon can demonstrate that market capacity is not adequate
to receive the material generated; or 2) it can be demonstrated
~that the cost per ton of a weekly curbside collection program is
significantly greater than the yard debris collection option
established to meet the minimum standards of the plan. This is
felt to be a realistic objective within 3 years of plan
1mp1ementatlon (by July 1, 1994).

The collection programs established as the mlnlmum standard to be
implemented by July 1, 1991 are: ‘
Self-haul: o monthly rotating depot (user pay?)
o weekly low density depot (non-
permanent, user pay)
o weekly low density depot
(permanent, user pay)
Curbside: weekly (user pay)
: ‘ monthly (user pay)

oo

¥ysers of a yard debrls recycllng depot or curbside
collection service pay a fee determined by the service provider.
User pay programs must comply with ORS 459.190.
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These programs have been established as the minimum standard
_based in part on balancing yard debris volumes generated from
these programs with expected market capacity for 1991. In
" designing collection programs, local governments need to consider
the costs associated with transitioning the program established
-in 1991 to a curbside collection system within a relatively short
‘time. A local government has the option to implement any
- collection program they wish as long as the volumes generated
from these other collection programs are at least equal to the
- range of volumes expected from the collection options 1dent1f1ed
-above. If a local government chooses to implement a new
collection program that will be known to generate volumes greater ,
than those identified above, then that local government will need
to work with Metro in determining and managing the impact of the
resulting additional volumes of material on market capacity.

If a local government implements a depot system, it will also be
necessary for that local government to provide on-call user pay

curbside collection service since some residences don't have the
~capability to self-haul their material and therefore need this:

service available to them. At a minimum, thls service needs to

include drop box collection service.

The plan recognlzes,the importance of enhancing the existing yard
debris source reduction activities in the region. Therefore,
local governments also need to work cooperatively with Metro ‘and
the wasteshed representatives to establish and carry out four (4)
_ home-compostlng education site projects in the region. :

The follow1ng section of the plan describes these conclu51ons and
1mp1ementat10n requlrements in greater detail.
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~A) Policy Directives.

Section I of this Plan identifies a comprehensive set of policy
directives which establish its policy premise. The policy
directives of primary. 1mportance are those which articulate that
the regional yard debris plan is to be a market driven plan.
‘Specifically,

o ° "The Reg10na1 Yard Debris Recycllng Plan shall be market
driven with collection options to be balanced with market
capacity," ’
o "Local governments shall 1mp1ement ‘those collection programs

that would produce the projected increases in yard debris
consistent with market and processing capacity," and

o "A conservative approach should be taken in establishing the
initial yard debris collection programs due to the
uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capacity for yard debris compost."

The "market" as implied throughout this Plan is the yard debrls
compost market.  The technical analysis identified that while
_there are other end uses for yard debris, the end use as compost
"is_really the only established and v1ab1e market for yard debrls
as a product.

It should be noted that this "market driven" concept is somewhat
skewed in that current yard debris collection and compost market
‘activities include government involvement, particularly by Metro.
However, the degree and influence of government involvement for
yard debris is probably not any greater than that of government
regulations and influences applied to other commodities.

The alternative approach to 'a market driven plan is to develop
an "avoided cost" plan. A plan premised upon "avoided cost"
would mean that yard debris programs would be justifiable to the
extent that they cost less than the cost of disposal established
for the solid waste system. Avoided cost is usually determined
by adding up costs of collection, transfer and disposal of solid -
waste. Sometimes environmental considerations and future value

of saved landfill space are also factored in.

)

While the Plan does not analyze and determine the av01ded cost to
the system as a result of diverting yard debris, a quick review
of the cost per ton of the most intensive collection systems
identified in the analysis would indicate that most of the
residentially generated yard debris in the system can be
collected at a cost less than disposal. While this quick review
may theoretically be correct, there are a couple of reasons why
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thls approach was not justifiable for the metro area. First, for
.yard debris, the transfer of dollars which are supposed to be ‘
saved by the material not being disposed (avoided cost) doesn't
really completely happen for material generated by the :
residential sector. Often, people who don't have yard debris
collection service dispose of the material by stockpiling it in
their backyard, throwing it on an empty lot or by making crude
attempts at home composting instead of paying to dispose of it at
a landfill or transfer station. Many yard debris collection.
programs around the country have determined that yard debris is
actually "generated"'as a result of providing a yard debris
collection service. That is, material comes in to the yard
debris collection system that would not otherw1se be picked up by
the hauler as mixed. solld waste.

It should also be'noted that the "avoided cost" formula assumes
that dollars are saved by not disposing of the recyclable
material. For yard debrls, this transfer of dollars from
disposal to recycling is an extremely difficult transaction to
make. The yard debris system is made up of both private and
public entities, all of which are sometimes sub51d121ng the
system by dollars not related to yard debris and in some cases
not related even to solid waste disposal and sometimes collecting
dollars for providing a yard debris service for which little or
. no expense is incurred unt11 future years (1n the case of a
processor) . e .

The second prlmary reason for not establishing an "avoided cost"
system is because it is not acceptable to stockpile yard debris
in the region. It is felt that this type of system (based on
"avoided cost") would result in large. quantities of yard debris
being piled up at processors sites awaiting processing and
composting. This concern is a reality for other yard debris
‘programs across the country and has also been a reallty for the
metro area in the past. Stockpiling yard debris is proven to .
result in contamination of the materlal -- at times to the degree
such that yard debris has to be put in the landfill. Further,
problems with fires, rodent control, water quallty, odors and
aesthetics are all very real when the material is. stockplled in.
large quantities. . .
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. B) 'Exieting gystem.

Section II of this Plan describes the existing yard debris
system. While the existing system is meritorious, experience has
indicated that changes are in order to achieve a system whlch is
more efficient and conducive to yard debris recycling.

of primary importance to the successful implementation of a
regional yard debris system is the need to regulate the yard
‘debris processors and the need to provide an effective yard
~debris diversion program for the commercial users of the system.

A1) Regulat1ng the Processors‘

Grimm's Fuel Company and McFarlane's Bark Inc. have been the key
to the region's successful yard debris recycllng program to date.
These privately owned and operated companies have been recognlzed
nationally for their innovation and overall accomplishments in
effectively processing large volumes of yard debris and
consistently producing a high-quality compost product;-

However, experlence has shown that in order to achleve receiving,
" processing and marketing of even greater volumes of yard debris a
higher degree of certainty needs to exist relative to the
processors. ‘The most effective way to insure such certainty is
to regulate the processing component of the yard debris system.

The objective of such regulation is to insure that yard debris
collected by the local government collection system is received,
processed and marketed in a predlctable and equitable manner. To
achieve this objective, three primary issues need to be addressed
through a regulatory means. They are:

" 1) Establish standards for determining acceptability of
yard debris at the processing facilitx.

currently, the regional processors primarily only allow "clean"
loads of yard debris at their facilities. 1In the past,

exceptions to this standard have been taken to allow yard debris
in bags to be received for processing. This special provision
has been allowed to facilitate an efficient local government yard
debris collection service. -

With all local governments being required to implement a yard
debris collection service there is a need to determine what loads
. of yard debris are acceptable and which are not. This needs to
be evaluated and decided upon by balancing the needs of the local
government collection system with the capability of the
processors to efficiently handle the incoming material. These
standards are necessary in order for local governments and
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haulers to design collection programs which are compatible with
the regional processing system. Further, these standards give
“the processors the ab111ty to reject, receive and assess
approprlate prices for incoming loads in a consistent and well
defined manner, thus avoiding potential claims of discrepancies
by local governments or haulers. : :

Further, drop box companies in the region c1a1m that they o
maintain policies to not take drop boxes of yard debris to area
processors even though it may result in a disposal cost savings.
Their claims are premised upon experlences which suggest that if
processors, find any degree of contamination in the drop box, the
whole load is rejected. Standards for determlnlng acceptable and
unacceptable loads need to address this issue in conjunction w1th
carrylng out an effective yard debris diversion program.

2) Malntaln stability in establlshlng rates charged for
. incoming loads of yard debris, _

Experience w1th the existing system 1nd1cates that the yard
debris processors' adjust their rates for incoming yard debris
based on their individual business operatlons at varying times"
throughout the year. This results in a high degree of
- unpredictability in accurately assessing the annual cost of a
-collection program for local governments and haulers alike. In
order to implement a more efficient yard . debris system in the
region, processors should set and adjust rates on a regular
schedule with adequate notice to Metro, local governments and
haulers. : .

Further, Metro should- seek enabling code revisions such as
establishing maximum rates for processors,..licensing, franchising
or contracting to more effectlvely prov1de adequate financial
certalnty to local governments in determining the annual
proces51ng costs of local yard debris collection programs.

It is not Metro s intent to establlsh the actual rate charged for
incoming yard debris at proces51ng facilities. The objective is
to provide predictability in the rate.setting process for all
-entltles 1mpacted by yard debrls rate adjustments.
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: 3) Establlsh product quality standards for yard debris
compost products -

The quality of compost products is a key factor for the long-term
success of yard debris composting in the region. Metro's past
and current tests of the products indicate no problems with the
region's compost products. However, as the cost of disposing
mixed solid waste continues to increase more yard debris
composting facilities may come on line. There is no guarantee
that the quality of the region's compost products will continue
to be the same. The production and sale of poor quality yard -
debris products could result in loss of customers/users and would
negatively affect the overall regional yard debris system.
Establishing product quality standards will help assure that the
high quallty of compost products is malntalned

These issues will need to be negotiated and further developed
between Metro and the processors. Other issues may also be
appropriate for consideration under a license,. franchise or
contract issued by Metro after the above objectives are resolved,
such as continued data collection, processing techniques and
operational "impact mitigation.

- 2) Yard Debris Diversion Program

Ex1st1ng solid waste system practices 1nd1cate that an effectlve
yard debris program cannot be achieved without a good diversion
program aimed primarily at commercial users of the system. The
yard debris Plan defines commercial users as drop box companies,
general contractors, and landscape contractors which dispose of
relatively large loads of yard debris on a frequent basis. The
objective of a yard debris diversion program is to establish
adequate incentives or disincentives which effectively results in
-yard debris getting to the processors, instead of it being dumped
as mixed solid waste at disposal facilities.

For the purpose of this Plan, several strategies and programs are
identified to provide Metro a basis for designing an effective
yard debris diversion program. The volume impact of a diversion
program has been estimated as shown on Figure 13. Figure 13
illustrates that the equlvalent of approximately 18,000 composted
cubic yards of yard debris is expected to be recoverable upon

. implementation of 'the program. It should be noted that this is
- felt to be a very conservative estimate in that yard debris
volumes potentially available from waste going to the St. Johns
landfill have not been accounted for.
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Regulatory Programs'
A) Full Disgosal Ban:

The EQC/DEQ or Metro could require that all yard debris generated
within the Metro region be banned from disposal at landfills
receiving that material. This could be enforced by Metro at all
regional transfer stations and Metro owned land disposal
facilities. All loads would be inspected for yard debris prior
to its discharge; should a load contain significant quantities of
uncontaminated yard debris the hauler would be required to :
separate it at the transfer station or be required to direct to
the nearest yard debris processor. -Haulers could receive a :
penalty (i.e., higher tip fee) from Metro for disposing loads of -
yard debris which are non-processable due to contamination.

_ Numerous states, counties and municipalities throughout the
country have passed legislation banning the disposal of yard
debris at landfills and incinerators. A key to making a disposal
ban effective is to make them a part of a comprehensive approach
that includes adequate recycling alternatives. ‘It should be
noted that a disposal ban may result in an increase in illegal
dumping actiVity.

B) Mandatorz Source Segarationi_[

The EQC/DEQ or Metro could require all commercial, institutional,
and residential generators of yard debris to keep yard debris
separate from MSW and direct it to yard debris processors.
Penalties could be levied by Metro at disposal facilities for
non-compliance or as a surcharge levied by the local government
or hauler upon collection.

Successful mandatory recycling’programs have been enacted in the
states of Rhode Island and New Jersey for multiple materials. A
key function of a mandatory source separation program is to
educate generators on the availability of recycling options. The
enactment of a ban is virtually impossible to enforce, but has
strong symbolic value which can motivate generators to actively
recycle the materials. :

‘'C) Mandatory Institutional Purchasing:

A direct approach to expand yard debris markets is to mandate
that public agencies purchase yard debris compost. Metro could
direct all state and local governments within the Metro region to
increase their.procurement programs for yard debris compost. The
Annual Waste Reduction Program For Local Government specifies
that all jurisdictions within the Metro region take steps to
utilize yard debris compost in parks and at public faCilities, as
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"FIGURE 13.

POTENTIAL YARD DEBRIS DIVERSION LEVELS

METRO SOUTH | Hittssoro |  vOTALS

1. "TOTAL 1989 WASTE DELIVERED TO THE FACILITY - TONS 341,000 " 102,000 443,000
2. SELF HAUL - PERCENT ' ‘ ' wx | eox | wa
3. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX - PERCENT . e ‘ 25% 0% N/A
4. SELF HAUL WASTE = TONS - : 55,000 20,000 - |~ 75,000
5. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX WASTE - TONS . 85,000 ° 71,000 156,000
6. SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS - PERCENT ‘ ' 10% 36% N/A

7. ‘COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS - PERCENT ] 5% 5% L N/JA
8. SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS - TONS - 5,500 7,500 13,000
9. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS - TONS . 4,500 3,500 - 8,000
10. SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - PERCENT 80% 80% N/A
1. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - PERCENT - | =~ 50% . so% - N/A
12. SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS 4,000 SEE BELOW 4,000
13. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS 2,000 " 2,000 4,000
14. TOTAL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS - 6,000 2,000 8,000
15. TOTAL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - COMPOSTED CUBIC YARDS 13,500 4,500 18,000

CALCULATION METHODOLOGY AND KEY ASSUMPT IONS

1. RECOVERABLE YARD DEBRIS 1S CALCULATED AS FOLLOWS: FIRST, THE TOTAL TONNAGE 'DELIVERED TO METRO SOUTH
AND HILLSBORO IS SHOWN ON LINE 1. THIS 1S THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE PERCENTAGE OF SELF HAUL YARD :
DEBRIS, LINE 2, AND THE PERCENTAGE OF COMMERCIAL DROP BOXES, LINE 3, TO GET LINE &4, SELF HAUL
TONNAGE, AND LINE 5 , COMMERCIAL DROP BOX TONNAGE. THESE LINES ARE THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE
PERCENTAGE OF LOADS CONTAINING YARD DEBRIS, LINES 6 AND 7, TO GET THE TONNAGE OF SELF HAUL YARD
DEBRIS, LINE 8, AND THE TONNAGE OF COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS, LINE 9. METRO STAFF THEN
ESTIMATED THE MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE POTENTIALLY DIVERTABLE ASSUMING EFFECTIVE DIVERSION METHODS CAN BE
IDENTIFIED AND IMPLEMENTED, LINES 10 AND 11. LINES B AND 9 WERE THEN MULTIPLIED BY LINES 10 AND 11
10 DETERMINE THE MAXIMUM POTENTIALLY RECOVERABLE YARD DEBRIS TONNAGES, LINES 12 AND 13. LINE 14 IS
THE TOTAL OF THE SELF HAUL TONNAGE AND THE COMMERCIAL DROP BOX TONNAGE. THIS LINE WAS CONVERTED
INTO COMPOSTED CUBIC YARDS OF YARD DEBRIS BY MULTIPLYING THEM BY 9 (THE CONVERSION RATIO OF LOOSE
CUBIC YARDS OF YARD DEBRIS PER TON) AND THEN DIVIDED BY & (THE CONVERSION RATIO OF LOOSE CUBIC YARDS
OF YARD DEBRIS PER CUSIC YARD OF FINISHED COMPOST). THE RESULT IS SHOWN ON LINE 15.

2. ALL FIGURES SHOWN ABOVE HAVE BEEN ROUNDED OFF 10 REFLECT UNCERTAINTY.

3. 'THE STAFF ESTIMATE OF MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE POTENTIALLY DIVERTABLE ASSUMING EFFECTIVE DIVERSION METHODS
CAN BE IDENTIFIED AND IMPLEMENTED IS BASED ON THE EFFECT OF VARIOUS FACILITY LIMITATIONS AND
OPERATIONAL' CONSIDERATIONS SUCH AS  COMMERCIAL DRIVERS NOT KNKOWING WHAT TYPE OF MATERIAL IS IN A LOAD
PRIOR TO DISPOSAL.

4. THE EFFECT, IF ANY, OF THE CLOSURE OF THE ST. JOHNS LANDFILL ON YARD DEBRIS COLLECTION LEVELS 1S
CURRENTLY BEING REVIEWED AND ANALYZED BY METRO STAFF AND IS NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME.

5. THE HILLSBORO SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE TONNAGE SHOWN ON LINE 12 IS CURRENTLY ACCOUNTED FOR
BY THE COLLECTION OPTION METHODOLOGY PREVIOUSLY RECOMMENDED BY VARIOUS METRO COMMITTEES.

6. LINES 2 AND 3 SHOW SELF HAUL AND COMMERCIAL LOADS CONTAINING GREATER THAN 80% YARD DEBRIS BY VOLUME.

7. COMMERCIAL DROP BOX LOADS ARE THOSE LOADS HAULED TO THE FACILITY IN DROP BOXES BY COMMERCIAL GARBAGE

COLLECTION COMPANIES. THESE LOADS INCLUDE ALL TYPES OF DROP BOXES FROM ALL SOURCES, BUT DO NOT
INCLUDE PACKER TRUCKS USED TO HAUL RESIDENTIAL GARBAGE. PACKER TRUCK LOADS OF RESIDENTIAL GARBAGE
ARE TOO CONTAMINATED TO RECOVER EFFECTIVELY. SELF HAUL LOADS ARE THOSE LOADS HAULED TO THE FACILITY
IN CARS OR PICKUP.TRUCKS, INCLUDING SINGLE AXLE TRAILERS THAT WERE CHARGED THE NON- -COMMERCIAL SELF
HAUL RATE. . .
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well as in other public works applications where soil amendments
are used.

Addltlonal prov151ons could be made by the EQC/DEQ to require :
government agencies at all levels (state, regional, and local) to
use yard debris compost in all cases where ground cover or soil
amendment products are purchased. Governments choosing to.
purchase non-recycled materials would be requlred to petition the
DEQ and demonstrate that yard debris compost ‘is not an adequate
substitute. :

Fee and Price Hechanisms'
A) Current and Planned Diversion Credits:

'Metro currently offers a reduced rate at the St. Johns Landflll ,
to encourage source separation of yard debrls. Self-haulers are
- charged a flat rate of $10 per trip for loads of source-separated
yard debris in contrast to $15 for mixed solid waste. Commercial
haulers are charged $25 per ton (w1th a minimum charge of $10) .
for source-separated yard debrls in contrast to $41.75 per ton
for mixed SOlld waste.

Part of the 1990 Metro South Transfer Station retrofit will
~include a depot for receiving source-separated yard debris.
Because of design constraints at the facility, only limited
quantities of the material will be collected for processing.
Metro East Transfer Station will also have a drop box available
for receiving source-separated yard debris. The same fee
differential currently employed at St. Johns Landfill will be
applied to source- separated yard debris at Metro South and Metro
East.

B) Promotion/Education

Successful source-separation of yard debris by generators
requires an aggressive promotional/educational effort on the part
of the state, Metro, and local governments, as well as haulers,
disposal facility operators and yard debris processors.

c) Market/Process;ng Capac1ty Conclusions

Section III of this Plan includes an ana1y51s of yard debris
processing and market capacity. The proce551ng capac1ty analysis
indicates that the prlmary limitation to 1ncrea51ng yard debris
through the processing end of the system is market capacity. The
market capacity analysis is an assessment of both long-term and
short-term demand for yard debris compost. The long-term demand
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- study indicated that, if the market is given time to adjust and
if yard debris compost is aggressively promoted, then all of the
yard debris compost that can realistically be collected can be

. processed and sold but only at prices substantially below the
range of prices that currently prevail in the market.. .The long-
-term study further concluded that within the range of current
prices the growth of sales is projected to be much more moderate.
This study indicates that over time, market capacity may exist to
support a high volume collection system such as a weekly curbside
program. :

However, it is clear that enough uncertalnty, related to the
amount of capac1ty available at a reasonable price, exists so
that it is not’ approprlate to use the long—term projections for o,
the purpose of establishing the first year minimum standards for
yard debris collection programs for local governments. For this
plan, the long-term demand analysis establishes that the future
for increased market. capacity is optimistic. It also establishes
" a good premise for evaluating market activity closely in order
that the region is provided an early determination for when
adequate market capacity will exist to justify all jurisdictions
-having a weekly curbside collection program.

. The short-term market capacity analysis is relatively simple. It
“indicates that based on data collected from 1986-1989, a 25-35%
increase 'in demand for yard debris can be expected through 1991.
This means that market capacity will grow from 80,000 composted

‘cubic yards in 1989 to about 104,000 composted cublc yards in
1991. The short-term analysis also shows that about 47,000

. composted cubic yards of compost w111 be used as cover for the
St. John's landfill for the years 1991, 1992 and 1993. Demand
for yard debris compost in 1991 is estimated to be approx1mately
151,000 composted cubic yards. This figure is significant in

that it represents the market capacity level to which the first

year (1991) local government collection program standards are

established. : , ,
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D) Collection Programs Conclusions

=

Section III of this plan describes the ana1y51s conducted for the
purpose of evaluating and ranking several potential source
reduction and collection programs. This analysis clearly.

~ indicates that the most efficient collection system is one which

provides frequent (weekly) convenient (curbside) service paid for

by a wide base of all potent1al users of the service. This type

of collection system is proven to be the most cost-~effective in
terms of the cost per cubic yard of material generated from that
system. Further, this type of collection program has the highest
recovery rate (amount recycled) of all the programs evaluated.

The findings of the collection ahaleis indicate that the region

- needs to work towards implementation of a community-wide weekly

on-route curbside collection system for yard debris, provided
that market capaCity exists to receive the material generated. .
At this time it is inconclusive as to what is the best method for
applying the cost for such a service across. all potential users
of that system. For some jurisdictions a tax base might be an
optlon, whereas .a fee applied to a utility bill may work better
in other jurlsdlctlons. For jurisdictions that are not able to
get a tax base and have no unified utility billing program, a
user pay system may prove to be the most practical approach to
finance the collection service. -However, such an approach may
not result in the h1gh levels of part1c1patlon that may be
de51red. _

For the purpose of local governments planning and designing thelr

. collection programs it needs to be recognlzed that an objective
of the regional yard debris system is to ultimately achieve

implementation of on-route weekly curbside collection system
within each jurisdiction. This is felt to be a realistic
objective in the fourth year of plan implementation (July 1,°
1994) unless: 1) the reglon can demonstrate that market capacity
is not adequate to receive the material generated; or 2) it can

- be demonstated that the cost per ton of a weekly curbside

collection program is significantly greater than the yard debris
collection option established to meet the minimum standards of

- ‘the plan. This objective needs to be factored into the design of

collection programs which are required by July 1, 1991.
Spec1f1cally, local governments need to consider the cost of
transitioning the collection system established in 1991 to a
curbside collection system within a relatively short time. Local
governments need to consider the ‘cost of amortizing equipment
necessary to establlsh the July 1, 1991 program. '

Jurisdictions which currently do not have any yard debris

collection programs may find it best to initiate some type of
regularly routed user pay curbside collection system 1nstead of
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investing money in establishing a new depot system.. For
jurisdictions which already.have some level of depot service, it
would still be important to.balance the cost of providing the
required level of service for July 1, 1991 with additional depots
to the cost of a regularly routed user pay collection. system.
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E) Minimum Collection Program Standards

In establishing the minimum standards for local government -
collection programs it is first necessary to balance expected
‘market capacity for 1991 with the collection programs which
generate volumes of material consistent with that market.
capacity. Further, it is necessary to account for yard debris
volumes that are expected to be generated by commercial users of
- the system. This accounting for yard debris volumes coming into
- the processing system can be termed the yard debris "supply".

Flgure 14 illustrates hoﬁ market capacity is balanced with yard
- debris supply for the purpose of establlshlng collectlon program .
.recommendatlons.'

The Plan recognlzes that there are four major factors whlch
comprlse the yard debris supply:

1. Yard debris currently going to‘processors through existing
collection and self-haul programs;

2;~ Yard debrls expected to go to processors as a result of
1mp1ement1ng new. re51dent1al collection programs,

3. Yard debrls expected to go to processors from the commercial
~sector resulting from promotion, educatlon and homeowner
preference and,

4. Yard debris expected to go to processors as a result of an
: -effective yard debrls diversion program aimed primarily at
_commerc1al users. '

The yard debris diversion program volumes are established above.
The other three supply factors are included in the market
alternatives and collection scenarios in Appendix VI. This
Appendix illustrates how various collection program volumes
relate to various market scenarios. .Based in part on balancing
collection volumes with the 151,000 composted cubic yards of
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FIGURE 14

Recommended Reglonal Yard Debrls
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market demand the follow1ng collection programs have been
established as the minimum standard for yard debrls collection to
be 1mp1emented by July 1, 1991:

Self-haul: . 0o ~ Monthly Rotating Depot (user pay)
: : o Weekly Low Density Depot (non-permanent
user pay)
o Weekly Low Den51ty Depot (permanent
user pay) -
Curbside: Weekly (user pay)

o .
) Monthly (user pay)

These programs are identified in Appendix VI under the
‘Alternative 2 market scenario. The monthly (user pay) program
from the Alternative 1 market scenario was included as an option.
to meet the minimum collection standard in order to provide local.
governments flexibility in establishing the best collection
program for their individual situation. The collection programs
which establish the minimum standard for July 1, 1991 are
summarized in Appendix VII. Also included in Appendlx VII is a
source reduction program. Local governments are requlred to
implement the source reduction program to meet the minimum
standard. :

If a local government implements a depot system, it will also be
necessary for that local government to provide on-call user pay
‘collection service since some residents do not have the
capablllty to self-haul their material. At a mlnlmum, this
'service needs to include drop box collection service. Each local
government will need to determine the minimum volumes (example 5
or 10 yard drop box) appropriate for this collection service
based on an evaluation of the most efficient way to prov1de 1t 1n
their jurlsdlctlon.

While these programs are appropriate as the starting point for a
region-wide collection system based on 1991 projected market
capacity, the plan analysis indicates that there will need to be
an increase in collection service beyond these minimum standards
to respond to market growth. For this reason, the region will
re-evaluate the yard debris system by July 1, 1993 and determine
if it should begin prov1d1ng on-route curbside collection service
in 1994 to all residents in the region. This re-evaluation shall
include an assessment of both the long-term adequacy of
collection programs established to meet the July 1, 1991
requirements, processing capacity and the market demand.

The criteria for determining adeqﬁate processing capacity and
market.demand include but are not limited to the following:
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Processing Capac1ty :

a)

.b).

c)

q)

e)

Evidence of a sustained upward trend in productlon of
products containing composted yard waste;

Demonstration that equlpment capacity remains stable or

improves;

Record of. contlnued/lmproved operations, 1imited down-
time; .

'.Ablllty to con51stently prov1de products that meet the

mlnlmum requlrements of establlshed testlng, and

Demonstration that processors are not stockpiling
incoming material. for more than six months. .

Markets Capacity

a)
b)
©)

d)

e)

Sustained upward trend in sales of product;
Consistemt, favorable product test results;
Demonstrated new market penetration;

Annual market ana1y51s comparing yard debris products
to other competitive products;'and ' :

Demonstratlon that incoming materials are processed and
marketed within two years: of recelpt.
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F) Local Government Flexibility'

Metro s primary role as the regional government in the trl-county
area is to provide assistance to local governments in managlng
~and carrying out activities and functions of regional
significance:. In this capacity, Metro has established a
cooperative worklng relationship with local governments for
planning and carrying out waste reduction activities 1nclud1ng a
regional yard debris program. In keeping with this cooperative
relationship, the reglonal yard debris program allows flexibility
- for local governments in meeting the minimum collection
‘standards. Specifically, a local government can 1mplement any
- collection option they wish including those listed in _
Alternatives 2-5 of Appendix VI as long as the volumes generated
from these other collection options are at least equal to the
range of volumes expected from the collection options identified
in Appendix VI. A local government may also use any funding
option they wish including those in the plan analysis (user pay
or cost spread across base of potential users of the service) as
long as the program design and implementation procedures do not
discourage residents from recycling yard debris. If a local
’_government.chooses to implement a new collection program that
'will be known to generate volumes greater than those programs
listed in Appendlx VI, that local government will need to work .
with Metro in determlnlng and managing the impact of the
resulting additional volumes of material on market capacity.
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'V)  RECYCLING FORECAST

'1). PHASE I

Successful 1mp1ementat10n of the program recommendatlons

» established for July 1, 1991 will increase yard debrls recycling
~in the region to 67% by 1993. This increase is based on.growth
'in residential and commercial recycling as shown in the "key"
following Figure 15. This increase is also based on diversion of
. 72,000 loose cubic yards at Metro facilities. Additional

1nformat10n on breakdown of the forecast is presented in the
"key" below. '

2). PHASE II

Successful 1mplementat10n of a regional weekly curbside
collection program (cost spread across users base) if establlshed
by July 1, 1994 will increase yard debris recycling in the region
to 93 % by 1996 (5 years after initiation of the reg10na1 yard
debris recycling program) as shown in the graphs in the next
page. Estimates of annual increases are also shown in one of the
graphs. This forecast is based on: 1) growth in residential and
commercial recycllng as shown in the "key" following Figure 15;
2) a 25% decline in mobile chipping in the residential sector; 3)
adjustment of home composting (25% of the region's households
continuing to home compost their yard debris); and 4) diversion
of 72,000 loose cubic yards from Metro facilities. Additional
1nformatlon on breakdown of the forecast is presented in the
"key" below.
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FIGURE 15 (a & b)

' RECYCLING FORECAST
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' KEY TO FIGURE 15a

Yard Debris Generation

Current Level
Residential Property
Commercial Property
vMoblle Chipping Residential
Mobile Chipping Commercial
Home Composting
City Works '

or

Draft #6 .

2,142,184 loose cubic yards
238,020 tons

240,000 loose cublc yards

122,555
305,927
220,332
261,722

31,500

TOTAL (TON)

- RECYCLING LEVEL

1,182,036

131,337

Forecast: Phase I (1993)
Adjusted Residential Property
Adjusted Commercial Property
Mobile Chipping Residential
Mobile Chipping Commercial
Home Composting
Diversion
City Works

396,800
147,300
305,927
220,332

+ 261,722

72,000
31,500

loose cublc yards

TOTAL (TON)

RECYCLING LEVEL

1,435,581

159,509

Forecast: Phase II (1996)

Adjusted Resident'l (Curbside)

Adjusted Commercial Property
Adjusted Mobile Chip.Resid'l.
Mobile Chipping Commercial
Adjusted Home COmpostlng
Diversion

1,051,700

196,400
229,445

220,332

224,820
72,000

loose cubic yards

TOTAL (TON)

RECYCLING LEVEL

1,994,697

221,633 tons
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3) . IMPACT ON REGIONAL WASTE REDUCTION FORECAST

In order to determine the contribution that proposed regional
programs will make to the regional waste reduction forecast, .
Metro's system measurement study will be updated. Hence, the
overall impact of the Plan forecast will be illustrated in the
updated system measurement study. : .
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VI) TIMELINE

July 1, 1990

July 1, 1990 - June 30, 1991
July 1 - December, 1990

July 1, 1991

June - August, 1992

June - August, 1993

~ Sept., 1993 -
June 30, 1994

July, 1994

June - August, 1995

June - August, 1996

Reéiohal Yard Debris Recycling Plan
Submitted to DEQ

Local governments design local yard
debris collection programs
consistent with plan
recommendations ‘

" DEQ plan revieﬁ} Metro adoption of

final plan; local government/Metro
intergovernmental agreements
completed

Local governments initiate yard
debris collection service and other
program standards identified in the
five-year work program

First year program evaluation

Second year program evaluation and
determination of need for weekly
curbside collection or other higher
intensity collection program
consistent with market capacity

Local governments design local
collection programs consistent with
results of June - August, 1993
program evaluation

Local governments initiate on-route
weekly community-wide curbside
collection unless Metro's program
evaluation in 1993 finds that
market capacity is inadequate.

Program evaluation -

Program evaluation .
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VII) REGIONAL YARD DEBRIS PROGRAM STANDARDS (Plve-Year Work
Program) - : .

' This section of the plan identifies the spec1f1c tasks to be
- carried out by DEQ, Metro and local governments in obtalnlng
successful 1mp1ementatlon of the regional yard debris system.

Degartment of Environmental Quality Programs

1) Technical Assistance

Provide technical assistance to Metro and local governments in
carrying out the Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan. This
includes participation on committees relevant to necessary
regional coordination for program implementation, assistance in-

- coordinating reporting procedures for local governments and Metro
‘and maintaining a knowledge base for local governments to use on
implementation of yard debris programs across the nation.

B) Merkets

Assist in providing additional market capacity for compost
products by requiring all state agencies to use yard debris or
sewage sludge compost in and around the Metro region where ground
cover .or soil amendment products are specified in state projects.
.Agencies choosing to purchase non-recycled materials should be
required to petition the DEQ that yard debris or sewage sludge
compost is not an adequate substitution.- Enact penaltles in the
form of written reprimands to state personnel in charge of
projects that are conducted in violation of this requirement.
Such reprimands shall be copied to the Director of Environmental
Quality and the Executlve Offlcer of the Metropolitan Serv1ce
District.

c) Promotion/Education
Include information .on yard debris recycling and yard debris

products in promotion and education materials developed by the
State to promote recycllng.
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METRO Programs
'A) General

Continue 1mp1ementation of the Materials Markets A551stanCe,
Financial Incentives, Technical Assistance, Promotion and
Education, Rate Incentives, Bans on Disposal, Instltutlonal
Purchasing and System Measurement programs establlshed in the
Waste Reductlon Chapter of the RSWMP.

This includes: conductlng an annual evaluatlon of the reglonal
yard debris program -as a component of the System Measurement
Program. For yard debris, the annual evaluation shall include an

~ . assessment of market capa01ty in part to determine when a higher

- level of collectlon service should be required beyond the flrst
year collectlon program. :

" B) Annual Work Prqgrams

Yard debris program coordination and implementatioﬁ standards ..
shall be identified as a component of the annual work programs as
established in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP.

C) 'Markets

Continue efforts to identify and create additional market
potential for yard debris products. This includes working with
local governments who implement collection systems that are known
to generate higher volumes of yard debris than established market
capacity to manage the resulting yard debris volumes. Metro
shall also ‘intervene in the marketing and/or use of yard debrls,
and take other timely and appropriate steps to minimize economic
1mpacts on collection, if required collection standards results
~in the inundation of yard debris on existing markets.

Steps Metro will take to assure that sufflclent ‘processing and
marketlng capacity exists:

'Processing
.a) Continue, established felationship with processors to
keep abreast of business plans, provide technical
assistance;

b)  Provide technical assistance to individuals or
companies desiring to start processing businesses; and -
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c) Carry out cooperative promotional campaigns geared
toward proper. source separation of product.

Markets

‘a) ~ Ccontinue general promotlonal campalgns on purcha51ng
: -product°.

b) . Promote the purchase of recycled soil amendments by
' governments and business through Metro's Institutional
Purchasing Program;

c) Continue to perform demonstration projects which will
: evaluate the compost products' performance in new uses
(i.e. erosion control),

d)  Work w1th processors to formulate product
: spec1flcatlons,

e) - Market product through trade shows displays, technlcal
' __assistance to nursery groups and other professional
’ organlzatlons; and

£) Provide information to targeted audlences regarding use
-~ of yard debris compost.

Metro will monitor the 1mp1ementatlon of the above market .
strategies to make sure that there is a balance between supply of
yard debris materialS and demand for yard debris products. Part
of the monltorlng efforts will be devoted to determining the
impact of various local government collection programs and the
extent of local government readiness to initiate on-route
curbside collection. In the event that demand for yard debris.
products grows at a faster rate than supply of yard debris
materials, those local governments that are ready to implement

on-route curbside collectlon before July 1994 will be encouraged
to do so.

D) Reguleting Yard Debris Processors

1. Regulate (through franchlse, contract or license) the major
- yard debris processors in the region to assure that yard
debris generated by local government collection systems is
received, processed and marketed in a predictable and
“‘equitable manner. At a minimum this 1nc1udes.

a) ‘establlshlng standards for determlnlng what are
acceptable and unacceptable loads of yard debris for
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receiving or rejecting loads at the processing
fac111ty, . ' ’

b) establishing stablllty in rate adjustments for incoming
material; and

c) establishing product quality standards for yard debris
compost products.

Establlshlng standards for acceptable and unacceptable yard
debris loads and determining rate adjustment issues should be
completed prlor to July 1, 1991 in order to assist local
‘governments in des1gn1ng and budgeting their collectlon programs.

2. Evaluate the need to have local governments license or :

- permit yard debris chippers and processors who process small
amounts of yard debris. The assessment of need should
include identifying the benefits to the chippers and small
processors to be gained by a license or permit program such
as keeplng an updated listing in Metro's Recycling

- Information Center for distribution to the general public.
This assessment should be completed by July 1, 1991. If the
assessment concludes that a license or permit program is
necessary then that program should be established in the
first year of local government program 1mp1ementatlon (July
1, 1991 - July 1, 1992)

E) Diversion Program

Establish an effective diversion program which results in yard
debris getting to regional yard debris processors instead of
dumped as mixed solid waste at disposal facilities. Development
of a diversion program needs to include consideration of the
concepts identified in Section IV of this Plan. The dlver51on
program needs to be in place by July 1, 1991.

F) Source Reduction Progran

Implement Year 1 of regional home compostlng demonstration sites
identified in Appendix VII of this Plan. The sites need to be
designed to conduct hands-on workshops on how to build and use
compost systems. .

| G) Funding

Assist local governments in carrying out the Yard Debris Program

by prov1d1ng funding for local governments con51stent with .
guidelines established in Chapter 10 of the RSWMP.
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. Local Government Programs
A) Goneral |

Continue implementation of local government programs established
in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP. This includes
development of annual work programs and annual evaluation of
waste reduction programs, including yard debris.

B) - Bource Reduction Program

Assist and participate in establishing one of the four home
composting education sites in the region by July 1, 1991. This
includes working closely with Metro and the wasteshed
~ representative to set up the site and providing promotion and
education materials to persons within a local government on "how
to build. compostlng bins", "how to home compost" "how to use
compost products" and "how to use the compostlng education
sites". : :

C) cOllectzon Program

Provide a yard debris collection service system to re51dents'
within the jurlsdlctlon. Thls includes:

o Show1ng in the Annual Waste Reduction Program the proposed
method of collection, amount of material available,
projected participation, amount of material that will be
collected, and processor for that material.

-0 Providing a service which results in generating yard debris
volumes consistent with those collection options listed in
Appendix VII of this Plan.

o Having collection service on line by July 1,_1991.
o  Evaluating the collection service program annually and

participating in the regional decision of when a higher
intensity collection service needs to be established.

o Adjusting the collection service to a higher intensity
consistent with the regional decision of ‘when this should
occur.

o Worxing with Metro in mahaging the market impact of yard

-debris volumes generated if a new collection system is put-
on line which is known to generate more yard debris volume
than those collection systems identified in Appendix VII.
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‘0 Provide on-call, fee for service, source separated, drop box
-service if a depot system is established to meet the minimum
collection standards. A minimum amount of material for .
collection (i.e., 5 or 10 yard drop box) under this curbside
service shall be determined by each jurisdiction based on .
establishing an efficient means to provide this service.

D) .Promotion/Education

: (- o .
Develop and implement a promotion and education program aimed at
both residential and commercial generators of yard debris. The
purpose of the program should be to let people know about
available yard debris collection services, home compostlng and
the uses for yard debris compost The program should be in
effect by July 1 1991. -

E). Markets

A551st in prov1d1ng addltlonal market capac1ty for compost

- products by requiring all local government projects to use yard
" ‘debris compost where ground. cover or soil amendment products are

used unless it can be determined that yard debrls compost is not
an adequate substitute.
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'~ YIII) . Funding

0verv1ew

A basic premise of’ ‘the Regional Yard Debrls Recycllng Plan is
that costs associated with initial implementation of the plan
will be recovered in the form of user fees. Additional costs for
education, promotion and administration of programs will be bornej
by local governments and Metro.

Guidelines for Metro s role in long-term'fundlng for local
government programs are prov1ded in the Financing chapter of the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. The Chapter also describes
the types of funding mechanisms that may be available to local
governments. They include the follow1ng'

1. Tax F1nanc1ng

Property tax
Local income tax
Municipal utlllty tax
Excise tax '

~ Special tax levies
Real estate transfer tax .

0C0000O0

Charges

N
(=]
n
L)
21

o Direct user charge
0 Progressive user charge

3. Franchise'Fees
4. Debt.Financinq
o General Obllgatlon Bonds
(o) ' Revenue Bonds
(o} Guarantees and Insurance

5. Spec1a1 Assessments

6. Current Revenue
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7. Other
o  Certificates of Participation (COPs)
o Grants from the Waste Reduction Trust Fund

established by House Bill 3482 of the 1989 Oregon -
Legislative session
(o} Grants from the Environmental Protectlon Agency
-~ for solid waste management plannlng efforts

o Grants from Metro as outlined in Financing Chapter

‘-Local Government Guideline #1.

'The chapter describes the above mechanisms in detail.
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1)  BACKGROUND



A. Purpose

On September 9, 1988, the Oregon State Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) identified yard debris as a principal recyclable
material in the Portland Metropolitan Region!. This decision
resulted in local governments being required to submit a yard
debris plan to the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) by
February 15, 1989 which would describe how the opportunity to
recycle yard debris would be provided to the residents in their
~jurisdiction. ' ’

The EQC also identified an alternative method for local
governments to plan for the opportunity to recycle yard debris.
That alternative was a yard debris recycling program developed by
the Metropolitan Service District (METRO). The provisions of OAR
340-60-035(5) identify specific criteria which the plan must meet
in order to be considered an acceptable alternative by the DEQ.

As a result of the EQC decision, the majority of local
governments in the five wastesheds requested that Metro develop a
regional yard debris plan through its existing solid waste
management planning process. In turn, the Metro Council adopted
Resolution No. 89-1047 which initiated the development of a
regional yard debris plan as an alternative method for local
governments to meet the intent of the EQC decision.

The time-frame for development of the regional yard debris plan
is established by the Unilateral Order (Order No. SW-WR-89-01)
issued by the Environmental Quality Commission to the
Metropolitan Service District. The Order states that the ,
regional yard debris plan shall be completed and submitted to DEQ -
for approval no later than July 1, 1990. ‘

lyastesheds of Clackamas County, Washington County,
Multnomah County, City of Portland and City of West Linn
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B. Plan Objective

The primary objective of the Reqional Yard Debris Recycling Plan
is to establish a yard debris recycling system that provides the
A pportunlty to recycle to residents of.the Metro region‘and
results in keeping vard debris out of landfills. . This primary.
objective must also consider cost-effectiveness, the existing -
solid waste system components and market capacity for yard debrls
'materlal generated as a result of collection programs.

In order to address this objectlve, the plan 1nclude5°

o A thorough examinatlon of various yard debris source
reduction methods and collection programs used throughout
the nation, including the State of Oregon. This examination
involves a detailed economic and system cost modeling
program used to assess the cost effectiveness of programs
potentially fea51ble for implementation in the Metro area.

o A thorough analysis of pro;ected market and proce551ng
capacity in the Metro region which is used to balance
collection program implementation w1th reglonal market
capacity. :

o Minimum yard debris source reduction and collection program
requlrements for local governments which include hav1ng
collection service on-line by July 1,1991.

o A short- and long-term regional yard debris recycllng
‘ forecast.
o Identification of the roles and responsibilities in

implementing the regional yard debris plan for DEQ, Metro,
cities, counties, the solid waste 1ndustry and yard debris
generators..

o - Identification of the need to transition to higher volume
_collection programs over time consistent with increased
' regional market capacity.

o  Provisions for each jurisdiction to prov1de weekly curb51de
collection service paid for, where feasible by a wide base
of all potential users of the system. .
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C. Plan Governance

The Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan governs the respective
roles and responsibilities of DEQ, Metro, cities, counties, the
solid waste industry and yard debris generators within the..
metropolitan area related to implementation of this plan.

‘More specifically, the plan contains requirements for those local
governments which are directly affected by the EQC yard debris
rules (OAR 3409-60-005 through 340-60-125). ' ‘ _

Successful implementation of this pian, which includes local
governments satisfying the requirements established by this plan,
will result in the EQC yard debris rules being achieved.

Local governments that are required to implement the Regional
Yard Debris Recycling Plan to comply with the EQC rules are:

Clackamas Cbunty (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)
Multnomah County (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)
‘Washington County (inside the Urban Growth Boundary)

- *Beaverton

Portland
*Cornelius Gresham
*Durham -Troutdale
*Forest Grove ~*%Oregon City -
*Hillsboro Milwaukie
*King City *West Linn
*Tigard Lake Oswego
*Tualatin Fairview ,
*Sherwood - Wood Village =
Maywood Park *Gladstone
Happy Valley *Johnson City
Rivergrove Wilsonville

'The regional plan recognizes that the DEQ has already found
these local governments in compliance with the EQC rules.
However, all local governments inside the Metro jurisdictional
boundary will be required to implement standards established by
the regional plan over the long-term. :

4




D) Plan Directives

The Plan is premised upon the follow1ng dlrectlves which cover
all major facets of the yard debris program.' '

Markets

1.

DEQ, Metro and local governments shall promote the
utilization of yard debris products as soil amendments
(mulch, compost, etc.) by publlc agencies, landscapers,
nurseries, and homeowners in order to encourage the
source-separatlon and recycling of yard debris.

Metro and local governments shall not promote .the
utilization of yard debris products to the extent that
the competing products have to be dlsposed in
landfills.

The Reg10na1 Yard Debris Recycling Plan shall be market
driven with collection options to be balanced with
market capacity. ‘ :

Processing

4.

Settlng product quality standards for processors in the
region will enhance yard debris compost product
acceptance. Metro and the processors shall define and
establish standards for yard debris products.

Metro will continue to test yard debris compost _
products and will regularly monitor product quallty for
compliance with. standards.

Yard debris compost, shredding operatlons and
collection depots may be regulated by Metro or local
governments in order to: 1) manage potentlal adverse
environmental and land use impacts; 2) insure yard
debris material generated is received, processed and
marketed in a predlctable and equitable manner; and, 3)
provide stability in establishing rates for incoming
yard debris.

Collection

7.

Local governments shall implement those collection
programs that would produce the projected increases in
yard debris con51stent with market and proce551ng
capac1ty. :

A conservative approach should be taken in establlshlng

5




" 10.

Financing

11.
12.
13.

14.

‘Draft#6

the initial yard debris collection programs due to the .
uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capacity for yard debris compost.

Metro will negotiate with each local government,
through the Annual Waste Reduction Program, the
program(s) that shall be put on-line at different
phases of the long-term plan period.

Local governments shall be required to ‘meet the

collection standards established by Metro for that

jurlsdlctlon (county or wasteshed)

" The Washington County Yard Debris Plan (and other local

government plans approved by DEQ) shall be part of the
reglonal plan. If the amount of yard debris recycled
in approved plans is not comparable to the regional
forecasts, Metro will negotiate compatibility.

The guidelines in Chapter 10 of the RSWMP shall provide
a basis for how the local government programs shall be
financed.

The cost of processing source separated yard debrls‘
shall be paid for by processor's tip fee and market
revenues. :

The reg10na1 plan encourages the use of the current
method of financing promotion/education (i.e., Metro,
local governments and haulers promotional programs).

The reg10na1 plan encourages the use of the current
method of financing marketing of yard debris products
(i.e., Metro and processors product testing,
advertising, research and development programs).
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E) Ygrd’Debris in the Ngtibnal Context

BACKGROUND
Nationél Contekt—

‘As states and local governments face limited landfill space and
increasing solid waste disposal costs there has been increased
exploration of ways to divert recyclable materials from landfills
and incinerators. Yard debris represents the largest single

~ component of material destined for disposal and as a result is
being targeted by most jurisdictions across the nation. There
has been a proliferation of regulations. prohibiting open burning
of yard debris to improve air quality. = v ’ '

National figures indicate that yard debris makes up about 18
percent, by weight, of the solid waste stream. In Los Angeles,
yard debris is the largest single component (30 percent weight)
of the city's residential wastestream. Metro's first waste
characterization study in December 1987, showed that about 10.7
percent of the regional waste landfilled is made up of yard
debris. ' : : ' :

Methods of diverting yard debris away from landfills include:

!

1) outright ban of the materials;i
'2) ~ promotion of source reductibn through home composting;
3) promotion of municipal énd private composting programs;band

4) redesign of the current solid waste collection system to
pick-up source separated yard debris at the curb or at
depots located in close proximity to residential
neighborhoods for recycling.

Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania have banned leaves from
" all solid waste facilities except composting facilities. The
states of Florida, Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin and ’
numerous counties and municipalities have passed legislation that
will ban the disposal of yard debris at landfills and '
_incinerators. Carver County, Minnesota, passed laws specifying
‘that leaves, grass, prunings and garden waste cannot be collected
with mixed municipal waste if that waste is going to be disposed
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of in a metropolitan area. disposal facility.? In Michigan, it
appears that legislation will be passed banning yard debris from
landfills beginning in 1993.° ' . ‘

The City of Los Angeles recommends source reduction activities as
integral to the city yard debris recycling program. As stated in
the city's Recycling Implementation Plan (April 1989), source
reduction would include home mulching of yard debris and use of
low water-use landscape plans which must be approved by the city
before a building permit can be issued. The Los Angeles plan
also recognizes the need for the integration of yard - debris
collection with processing and end product distribution.

Yard debris composting facilities are being encouraged by many -
~ states. In New Jersey and Broome County, New York composting
facilities are allowed to operate under less stringent '
environmental regulations. Several states and local governments
are also developing sitting and operational guidelines for yard
debris processors. The objective of this approach is to ensure
facility existence and quality control of the products produced
by such facilities. Processing permits are required in the
states of Florida, Illinois, New York, Washington and Wisconsin.

~Seattle landfills an estimated 86,000 tons of yard debris
annually which accounts for 12 - 15% of its total waste stream.
This includes an estimated 29,000 tons of grass clippings, 16,800
tons of leaves, 20,000 tons of prunings and 20,200 tons of other
material. A City ordinance states that yard waste cannot be
mixed in with regular garbage for disposal, but must be kept
separate. : ' : - '

The city's "Clean Green" composting programs are designed to
handle 75% of the yard waste disposed. 1In early 1989 the City
implemented a three-pronged approach to diverting yard waste
which includes: ' : . ‘

1. Curbside collection of separated yardbwaste city-wide for a
fee of $2.00 per month. Residents are permitted to put out
up to 5 sixty-pound bundles per week. : o

2BioCycle, "Local, Regional and State Policies", The
BioCycle Guide to Yard Waste Composting, pp. 17-18, The JP Press,
Inc., Emmaus, Pennsylvania. . - , :

V 3BioCycle, "Tenfold Increase in Programs" The BioCycle Guide
to_Yard Waste Composting, pp. 15-16, The JP Press, Inc. Emmaus,
Pennsylvania. - = = :

8
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2. Collection of eeparated yard waste at both the north and
south transfer stations during all open hours for a
discounted tlpplng fee.

3. .Encouraglhg'backyard'compostlng'by providing free bins to
- City res1dents and tralnlng them on how to use them.

By December 1989 approx1mate1y 43 000 tons of yard waste was
collected through both programs w1th three-quarters of it coming
from curbside plckup and one-fourth coming from residential and
commercial deliveries to the transfer stations. The backyard -
composting component was initiated in November 1989 so its
contribution on the overall recycling rate will not be measured
until the end of 1990. Seattle's yard debris program has
resulted in diverting more yard debris out of the waste stream
than was expected. This has resulted in stockpiling of 1arge
quantities of material awaiting development of a proce551ng
system and end use of their yard debrls..



F)  Yard Debris in the Qregén Context
B. Oregon Context |

Ih 1983, the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission found that
"a ban on backyard burning in the Portland metropolitan area was
_necessary to meet air quality standards and that alternatives to
burning were reasonably available to a substantial majority of

- the people in the affected area". The EQC decision was supported

by the following: ‘ o -
o ‘air pollution from burning caused a significant nuisance and
" resulted in adverse health impacts; R

o numerous alternative disposal techhiques for yard debris
were availaple; C oo

o reasonable cost disposal alternatives were available to most
individuals; and - : :

o some local governments and neighborhood associations within
local governments such as Gladstone, Beaverton, Oregon City,
West Linn and Portland have had programs more convenient and
less costly for citizens to dispose of or recycle their yard
debris. ‘ ' _ '

In November, 1984 the EQC adopted rules that:

1. banned open burning of yard debris in areas where
alternative disposal methods are feasible and practicable;

2. encouraged the development of alternative disposal methods;
' and, . ' '

3. emphasized resource recovery.

A map of the area impacted by the burn-ban is shown in Figure 1.

This decision was instrumental in forcing the development of
alternative methods for managing the collection and use of yard
debris throughout the region. The Portland Metro area has been
recognized nation-wide for its yard debris processing systen
(Grimms and McFarlanes) and existing curbside collection and
municipal composting programs (Oregon City, Gladstone and West
'Linn) which came into existence as alternatives to back-yard
burning. A complete description of these programs are included
in Appendix 1. Summary of Current Yard Debris Recycling
Activities, January, 1990. .

10
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In 1984 the EQC adopted rules (OAR 340-60-030) relating to
implementation of the Oregon Opportunity to Recycle Act (SB 405,
1983 Oregon Legislative Assembly). These rules did not list yard
debris as a principal recyclable material. However, in the same
year the EQC directed staff to return in one year with a

recommendation on identification of yard debris as a principal
recyclable material. :

On September 9, 1988 the EQC adopted rules which identified yard
debris as a principal recyclable material in the Portland :
metropolitan region. These new rules require local governments
to plan and implement programs which provide the opportunity to
recycle yard debris. :

Since the rules were adopted, two wastesheds, West Linn and
Washington County, and three cities (Gladstone, Johnson City and
Oregon City) have opted to prepare their own plans. DEQ approved
the West Linn plan in April, 1989 and conditionally approved the
Washington wasteshed plan in January 1990. The Washington
wasteshed plan is conditioned on complying with the regional
plan. DEQ approved the plans submitted by the three cities in.
May, 1989. - In the West Linn plan it is projected that 60-62
percent of the yard debris generated in the wasteshed would be
recycled annually, over the next four to five years, at the West
Linn Recycling Center. - ‘ '

The West Linn recycling center is also the site of a permanent

" municipal composting operation that uses an aerobic composting
method to process 12,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris into
organic soil conditioning amendment-recycled (OSCAR). West
Linn's plan further estimates a doubling of the 2000 loose cubic
yards of yard debris that is currently either home composted or
taken to other yard debris recycling facilities.

The Washington County wasteshed plan offers an integrated systenm
of self-haul collection depots, on-call fee-for-service curbside
collection and education and promotion programs. One of the
major regional processors, Grimm Fuel Company, is located in the
southeast corner of the wasteshed. The plan projected that
proposed programs would divert 60 percent of the yard debris
generated in the wasteshed from the wastestream by June 1992.

Gladstone, Johnson City and Oregon City plan to continue their

weekly curbside collection programs. These programs presently
exceed the performance standards in OAR 340-60-125(5).

12
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IXI) CURRENT SYSTEM

The Portland metropolitan area has experienced a high level of
yard debris recycling relative to the rest of the nation since
the back yard burn rules were adopted by the EQC. ' In 1987 yard
debris recycling was estimated to be 22 percent of the total yard
debris generated in the region. Then, in 1988, the yard debris
recycling level estimate increased to 25.6 percent. (NOTE: These
recycling estimates do not include home composting or chipped
material from mobile chipping services.)
. ¥
These existing recycling levels are indicative of the enormous
effort that has already been put forth by DEQ, Metro, local
governments, recyclers, haulers, processors, chippers, commercial
landscape contractors and citizens towards the common goal of
recycling yard debris. :

In developing a regional yard debris plan it is necessary to
first gain an understanding of the current activities which have
already resulted in the Portland Metropolitan.area being
recognized nationally as a leader in yard debris recycling. .
Appendix 1, of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan "Summary
of Current Yard Debris Recycling Activities" contains a o
comprehensive overview of the yard debris system in the region.

This plan builds on thesé earlier yard debris recycling efforts.
Program recommendations for the region are derived in large part
by experience gained as a result of the existing yard debris
systemn. :

‘The following are important background facts including excerpts
from Appendix 1, "Summary of Current Yard Debris Recycling
Activities" which provide some basics about the existing system
to assist the reader in understanding the basis for the technical
analysis and recommendations contained within later sections of
this plan. o o ’

i3



a) Yard Debris in the Wastestream

MYard debrls", as the term is commonly used in the metropolitan -
region, consists of prunings, 1eaves, grass and other woody waste
(typlcally branches no larger than slx inches in dlameter) as

- shown in Figure 2. : :

FIGURE 2 :

Components of Yard Debris/Metro Region
(% Based On Volume in Cubic Yards)

Other
Woody Waste i 5%
1793
Grass
33%
‘ . Prunings

25%

1979 DEQ Survey

In 1987 METRO studies showed that approx1mately 10.5 percent of
waste landfilled was yard debris (see Figure 3). This yard
debris percentage is obtained through waste characterization
studies" undertaken at regional disposal facilities.

‘Larger diameter materlal (such as tree stumps or roots) are
‘defined by Metro as a separate part of the wastestream. Planning
for disposal of large items such as these is part of the "Special
Select Waste Planning Process" and includes other bulky items
like construction or demolltlon debrls.

14



FIGURE 3. |
Yard Debris Landfilled in 1987

Paper 20.4%

™ Aluminum 1%
Glass 2.8%

. M . .
. Yatd Debris 10.5% isc. Inorganics 6.5%

METRO
(1988 Solid Waste Data Report)

In order to estimate the total amount of yard debris generated in
the region, the total tons of yard debris landfilled are added to
estimates of the: amounts home composted, composted by local
jurisdictions, burned, disposed illegally, and recycled by local
processors (both major collection sites and independent, mobile
chippers). Figure 4° shows estimates of the total yard debris
generation figure. S '

- It is important to note that the generation figures
estimated in Figure 4 are different than earlier generation

- methodologies. For example, in order to estimate the overall
~ yard debris recycling level in METRO's 1988 Recycling Levels
report, amount disposed (derived from the 1987 Waste :
Characterization Study) was added to amount recycled (obtained

from the two major processors) to obtain amount generated:

Disposed Recycled  Generated Percent
Material Tons Tons , - Tons Recycled
Yard Debris 110,820 +° 38,235 .= . 149,055 or 25.6%

This formula did not take into consideration source reduction
efforts, yard debris burned, nor the processing of the
independent chippers. As an element in the regional yard debris
planning process, METRO staff has developed the new methodology
reflected in Figure 4. This methodology is described in detail
in Appendix II of the RSWMP, "Estimated Yard debris Generation In
The Portland Metro Region". ~ R SR

15
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FIGURE 4

| Estimated' Yard Debris Generation
(% Based on 2,142,000 Loose Cubic Yards)

Landfilled 44%

937,000
A v\\ 7 Burned 1%
Processors 20% / 23,000
428,000 c .:ff.;». iy Home Composted 12%

262,000

Public Works 1%

Mobile Chippers 21% Programs 32,000

460,000

B) Reduction and Collection Programs

Yard debris recycling activities in the region can be separated
into source reduction and collection programs. Source reduction
programs are those that result in yard debris not entering the
collection end of the system. ' The primary source reduction
activity that has prevailed in the region is that of home
composting. A .regional survey of recycling attitudes
commissioned by Metro in 1989 reported that about 33 percent of
the respondents compost their yard debris. Source reduction
programs are also practiced by over 100 municipal parks in the
region, through on-site composting of yard debris.

The collection of source separated (clean).yérdmdebris is managed
" by both public and private entities.

Options range from seasonal decentralized, self-haul clean ups to
weekly, city-wide curbside collection on the same day as garbage
collection. 1In addition to the wide array of current options,
funding sources range from fee for service to municipal property
tax. Estimates of corresponding participation levels range from
five to 95 percent. : . ' ‘
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FIGURE 5 , |
Primary Methods of Collectlon

' Cubuc Yards (loose) Yard Debris
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| Annual Collection

B Recycled EA Dlsposed

Nelghborhoods in Portland Beaverton and parts of Washington'
County have successfully organlzed annual self-haul and .curbside
chipping programs. These programs are coordinated by homeowner .
associations (such as Sweetbriar in Troutdale and Raleigh West in
Washington County) or by volunteer groups that are recognlzed by
‘the local jurisdictions (such as neighborhood associations in
Portland, or community planning organizations in Multnomah County
and Washlngton County). Participation levels for the annual
programs are in the range of two to seven percent. The amount
recovered per single famlly dwelling at the annual programs is
not available. -

In 1988 six cities (Beaverton, Fairview, Gresham, Hillsboro, Lake
.Oswego, and Milwaukee) implemented seasonal self-haul cleanups (2
to 4 events per year) and three cities (King City, Sherwood, '
Tualatin) implemented seasonal city-wide curbside cleanups. ‘The
participation level for these seasonal clean-up programs is
estlmated at a range of 20-75 percent per event.

.Regularly scheduled collectlon programs are also in existence in
- the region. Currently the City of Beaverton provides a monthly
self-haul collection depot which is operated by a private
company. Three cities (Gladstone, Johnson City and Oregon City)
‘provide weekly curbside collection to their residents. -The
‘average part1c1patlon level for these weekly curbside collection
programs is 75 percent, and the average household recovery level
per quarter ranges from one half cubic yard per household in the
Fall and Winter to 2.4 cubic yards per household in the. Spring.



c) ProcesSing Methods and Facilities -

In October 1989 seven major facilities were proce551ng yard
debris in the METRO region. In addition over one hundred mobile
chipping services provided curbside services. Four facilities
(Grimm's, McFarlane's, West Llnn and U.S.A.) are produc1ng
compost products.

Three facilities (East County Recycllng, American Container and
Recycling, and Lakeside Reclamation Landflll--commonly referred
to as Grabhorn Landfill) provide limited processing of yard
debris by either shreddlng or chlpplng.

Table 1 provides an. overview of the major fac111t1es and their
estlmated volume -

TABLE 1
List of Major Yard Debris Processors

Estimated 1988-89 .
Type of Processor ' Volume Received Percent

composting Facilities (33% of Total Volume)

Grimm's Fuel : 155,815 cu. yds. 17.5
McFarlane's- Bark, Inc. 99 797 - 11.2
Ccity of West Linn 12;000 1.4
United Sewerage Agency (USA) 5,600 0.6
Farmer's Plant Ald ' - 16,693 2.0
.8hredding Fac111t1es (8% of Total Volume): :
East County Recycling : 23,000 2.6
American Containers & Recycllng 48,000 5.4
Grabhorn Landfill a 1,650 0.2
Subtotal : 362,555 40.7
Moblle Chlpplng Serv1ces (59%) - 529,291 59.3
Estimated Total Yard Debris Processed: 891,846 cu.yds. = 100.0

Figure 6, Map_of Yard Debris Processing Facilities illustrates

6Farmers Plant Aid Corporatlon will soon be the reglon's
fifth processor of yard debris compost. The company began
transferring yard debris from St. Johns Landfill. in November and
began processing the material in the sprlng. .

18
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the locations of these major processors. Two composting.
facilities and one shredding facility are located in the west
side (Washington County) of the Portland metropolitan region.

One composting and two shredding facilities are located in the
north/northeast of the region (Multnomah County), and two
composting facilities are located in the southeast portion of the
region (Clackamas County). The City of West Linn's composting
facility is open only to residents of the City and those
‘residents outside the City boundary but inside the city's urban
growth boundary. : -

D) Markets

Yard debris in the METRO region is currently used in three major

- forms:. loose debris, chipped debris and composted debris. The

first product is simply yard debris in its original form as loose
debris. As loose yard debris, it is commonly used as fill
material. (Occasionally people will refer to spreading of tree
limbs and leaves in low area as "sheet composting" but if no
mechanical means is used to break down the largest limbs and
volume is not sufficient to create heat, then it is unlikely a

. full compost process is occurring. However, the natural
decomposition process will occur at a slow rate over the years.)

The second form, chipped or shredded vard debris, necessitates a
low level of processing. Commercial chippers in the area report
these chips are being used: 1) as an agricultural cover or
residential mulch, 2) to control erosion on trails, or 3) to
spread in livestock paddocks to control mud. In addition, one
processor is using shredded debris as a hogged fuel for his own
furnaces. :

The third form yard debris takes as an end product is that of
compost. It may be used as a 100 percent yard debris product or
blended with.sand, sawdust or other materials. Commercially
produced 100 percent yard debris compost is currently marketed as
a mulch, a soil conditioner and amendment and a decorative top
dressing. _ :

compost is often blended with other materials, such as top soil,
sand or barkdust. These blended compost products are used for
the same purposes as 100 percent yard debris compost with the
additional use as a potting mixture. '

This plan is premised upon balancing appropriate collection
~ systems with market capacity for yard debris compost. It is
~ therefore important to evaluate yard debris compost demand.

In order to get a good overall perspective on the demand side of
 the market for yard debris compost (¥YDC) it must first be .viewed

20
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as a component of the larger market for bark dust, sawdust, and
other composted soil amendments. The volume of YDC sold by
Grimm's and McFarlane's combined amounted to 76,829 yards in 1988
while bulk sales of barkdust within a 50-75 mlle radius of

. Portland are on the order of 1.5 million yards. Sales of bagged
barkdust plus other competing products probably bring this figure
closer to 1.75 million yards. Yard debris compost thus makes up -
less. than five percent of the total market for a11 related 5011
amendments. *

Two potential competltors exist in the compost marketplace, or’ ;
soon will exist, in the METRO region. The first is sewage sludge
compost. The second is a new product that will enter the C
marketplace in the near future after the completion of METRO's
new municipal solid waste (MSW) compost fac111ty.

Sewage sludge cOmpost

Both the Clty of Portland and the Washlngton COunty Unlfled
Sewage Agency (U.S.A.) produce sewage sludge compost. U.S. A.'s
product is mixed with yard debris chlps and is marketed prlmarlly
in bulk quantltles.

Portland's sewage sludge compost product is sold under the name,
iGarden Care Compost", and is marketed for 51m11ar appllcatlons
as yard debris compost. ; :

ﬁMunlclpal 8011d Waste COmpost (MSW)

‘The MSW fac111ty is expected to begin produclng compost by July,
1991. Riedel Environmental Technologies (owner and operator of
the facility) has entered into contracts with end users of the
MSW compost to ensure that the MSW compost does not directly
compete with yard debris compost products. Metro and Riedel
negotiated specific contractual restrictions on MSW compost sales
aimed at protecting yard debris compost markets from MSW compost
competition. Even with these provisions in place, yard debris-
processors and sewage sludge .compost representatives strongly
believe that the introduction of MSW compost to the marketplace
will have a negatlve 1mpact on their sales.

) Metro Programs

'As a leader in reglonal yard debrls recycllng efforts, Metro has
implemented several yard debris recycllng programs, . 1nc1ud1ng°

o Sponsorshlp of two compost studles in 1986 and 1988 in
order to understand the region's market structure and .
identify potential marketing efforts and strategies,
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especially the extent of promotional efforts that would
be needed to market yard debris products in the region;

Quafterly yard debris compost tests for herbicides,
nutrient content, pathogens, weed seed presence and
identification and seed germination;

. Funding demonstration plots testing the effects of yard
debris compost on plant growth; ' i

Regional survey of recycling attitudes;

Promotion of and education on use of yard debris
compost at marketing events (e.g., trade shows) aimed
at landscapers, nurseries and the general public;

Promotion of backyard compoéting through advertising
and handbooks such as "The Art of Composting"; and

Institutional Purchasing Program (Ordinance No. 89-303)
requiring the purchase of yard debris compost and
sewage sludge compost to serve as a model for
procurement programs by public institutions, local
governments, and businesses in the region.

Metro also maintains a Recyclihg'Information Center (RIC) which

handled 42,822 phone calls in 1989. About 25 percent of the
calls were related to yard debris. '

Figure 7 illustrates the number of phone calls received. Most  of
these calls were made by the residential sector.

, FIGURE 7
Yard Debris Calls o

{ 10,124

1987 . 1988 1989
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III) TECHNICAL ANALYSIS .

In order to develop a comprehensiﬁe yard debris progrém for the

region it was necessary to conduct a thorough analysis of viable

source reduction and collection options, regional processing
capacity and regional market capacity. This included developing
a database of information and assumptions significant to

~ conducting the analysis. This section of the plan describes the

analysis and further identifies key components of the database
used in the analysis. ‘ '
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A) Technical Data of Significance

1) Yard Debris Recycling Level (1989)

As stated in Section II, it was determined that yard debris
recycling levels in the region were at 22% in 1987 and rose to
25.6% in 1988. These estimates are taken from Metro's annual
recycling survey and do not include some significant components
of the yard debris recycling activities in the region. '
Specifically, these estimates do not include efforts by mobile
chippers, home composting and city collection events (City Public
Works). . - ’

A more accurate assessment of the current yard debris recycling
level in the region is as follows.’

TABLE 2

Regional Yard Debris Recycling Level

Loose Cu.¥Yds. Tons
Total Generated : 2,142,000 238,000
Received;by Processors : 428,330 ‘ 47,600
Chipped by Mobile Chippers - 460,480 © 51,160
Home Composted ) - 261,700 29,100
City Public Works Events 31,500 3,500
Total Recycled ' a 1,182,000 131,360

Percent of Yard Debris Generated Which is Recycled (aprx)=v55%

The current regional recycling level of 55% includes yard debris
generated by both the residential and commercial sectors. Figure
8, illustrates the recycling activities which are used to compute
the recycling level estimate. '

’See Appendix II, "Estimated Yard Debris Generation in the
Portland Metro Region", Metro, 1990.
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FIGURE 8
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2) Yard Debris Generated By Single Family Dwellings®

It is estimated (1989) that the average amount of yard debris
generated per single family dwelling per year is 5.8 loose cubic
yards. This amount is significant for local governments and
haulers in designing yard debris collection programs. In
planning a program for yard debris collection it should be
understood that on the average, each residential user of the:
collection program will generate 5.8 loose cubic yards annually.

The following Table 3 shows residential volumes that potentially |
could be available within each local government for collection:

'appendix II, Estimated Yard Debris Generation In the
Portland Metro Region, Metro 1990. '
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TABLE 3

YARD DEBRIS GENERATION BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Metro, 1989)

COUNTY

YARD DEBRIS

LOCAL GOVT. |[SINGLE FAMIL
DWELLING GENERATFN
UNIT (Loosc Cubic Yards)
(SFD)
CLACKAMAS 49,098 284,768
‘ Gladstone 2,859 16,582
Happy Valley 460 2,668
Johnson City 270 1,666
Lake Oswego © 9,470 54,926
Milwaukie 5,254 30,473
" .|Oregon City 5,040 29,232
Rivergrove 128 742
West Linn 5,183 30,061
Wilsonville 1,533 8,891
Unincorp. Urban 18,901 109,626
{MULTNOMAH 157,958 916,156
‘ Fairview . 484 2,807
Gresham 13,706 79,495
Maywood Park 297 1,723
Portland 116,052 673,102
Troutdale 2,043 11,849
Wood Village : 686 3,979
Unincorp. Urban 24,690 143,202
[WASHINGTON 65,316 378,833
Beaverton 9,566 55,483
Cornelius 1,122 6,508
Durham . 334 1,937
Forest grove 3,108 18,026
Hilisboro 9,351 64,236
King City 654 3,793
Sherwood 1,124 6,519
Tigard 7,612° 44,150
| Tualatin 3,002 17,412
Unincorp. Urban - 129,443 . 170,769
|{TOTAL 272,372

1,579,758




3)- Yard Debris Conversion Ratios

The following tables identify the various conversion factors used
throughout this Plan. It should be noted that establishing yard
debris conversion ratios is not an exact science. In the field,
conversions may vary depending on specific situations. These
conversion ratios are recognized as approximations based on
experience by collectors, chippers, and processors.

Volume to Volume Conversion Ratibs

-From To | Ratio

Loose Cubic Yards’ ' Mechanically Compacted 3:1
' ‘ Cubic Yards '

- Loose Cubic Yards ‘ Composted Cubic Yards!® 4

:1
Loose Cubic Yards ' chipper's Loose Cubic 2:1
: Yards"

Volume to Weight Conversion Ratios

Item Units | Ratio
Mechanically,gompaéted 'v‘ Tons (2000‘Lbst) ~ >2.6
Cubic Yards | | 3.0
Loose Cubic Yards _ Tons (2000 Lbs.) B 8:1

| | 1051

‘Appendix II, Estimated Yard Debris Generation in the
Portland Metro Region, Metro 1990.

appendix Ii, op. cit.
Uappendix II, op. cit.
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Volume to Weight Estimates

| Item Units - o | - Weightv
Loose Cubichards ’ Pound (Lbs.) B 200 -
| | 250

' Loose Chipped Cubic : - Pound (Lbs.) . v 55-
;zrds | |
Mechanically Compactéd - Pound (Lbs.) | 650 °
Eubic Yards - | o » ) . 750
Cdmpostéd-Cubic Yérds ' " Pound (Lbs.) . o 600 -

700

4) Participation/Recovery Levels

'A primary factor used in evaluating recycling collection
programs is resulting participation and recovery levels. The
collection systems analysis contains cost estimates which are
derived in part by determining participation and recovery levels
for each collection option evaluated. It is therefore important
to have an understanding of these factors and how they are used. -
For the purpose of this Plan, participation level is defined as
the number of generators who use the yard debris collection
service. Recovery level is defined as the .amount of yard debris
expected to result from a collection program. Recovery level is
derived by multiplying the participation level times the amount
of yard debris recovered per participant. -

Participation levels are really a reflection of the public's
willingness to use various types of collection programs. They
are difficult to predict for all types of waste recycling
programs. Many factors, some controllable and others beyond the
control of the public agency, will influence the level of :
participation by the public. For curbside collection of
household recyclables a large body of experience exists from.
which it is possible to derive average participation rates for a
program that includes certain defined characteristics. "Even so, -
demographic factors in different communities, the level of local
public awareness of the solid waste crisis, the environmental
consciousness of the public, and the treatment of the program by
the press can influence participation as strongly as program
design features. -
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‘ For yard debris collection programs the problems in establishing
accurate participation and recovery levels are substantially
greater because.

1) Very few programs have been in operation long enough to -
have obtained reliable data; A

2) Many independent factors influence existing programs
differently;

- 3) There are no- standard monitoring or reporting techniques,
and : :

4) Very few'studies have been done to objectively test
participation and recovery levels or even capture and
compare data provided from a large number of programs.

For these reasons, the reliability of the collection systems’
analysis could be questioned, due to the difficulty in
establishing accurate participation and recovery level estimates.

In view of non-existent historical or national data, experience
was the determining criterion for establishing part1c1pation and
recovery levels for source reduction and collection options
-identified in this Plan. Specifically, the levels were ‘developed
through numerous discussions with haulers, recyclers, DEQ, Metro,
local government staff and processors about the mechanics of
existing collection programs and what results could be expected
from proposed programs. = (See Appendix IV.)

Based on experience, the following assumptions were made in
establishing participation and recovery levels:

1.. Participation levels are a function of frequency and
‘convenience of the collection service. Figure 9,
illustrates this correlation.

2. . Collection options w111 be well publicized, therefore
the generators' willingness to use the service is
predicated on factors other than promotion and
education.

3. Residents from outside the region w111 not be using the’
' ’ regional prograns. :

4. _ The amount of yard debris recycled by a household could o

not be greater than the estimated generation per single
family dwelling (described above) .
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Data from existing programs was used where existing

programs and data existed. For programs contained in -
the analysis which currently do not exist in the region
or for - : FIGURE 9 ’ ‘
~ Highest participation levels
Daily Commercial
' curbside
Weekly collection
~ Monthly
Quarterly
~ Bi-annually
Annually Self-haul
. « ' .

Frequency - ~ Convenience
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which little data has been collected, higher or lower

- participation and recovery levels were established using

‘knowledge about existing programs as a deciding factor.

In addition to the assumptions, the following factors were also
considered for estimating participation and recovery levels for
~ each category of collection programs analyzed: -

o Source reduction program

space . .
knowledgevef how to compost

cost

o Self-haul collection

Convenience (e. g., dlstance of depot from yard debris

generators)

avallablllty of the rlght vehicle to transport the

'materlal.

tip fee or method of funding,“

frequency of serv1ce.

o Curbslde collectlon

requlred method of material preparation.

method of program funding (user-pay or cost spread
across user base).

frequency of ‘service.

routed or non-routed.
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B) ~8ource Reduction and Collection Programs Analysis

"To determinelthe appropriate yard debris recycling program for
" the region several preliminary analysis were undertaken. -A
comprehensive list of programs used across the country for

" handling yard debris was developed. The programs were grouped
_into two management areas - source reduction and collection
options. Cost variables were also developed and used to
determine the cost-effectiveness of the options.

1) Source'Reduction Program

The ana1y51s recognlzes that the most efficient way to dlvert

- yard debris from transfer stations, landfills and incinerators is
source separation. The current method of generating yard debris
' separately from other municipal wastes confirms that the material
can be easily separated by homeowners, landscapers or grounds-
keepers, and tree-service companies.

Use of the material at the source, including basic composting
" procedures, was the main factor considered in designing the
source reduction programs for the region. Environmental and
economic impacts to local governments and re51dents were also
taken 1nto consideration. :

After evaluatlng several home composting programs across the
country, it was determined that there were actually three '
strategies currently used by various communities: 1) distribution
of information packages on home composting procedures; 2) ,
‘distribution of composting bins to re51dentsu' and 3) communlty
'compostlng education sites program

The analy51s also recognlzes that the region could recycle more
yard debris with a systems integration strategy. The material
recycled through the special waste management system could be
utilized by the yard debris management system. For example, wood
and other types of demolition debris could be used to construct
panels of home composting bins.

The outcome of the above con51deratlons are the follow1ng source
reduction options:

R

ging County, "Yard Waste Programs", 1989 Waste Reduction
and Recycllng Workshop, Seattle, Washlngton, 1989.

Bgeattle Tilth Association, Master Composter_ResourCe
Manual, April 1987 '
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1. "Home Composting Bin Project"lthat will utilize materials
recovered from demolition debris for constructing of home
" composting bins; - - ' :

2. "Permanent Home COmposting Educétidn'sites"‘that could be
' established in the City of Portland, and locations in
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washingtqn counties; -

3. "Home Compoéting»Bin Workshops and Permanent Home
: Composting Education Sites" (i.e., a combination of the
above options). o -

Description of and’implementation procedures for the recommended
source reduction program are provided in Appendix III and
Sectiornis VI respectively. K _ '

"2) Collection Programs

In designing a yard debris collection system there are many
program variations that must be considered. These variations
include the following:. : ' :

1. Type of collection (self-haul to a témporary storage'site
Or processor Vs. pickup at the curbside by hauler);.

2. Volume'and‘type‘ofAmaterial beihg collected (loose cubic
yards vs. very loose vs. packed vs. chipped);

3. Type of temporary storage equipment (drop bok vs. packer
truck) ; : ‘ ,

4. Optimumbdistance between the prdcessor or depot and the
generators (i.e., high vs. low density collection system);
and . :

5. Schedule of collection (anﬂual; quarterly, monthly,
- - weekly) .. A A : . .

'A preliminary screening of ndtional programs reduced the“large

number of potential .programs to the list in Figure 10. A

complete description of programs listed in Figure 10 is included
in Appendix III. o :
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I FIGURE 10 o
(COMPREHENSIVE LISTING OF YARD DEBRIS 'COLLECTION OPTIONS)

 RESIDENTIAL SELF-HAUL MATRIX

FREQUENCY * { SELF-HAUL - LINE A S
OF SERVICE OPTIONS NO. - .. . .VARIATIONS - -
Annual Neighborhood | 1 Packer Truck-needed
(1/Year), ‘Cleanup volunteer staffing
events . : .
Seasonal . city 2 Drop Box - City and Hauler
(2/Year) Cleanup . staffing
Events 3 Packer Truck — City and
. Hauler Staffing
Quarterly city (No Program Modeled)
(4/Year) Cleanup .
Events ) .
Monthly Depots 4 LD-Drop Box - City and
(12/Year) Hauler staffing
S LD-Packer Truck-City and
Hauler staffing
[ HD-Drop Box - City and
Hauler Staffing
7 HD-Packer Truck-City and
(6 or 8 . Hauler Staffing .
Months/ 8 R =Drop Box-City and
Year) Hauler Staffing .
9 R ~Packer Truck-City and
Hauler Staffing
(Weekly Depots 10 .| LD-Drop Box~City and
45-52/ Hauler® staffing
Year 11 LD-Packer Truck-City and
" Hauler Staffing
12 HD-Drop Box~City and
Hauler Staffing -
13 HD-Packer Truck-City and
. Hauler Staffing .
Weekly. Permanent 14 . LD-Drop Box-City and
Depot Hauler Staffing
(45-52 Sites 15 MC-Drop Off-City Staff -
: 16 HD-Drop Box-City and
Year) - Hauler Staffing
DAILY Permanent (No Program Modeled)
Depot
Sites
Key: LD - Low Density R - Rotating

MD - High Density

MC - Municipal Compost Facility

CURBSIDE MATRIX

FREQUENCY OF CURBSIDE LINE
S8ERVICE OPTIONS NO VARIATIONS

Annual Neighborhood 1 | Curbside only - User pay

(1/Year) Cleanup (UP)

(Routed) Curbside .

Seasonal City 2 | Hauler only - Cost spread

. (2/Year) Cleanup across base (SAB)

{Routed) Curbside : .

Quarterly city 3 | Hauler only - Cost spread

(4/Year) Cleanup across base (SAB)

(Routed) Curbside 4 | chipper only - Cost Spread

- . - across base (SAB)

Monthly Curbside 5 | Hauler only -~ Cost sperad

(12/Year) Collection . actoss base (SAB)

(Routed) 6 | Hauler only ~ User pay
(up)

Weekly Curbside 7 { Hauler only - Cost spread

(45-52/Year) Collection across base (SAB)

(Routed) ' 8 | Hauler only - User pay
(UP)
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During the preliminary screening several factors were used to

determine potential programs for the Metro region. These factors

included compatibility, availability of equipment, and capital
cost. ‘ ' :

_cCurrent collection efforts throughout the region (which range
“from annual neighborhood cleanups to regularly scheduled curbside
collection) confirm that the designated options in Figure 10 are
compatible with the region's overall waste reduction program.
'Ease of program implementation in the region was another aspect
of compatibility considered. ‘As evidenced in the program
description in the appendix, only two types of collection
equipment (packer trucks and drop boxes) were considered for use
in the designated options. : . ’

Capital cost, availability and ease of implementation, as
evidenced elsewhere in the country, were the principal factors
that led to further analysis on the use of packer trucks and drop
boxes for the region's programs. Other types of collection

" equipments such as mechanical claw-truck, vacuum leaf collector-
truck and front-end loader/dump truck are very expensive.X
Availability of these particular types of equipment in the region
is also questionable. Besides,. the use of equipment other than
packer trucks for curbside programs does not encourage generators

to place their yard debris on their curbs in a neat fashion, thus"

they create environmental hazards.

a) Cost of Programs

Before measuring the performance of the designated programs, cost
variables of the programs were determined. Local costs of the
variables were also estimated.“

Primary cost variables for the source reduction and collection
options are: '

o ‘Administration (salary and overhead);

o Promotion;
o Site development (for permanent self—haul‘depot and

municipal composting options);

“Mark D. Selby, "Yard Waste Collection" BioCycle, June 1989,
pPp. 52-54. ‘ )

Bappendix IV,  "Cost Estimates of Designated Yard Debris
Recycling Options", Metro, 1989.

~2
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o Capital improvement (for permanéntvself-haul depot and
municipal composting options); :

o Capital equipment (for permanent self-haul depot and
municipal composting options);

o  Operation (includes maintenance); and

o Disposal Cost (tip fee at yard debris processing
‘ facilities). ' , :

Due to inability to provide precise variable costs (e.g.,
_administration) for each local government in the region, a
generic cost model was designed for a hypothetical city of 20,000
population, (that has 6,000 single family dwellings). . ‘

‘Total costs per option was estimated and divided by the option's
‘regional collection capacity to get the cost-effectiveness (or
cost per loose cubic yard) of that option that was used in the
overall program evaluation. '

There are some factors that have not been directly incorporated
into the model which may affect costs and must be evaluated by
each jurisdiction during implementation. For example,
topography, conditions of local streets, and socio-econonic
conditions affecting participation. . ‘

b) Performance Evaluation

Criteria for Selecting Collection Options

A program performance evaluation was conducted in order to
determine those options that the region should consider for
implementation during the plan period. The evaluation was based
on the following measures of program performance:.

i. . percent loose cubic vard recovered per single family
‘ dwelling: .This is a measure of the ability of the
option to recycle a significant portion of the yard
debris generated in the region and is calculated for
each collection option analyzed as illustrated in
Figure 11. :

ii. Cost pef joose cubic vard recovered: This is an .
assessment of the cost-effectiveness of collecting one
loose cubic yard of yard debris; ' :

iii. Technical feasibility: This is a measure of the
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effectiveness, reliability, flexibility and _
compatibility of the collection option within the solid
waste system;

iv. Neighborhood impacts: This is an assessment of the
extent of noise, litter, and odor that could arise as a
_result of the implementation of the option; and

v. Potential for Contamination: This is an assessment of -
the extent of contamination of the recycled material
expected from a collection option. ’

The first two performance measures are objective criteria, and
can be quantified. The last three performance measures are
subjective criteria and are more difficult to quantify.
Additional evaluation steps were completed to determine the
relative effectiveness of the programs.

Figure 11 contains a summary of the measures used to evaluate
the options. Total collection, annual cost and average regional
collection per option shown in Figure 12 is for information only;
the information in these columns were not used in final - : '
- evaluation and ranking of the options. . The five criteria for

selecting the options were ranked using the following '
methodology: '

Scoring

Performance measurements on all criteria shown in Figure 12 were
converted to a common unit of measurement so they could be
aggregated. For example, percent recycled per SFD can not be -
added to dollars. The method frequently used, and used in this
case, to achieve this purpose was scoring. :

For each criterion, a scale (of 1 - 5) was established that

" awards points to an option depending on where its measurement of
performance falls on that scale. For example, percent cubic yard
recovered per SFD vary from 6 percent to 66 percent. If programs
were scored for this criterion on a scale of 1 to 5, then one
possibility for converting percent-measurements to scores is to
let 6 percent equal 0 point, 66 percent equal 5 points, and so on
for all scores in between. ' o

The above procedure was used to score the options on the criteria
except for cost per loose cubic yard criterion. Using the

average cost per loose cubic yard, which is in the range of $7.07
to $14.60, a linear computation of scores was applied in order to
determine the best fitting scores used for final evaluation. The
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~ FIGURE 11
Summary of Performance

SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE FOR YARD DEBRIS REDUCTION AND COLLECTION OFTIONS (FOR A CITY OF 20,000 POPULATION)

iP‘QWI

KEY: - DB = Drop Box -
PT = Packer Truck (SAB) = Cost spread acroes
. (N-F) = Non customer base .
Pormanent (UP) = Cost bomne by users
JOPTIONS fLine [Total Coliection | Annual Cost | Percent CY Costper Technical . Neigh'd. Potential for 111 {| Average Regional m
. # JPecycling ' (1 1Rscovered  |Looss Cubic Yard | Feasioitity Impacts Contamination | (1{Coection per 1"
. Kooss Cu. Yde.) 1900 jper SFD . 111]|Option i
: 1{](oose Cu. Yda.) n
11} 1]
. 141 m
A [1,960 - 6,500 83,145 17% - 37% [$0.42 - $1.60 Jrectaim bulkding none none 11 411,820 | i1
__Kava0) ) Mkl £81.00) el _ 111 1]}
[] . 2,291 17% - 37% K051 -81.16 feiting constriane . . Tt 411,228 | 111
©27.0%) £0.73) ) At M 1 11]
Compont Bin & Permanent Sltes [+ - 83,248 17% = I7% [$0.43 -$1.64 both of above . . i1y 'qna_ze 1
- @7.0%) £$1.00) th it
1 t
e Lo . B ]
FIHADE OPTIONS: TUP) "2t m m
5 - 11 i
Annual Neigh'd Cleanup -PT 1[633-1978 1511437 - £20,683 20 = 7% | £$10.41-812.07 {residonts accees focalized Megal Imodersedue 0 {11 44,941 | i1}
: - (1.305) ** : €.6%) 14.24)** o haul vehicle ph volume i 1
Bssscnal City Cleanup -D8 2 [R138-4,747 - [$20,070 - 853,437 . A% = 9% i$11.20-§13.61 4 flocelized traffic . M It T 118,482 | 1t}
3.445) 6.5%) ($12.44) & Begal dumpl ™ it
. ~PT - 3 {2,136 -4,747 $27,668 - $50,000 4% - 0% [$10.65 - $12.91 . - ° Hi 18,482 |t}
(3,445) i (8.5%) [2ARe)) it i1
Monthly Low Density (N—P) -0B 4 hose-7.81 352,311 - $89,230 7% - 15% {1126 - $13.22 . . frinimaldue to (i1 204,279 § 111
. 1(6.934) (11.00) £312.25) nigh etatting - 1]} [H}
. -PT 6 [3.956-7.911 349,628 - $33,066 . | 7% - 16% [$10.68 -$12.62 . . - ] 204,279 { 411
) (5.934) (11.0%) ($11.65) 1] i
Monthly High Density (N-F)-D8 6 [4.747 - 9,404 IS65.770 -$111,073 | 9% - 18% [$11.60 -513.86  letting eoneirainte - . 1 245,135 | 111
(7.121) . £13.8%) (12.73) acoess 10 haut veh 1y 1
. -PT 7 [s.747 - 9,404 562,431 -5100,396 | 0% ~ 18% [$10.80 - $13.16 . . . i 245,135 { {1
i7.121) - (13.6%) {$12.02) il it
Monthly Rotating Depot -DB 8 |5.934-11,07¢ . [S73.049 -$121,044 | 11% = 21% [$10.63 - $12.31 hd o . imn 282,800 | 1}
- . 8.505) (16.0%) ¢11.62) i i 1 1t
.. -PT 9 [5034-11076  {$68875-5113254 [ 118 -21% [$10.23 - $11.€61 . . . i 202,800 | §13
((8.606) (16.0%) |  (310.62) 14 m
Weekly Low Density (N-P) -DB 10 [7.911-14,240  [$91,608 -$160,680 | 15% —27% [$10.67 ~$11.57  {access 1o haut . . i 331,324 |1t
. ) 11,076) . £21.0%) 11.07) icle A Hi
. -7 11 {7,911- 14,240  [S85.044 -3140,564 | 15% - 27% [$9.67 -$10.86 - . ° 3 381,321 f otk
. 11.07¢) ] _21.0%) £10.37) 1l [T}
Woeekly High Denelty (N-F) -D8 12 [11,867 - 17,001 [$166,062-8212,961 | 22% - 34% [$11.93 -$13.23 - . . 1t 610,008 {1}t
. X)) : 2.0%) 512.68) 111 11
e -PT 13 [11,867 - 17,801 [$143,635-8100,841 | 22% - 34% [$11.23-$12.63 . . . i 610,008 | {1}
. (14,834 - (28.0%) £11.88) 1 111
Weekly Low Denelty (P) ~08*** “ Q.us-n,eeo [$113,813-8171-408 | 19% - 30% [$10.67 ~$11.61  fatting . i 440,000 | 111
; ¥ (soe & )] £4.5%) £$11.00) dath itepal dumpt (| Nl
* Municlpal Compost (P)*** 15 {11,867 = 17,601  [$51,645 - 300,445 - | 220 ~ 37% [$3.40 - $4.34 jetting, vandatiem, localized nolee, . " 610,008 | {11
L (14,834) (see fotencte) (20.6%) ($3.87) lequipment down lime or and reoccuring 1"t 11
*__|& tech. capability Hiega) dumpk 111 1]
* High Denetty (P) -DB*** 16 [13,845 - 19,620  [$203,000-8257,703 | 20% - 34% [$13.13~814.72 [ehing [ d . m 670,067 { 111
- }18.733) (00 fotonote) £30.0%) r4|s.u) jacoess 10 haul veh. Iilbgddmvylng 11t 1t
. ’ 1 i
o e szt I " i
CORBSIOEOPTIoNS: Y5 I : : i 1t
Anausl Nelgh'd Cleanup 1 4,945 7,011 j$62.436 - $04,418 19-30% [$11.83 81263  lenough moblie chipp-  [olty wide noles; none 11 221,503 [ 111
i Chipping (UP) -PT (6,428) ) £24.6%) $12.28) jers; chippat bitling highest congesti {1 111
Beasonal Clty Cleanup(SAB)-PT 2 [11,867 = 18,007 {888,845 -§137,062 _ | 22% - 3% [$7.22 - §7.47 & hauler stafting; otty wide ftter; [ bags = yes i, 631,125 | {11
K16.427) : 9.0%) €7.385) rodi ing . 9 Q tn 1]
rioad tu gm
‘Quarterly City Cleanup(SAB)}-PT S {13,845 -22,152  [$102,094-$158,681 | 20% ~42% {$7.16 -$7.37 - ety wide Utter; ° mn ©19.848 | 111
. }(18,000) 04.0%) 8720) . high congesth 1 1"
Quarterly Ctty Cleanup 4 [13,645-22.152  {$155,196-8244,745 | 26% ~42% [$11.05-811.21  [adequate squipment &  {oity wide noiss; none m 019,645 | |1
| Chipping (SAB) (18,000) : 4.0%) $11.13) - lchipper bifling high congestion 111 - 1
Monthly City Wide (SAB) —PT 6 [17406 ~26,316  [$126,903-5180,100 | 33% - 43% {5711 -$7.26 |adequate trucks; fund;  [olty wide Eiter; [# bags ~yes mn 736404 | 411
j21,360) : £40.6%) ($7.10) land hauler statting, |medium congestion wl 11t
Monthly City Wide (UP) -PT 6 [3,956-7911  {$50,763 ~$111,688 T% - 16% [$14.10-$15.11  |hauler biling and joity wide litter ° 11 204279 | 111
934) 11.0%) V4. th . H]
Weekly City Wide (SAB) -PT © 7 (26,740 -R,861  [$189,783-5238,201 | 50% - 84% [$7.03 - $7.10 {sdequats trucks and [city wide ktter; . ni 1,043,185 | (11
30,300} : _srom) | (s7.07) Jtunding lower congestion Ut 1]
Weakly City Wide (UP) -PT 8 [1911-15823  [$61,746-3115,543 | 15% - 30% [$13.00 -$14.10  |adequate trucks and wide litter . i 408,858 | t1)
11,867) ) £2.6%) (313.85) hauter bitling : 1 (11}
* Eftectiveness of collection option for the whole region.
** Denotes Average for Purpose of Ranking.
*** Startup oost (site ~ capital imp and and ) tor Py Depots and | Comp 9 ope
1. Waeekly Low Density (F) - OB - $36,750.00
2. Weekly Municipal Composting (P) = $218,570.00
3. Weekly High Density (7) - DB = $144,000.00




PIGURE 12

Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION MATRIX FOR YARD DEBRIS COLLECTION OPTIONS (FORA CITY OF 20,000 POPULATION)

Key to Scores

2. Cost per cubic yard

3. Technical feasibility
4. Neighborhood impacts
5

1. % cubic yards recovered per SFD

. Potential for contamination

-OPTIONS Line{ Score Score | Score Score Score Total Ranking|{ = Annual Cost
: # 1 2 © 3 4 5 ' $
SOURCE REDUCTION: . : . -
Compost Bin Project A
Permanent Sites B
Comp. Bin & Permanent Sites C
SELF-HAUL OPTIONS: (UP)
Annual Neigh'd Cleanup 1 ]1.0 (3) 1.1(3.3) |4 (8) 5 (10) 3 (6) (30.3) - 16 11,437 - 20,583
Seasonal City Cleanup -DB 21.3(3.9) [1.8(5.4) |4(8) 4 (8) 3(6) (31.9) —-  |29,070 - 53.437
- -PT 311.3(3.9) [2.0(6.0) [4(8) 4 (8) 3 (6) (31.9) 15 27,568 - 50,099
Monthly Low Density (N-P)-DB 4 [1.6(4.8 [1.9(6.7) [4(8) 4 (8) 4.(8) (34.5) — {52,311 - 89,230
- . -PT 6 1.6(4.8) [2.1(6.3) [4(8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (35.1) 10 |49,528 - 83,666
Monthly High Density (N-P)-DB 61.8(54) [1.7(5.1) [|3(6) 4(8). 4 (8) (32.5) — 165,770 - 111,073
- -PT 7 11.8(5.4) [1.9(5.7) |3(6) 48 [4(8) (33.1) 14 - | 62,431 - 103,396
Monthly Rotating Depot -DB g8'l2.0 (6) |2.1(6.3) [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (34.3) - 73,049 -~ 121,044
. -PT 9|20 (6) [23(6.9) [3(6) 4(8) 4 (8) (34.9) - 11 |68,875 — 113,254
Woeekly Low Density (N-P) -DB 10 [2.3(6.9) |2.3(6.9) 14 (8) 4 (8) 4 (8) (37.8) — | 91,508 - 150,580
. " - : . 11 [2.3(6.9) [2.5@.5) - 14(8) 48 la® (38.4) 6 85944 — 140,564
Weekly High Density (N-P)-DB 12]2.9¢8.7 [1.7(5.1) {3(6) 4.(8) 4 (8) (35.8) _- 156,982 - 212,361
. -PT . 13 [2.9(8.77) [2.0(6.0) |3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (36.7) 7 |148,635 - 199.841
Weekly Low Density (P) ~-DB 14 |2.6 (7.8) [2.3(6.9) [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (36.7) 8 113,813 - 171,408
Woeekly Municipal Compost (P) 15 |2.9 (8.7) {5.0 (16.0) |2(4) 3¢6) 4 (8) . |(41.7) 3 51,5645 - 60-445
-z} Weekly High Density (P) -DB 16 13.1(9.3) [1.2(3.6) 13(6) 4 (8) 4'(8) (34.9) 12  1203,800 - 257,703
CURBSIDE OPTIONS: ]
Annual Neigh’d Cleanup Chip (UP)-PT. 1 1.7¢5.1) [1.8(5.4) (2(4) 2(4) 5 (10) (28.5) 18 62,436 -~ 94,418
Seasonal City Cleanup (SAB)-PT 2 12.9(8.7) [3.6(10.8) {4(8) 2(4) 4 (8) (39.5) ] 88,645 - 137,062
“Quarterly City Cleanup(SAB)-PT 3 13.3(9.9) [3.7(11.1) |4(8) 3 (6) 4 (8) (43.0) 2 102,084 - 158,581
Quarterly City Cleanup Chlp(SAB)-PT 41(3.3(0.9) [|2.3(6.9) [2(4) 2(4) 5 (10) (34.8) 13 |155,196 - 244,745
Monthly City Wide (SAB) -PT__ 6 [3.8 (11.4) [3.7 (11.1) [2(4) 3(6) 4 (8) (40.5) 4 126,303 - 180,100
Monthly City Wide (UP) -PT 6 [1.6(4.8) {1.0(3.0) [3(6) 4 (8) 4 (8) (29.8) 17 69,768 - 111,588
Woeekly City Wide (SAB) -PT 7 16.0(15) [8.7(11.1) [2(4) 3(6) 4 (8) (44.1) 1 189,783 - 238,201
Weekly City Wide (UP) -PT 8 [25@.5 [1.3(3.9) |4(8) 4(8) - [4(8) (35.4) 9 {111,388 - 215,226
WEIGHTING FACTOR HIGH HIGH | MEDIUM | MEDIUM | MEDIUM
3) I 7] (2) ()

(For Reference)

(x3)
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linear scores were computed within the 1 - 5 range in order to
keep the overall evaluation scale 1n a uniform format.

8cores on all criteria were determlned for each collectlon optlon
as shown in Figure 12.

Weighting

The scores for each option on all criteria were also multiplied
by weights that reflect their relative importance. For example,
a score of 5 on cost may be much more important than a score of 5
on contamination. To be able to aggregate scores into a single
indicator of overall performance, the Waste Reduction '
Subcommittee decided how much more important. Weights of 3 (for
hlgh) and 2 (for medium) were used as shown in the bottom of
Figure 12. :

Refer to Appendix VI for the f1nal ranklng of the de51gnated
collection optlons. ‘ v

41




C) Yard Debris Processing Capacity Analysis

The purpose of the processing capacity analysis is to determine
yard debris processing capacity in the region and to further
establish any potential limitations to existing or future
increases in processing capacity. Processing includes the three
basic operational steps--initial processing, decomposition and
post-processing which are required to make a compost product.

- The Composting Process

Composting, at least conceptually, is relatively simple. It
describes the biological process whereby microorganisms degrade
organic materials into relatively stable, complex organic matrix.
This matrix is high in humus content and, depending on the source
material, may be high in nitrogen and other types of nutrients
essential for proper plant germination and development. The
resulting material is compost, and when it is applied as either a
surface or subsurface treatment to soil, it becomes integrated
into the soil as a vital component in a healthy soil ecosystem.

composting consist of two separate types of processes, aerobic or
anaercbic. Anaerobic composting takes place in an oxygen
deficient environment and is accomplished by microorganisms which
do not require oxygen directly for sustained biologic activity.
These organisms frequently create methane or sulfur dioxide gas,
both of which have an unpleasant odor and may create health ‘
hazards in sufficient quantities. Aerobic composting takes place
in an oxygen sufficient environment and is accomplished primarily
by microorganisms which do require oxygen for sustained biologic
 activity. These organisms do not generally create either methane
- or sulphur dioxide gas, and this process is much less likely to
create any type of health, environmental or aesthetic concerns.
For these reasons, the aerobic based composting is generally
practiced in the Metro region. '

The process of aerobic composting is highly dependent on a number
'of specific control parameters. These parameters include, among
others, the quantity of oxygen available for biologic uptake, the
moisture content of the composting material, the effective
temperature, the availability of essential nutrients for -
microbial use and Ph. Because this is an aerobic (oxygen
dependent) process, the available oxygen supply is perhaps the

" most essential control parameter. In the absence of oxygen,
aerobic decomposition will be replaced by anaerobic
decomposition. This is a very slow process which can take over 3
years to complete and, as mentioned previously, often results in
the generation of offensive odors. : :
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| Composting Technology

The production of yardldebris compost generally involves three
(3) basic operational steps. These are: :

A. Initial prdCesSiﬁg.
B. Decomposition.
c. Post;processing,

Initial processing consists of preparing the incoming yard debris
for processing. This typically includes steps such as manual or
mechanical de-bagging, removal of unwanted materials, mechanical
reduction and/or mixing of the yard debris. . Decomposition is the
heart of compost processing. It consists of the actual
biological actions taking place during which the organic ,
structure of the yard debris is metabolized and reduced. This
biological action may be either aerobic, anaerobic or both.

After substantial completion (ultimate completion of the
composting process would yield a simple mineral sand), the
finished compost typically needs to be screened, shredded or ,
mixed with other materials to be suitable for sale or use. This
finishing process is referred to as post-processing.

Because composting is a natural process, it can be carried out
with only minimal intervention, if desired. The primary purpose
of intervening. When composting is practiced with the intent of
producing compost on a commercial scale, some level of ‘
intervention is essential. The level of intervention in the
composting process is determined by the level of technology
"employed. In general, there are four (4) basic levels of
technological intervention currently popular and in practice
today. These are: _ : o

1. Minimal-level technology composting.
2. Low-level technology composting:
v3;'Intefmediate-level techﬁology composting.

4. High-level technology composting.

' 1. Minimal-Level Composting
Minimal-level éomposting is a.very low cost apprbach to

composting. It requires less labor and capital than the other
levels of technology, but more land. It is characterized by the
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use of large, static pile windrows which are turned infrequently,
usually yearly (static pile windrows mean that air is not forced
through the pile mechanically). There is only minimal mechanical
- reduction of the feed stock (yard debris), if any at all, -and the
total production cycle may take over one (1) year to complete.

Windrows are typically twelve (12) feet high, twenty-four (24)
feet wide and of variable length (determined by the length of the
available land). Typically, the center of these windrows heat up
quickly and become anaerobic as the available oxygen is consumed.
This transition from aerobic to anaerobic decomposition is marked
by the generation of unpleasant odors. These odors frequently
require substantial buffer areas (up to 1/4 mile between the
compost rows and the surrounding area) to prevent neighbor
complaints. Since rapid composting requires aerobic conditions,
it can take up to three (3) years for composting to be complete
using minimal-level technology composting.

2. Low-Level Technology Composting

Low-level technology composting is perhaps the most common
methodology currently in use today. This approach is more labor
and capital intensive than minimal-level composting, but may
require less land. It is characterized by the use of smaller
windrows, typically six (6) feet high, twelve (12) feet wide and
‘of variable length (as above). The use of smaller windrows .
allows the centers of each to remain aerobic during the entire
.process. These windrows are turned, generally quarterly and are
frequently combined with other windrows as their volumes
decrease. This process takes as much as eighteen (18) months to
produce a reasonably stable compost product. : : :

Because low-level technology composting windrows never become
anaerobic, odor production is not a significant problem. This
permits the use of a smaller buffer zone around the plant than
that recommended for minimal-level technology composting.
However, the use of smaller windrows requires more land for the
actual production of compost, so land requirements may only be
slightly lower than for minimal-level technology composting.

3. Intermediate-level Technology‘CQmposting

Intermediate-level technology composting is the second most
common methodology currently in use. This approach is ‘
significantly more labor and capital intensive than low-level
composting but requires less land. It is characterized by the
same use of smaller windrows, typically six (6) feet high, twelve
(12) feet wide and of variable length (as above), however, the
“windrows are turned much more frequently, about once per month.
The use of smaller windrows and more frequent turning allows the
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‘centers of each to remain aerobic and significantly accelerates
the completion of the composting process. This process also
marks the first use of large pre—compostlng mechan1ca1 reductlon
equlpment.

The mechanical reduction equlpment typlcally con51sts of one or
more pleces designed to reduce the size of the particles to be.
composted. The smaller size greatly accelerates the
‘decomposition process and results in a higher quallty compost
product at the end. The entire composting process can take as
long as twelve to eighteen (12 - 18) months to produce a
reasonably stable compost product. ‘Automated windrow turning
machlnes are frequently used.

’Because 1ntermed1ate-1eve1 technology compostlng windrows never
become anaerobic, odor production is not a. significant problem.
This permits the use of the small buffer zone discussed above.

The use of small windrows requires the same amount.of land for

the actual production of compost as low-level technology

- composting, but the process is greatly accelerated so less land
must be dedicated to compostlng. ’

4. H;gh-level Technology COmposting

High-level technology composting resembles 1ntermed1ate-
level technology composting with the addition of forced aeration
of the compost windrows. The addition of forced aeration greatly
reduces the composting time, and may be supplemented by
aggressive moisture control as well. Most processors using this
approach also have sophisticated process control mechanlsms whlch_
'contlnuously monitor the production process.

Typlcally, the forced aeration of the windrows occurs very early
in the production cycle. In systems which also monitor moisture,
humidity controls are used to add water vapor or mist to the
forced airstream to maintain compost moisture levels. After
composting under these "optimal" conditions for a perlod of from
two to ten (2 - 10) weeks, the compost is then moved to a static
pile windrow for final composting. This approach, used in
conjunction with frequent turnlng of the windrows, can result in
a finished compost product in approx1mate1y three to four (3 - 4)
months. Odor generation, as above, is of little concern. 1In
fact, some composting plants which use a high-level technology
approach actually have an enclosed process whereby all composting
is performed under cover in a building and air captured and
circulated back through the forced aeration system.
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Land Requirements

There are several factors which must be considered when
evaluating the impacts related to land requirements and the
associated limitations. These factors include access, site
grading and other physical conditions, public acceptance, A
potential environmental impacts, amount of land area required and
specific permitting requirements. These factors create a major
constraint on the theoretical processing capacity.

The land area required for a composting operation varies with the
volume and types of waste composted and the type of equipment and
level of technology employed in processing the materials. On
‘average, about three acres of land will be needed for each 10,000
cubic yards of yard debris collected. Less land may be required
- if materials are predominantly soft and leafy, if a compost

~ turner is used and if materials are ground prior to windrowing.
‘Woody materials, materials not size-reduced prior to windrowing
and materials turned by a front loader may increase the land area
required for the project. = ‘

. The project site should be relatively close to the waste sources
in order to minimize transportation costs of the fresh materials
~and to promote participation in the project. Roads providing
access to the site should be capable of supporting project -
related traffic without adverse impact on road conditions,
traffic patterns or noise levels. Water and electrical service
“should be available at the site, sewer access may also be
required. . '

The surface of the site should be level or slightly sloped, well-
drained and capable of supporting heavy equipment in all weather
conditions. A paved surface or hard dirt surface is desirable.
In all but the driest areas, some pavement will be necessary in
order to provide winter processing capability. In some cases, a
drainage collection system may be necessary both to assure winter:
vehicular access and to prevent anaerobic conditions from
developing at the base of the windrows. Drainage should not be
discharged directly into lakes or other bodies of surface water
or be allowed to enter the groundwater table.

- Existing Processors

Yard debris processing in the region is dominated by two (2)
principal processors whose combined production of yard debris
‘products is approximately ninety-three (93%) percent of the
region's total. Both currently use intermediate-level technology
composting, with limited use of high-level technology composting.
Both processors utilize hammer mills for mechanical reduction
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(both use an almost identical size mill) in their pre-processing
line. Also, both processors use static windrows or piles with
frequent turning to accelerate the decomposition process.
Additionally, one is beginning to experiment with a forced
aeration concept to further accelerate the composting process.

The actual processing capacity of each processor is difficult to
' determine with any degree of confidence. ‘The maximum theoretical
processing capacity for these two processors can be estimated by
_considering which step in the production process in least
sensitive to changes in the operating environment. ‘The major
steps in this production process are:

1. Receive and process incoming material.

2. Mechanicallyfredﬁce the size of the incoming material.

3. . ' Move the reduced material to a screening area for size -

- gradation. - - '

4, Screen the material, and reprocess over-sized piéces.

5. : Move suitably éized material to the composting area.

6; Place the compost feed stock into windrows'or ﬁiies for
' composting. : C :

7. Reprocéss reject>materia1.

. It is clear that the mechanical reduction process is the least
sensitive to changes in the production environment, and hence
represents the ultimate single limiting factor. The mechanical
reduction process at the two (2) major processors can be
described as follows: = :

cubic feet. :

Approximate effective area of the opening of each hammer .07

Revolutions;perAminute of the hammer mill | 1,200
Nﬁmber of hammers: A _ | 28
Number of operatiné shifts per day ’ - . 1
Length of the production shift per day | | ‘8 hrs.

A critical control parameter is the relative efficiency of the
processing operation. The operational efficiency (OE) is
difficult to determine with any degree of exactness. Some of the
variables which determine OE are density of the feed stock,
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failure mode of the feed stock, rebound characteristics of the
feed stock, clearances between the hammers and slots and feed
stock delivery mechanism. Typical values for this type of
equipment range from 10% to 15% operational efficiency.

Processing capacity for the two major processors, was calculated
using a sensitivity approach that uses the full range of possible
values for operational efficiency. It is probable that the
actual value is somewhere between those shown. Because of the
age and operating condition of the equipment used by both
processors, actual production levels are likely to be nearer the
10% value. ‘

Cubic yards of production per day @ 10% operatiohal efficiency:
*{.07) (1200) (28) (60) (8) (.10) /(27) = 4200 cu.yds./day.

Cubic yards of production per year:

(4200) (220) = 924,000 cubic yards per year per processor.

Cubic yards of production per day @ 15% operatiohal
efficiency: .

(.07)(1209)(28)(60)(8)(;155/(27) — 6,200 cubic yards per
day. o o

Cubic yards of production per year:

(10500) (220) = 1,364,000 cubic yards per year per
processor. : '

As can be seen from the above calculations, maximum theoretical
production capacity for each of the two major processors is '

- between 2,000,000 and 2,700,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris
per year. These figures must be tempered with the realization
that neither processor devotes the full available production time
to yard debris processing. Both process other materials in
addition to yard debris. This results in the operation of what
is essentially a continuous production plant in batch mode. This
type of operation reduces overall production efficiency and
capacity. The resulting inefficiency cannot be approximated by a
linear assignment of production time to the maximum theoretical
production capacity possible since there is, in effect, a penalty
for operating a continuous process in batch mode.
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Processing Capacity

The current production capacity of the two major processors is
approximately 861,000 loose cubic yards of yard debris per year.
At these levels of production, it is clear that a large
percentage of the maximum theoretical capacity is either being
devoted to processing other product lines or is lost to
operational 1neff1c1ency. If this allocation of capacity were to
be utilized for processing yard debris, there could be an
additional ‘2,000,000 loose cubic yards of capacity available.

Both major processors have other product lines, such as bark and
wood chiips, which require an allocation of production time.
Allocations are based on current product demand and several other
factors. To remove these products from the production schedule
would require either additional production capacity to handle
these materials or that the return on investment for yard debris
increase dramatically. Since neither scenario is likely, and .
because of the implicit penalty for using a continuous processing
plant in batch mode, a more rational assessment of available
capacity is required.

If,the‘economics of yard debris remain constant over time, then
only modest unused capacity would be available for increased.
‘proce551ng levels. If yard debris becomes less economic, then it
is rational to assume that a shift away from processing it would
occur. If additional economic incentives were available, then a
shift toward additional production would be rational.

Estimated production capacity for the year 1995 shows a
51gn1f1cant increase, up from approximately 950,000 total for the
region in 1990 to almost 2,400,000 by 1995. The additional
capacity is largely attrlbutable to one of the two major _
processors who plans on a 51gn1f1cant increase in production
capacity. Whether this increase is due to a reallocation of
existing production capacity from other product lines to yard ‘
debris, or the addition of new capacity is not know at this time.

Possible increases in capacity beyond 1995 is virtually :
impossible to forecast. In a recent survey, all of the existing
" processors indicated that they have no expansion plans for that
far into the future. Each indicated that whatever does happen
~will be the direct result of economic conditions, availability of
"supply and avallability of stable markets for the finished
products.

‘Limitations On'Processing Capacity

In a production environment, many factors can limit capac1ty.
_Operational inefficiency, abnormal malntenance requirements and
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limited material handling .capability can all act to reduce the
ultimate production capacity of a plant. In this case, the:
primary limitations on the ultimate, or theoretical maximunm,

. production capacity are as follows: : .

1. : Inefficiency_caused by operating a "continuous" mode
~ processing facility in "batch" mode. ‘

2. Limited capacityvof‘vérious components in the material
handling process, such as the conveyor system, the
trommel screen and the front end loaders. '

3. InefficienCyicaused by having to regrind.a substantial
portion of the yard debris to obtain a consistent, high
quality compost feed stock. ‘ - .

4. Space requirements and associated limitations due to
limited expansion area. o

These, and other production factors, cause a severe reduction in
the theoretical maximum production capacity. ' It is likely that
this reduction is at least 10% - 20%, and may actually be as high
as 40% - 50%. It is virtually impossible to determine the actual
reduction in capacity that any of these factor may cause.
However, since the maximum theoretical production capacity is
estimated as 2,000,000 - 2,700,000 loose cubic yards per year, it
is 1likely that the actual production capacity is on the order of
1,500,000 - 2,000,000 loose cubic yards per year.

One factor which was not listed, but which has a significant
‘impact on the production capacity is market demand. This factor,
perhaps more than any other, is the single greatest determinant
of production volume. Since this is such an important element in
determining the overall system capacity and behavior, it will be
examined in greater detail below. S
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D) Yard Debris Market capaeity Analysis

- The purpose of the market capac1ty analysis is to evaluate the
potential for marketing increased quantltles of yard debris
product within ex1st1ng market niches. This part of the
technical analysis is 51gn1f1cant in that compost market capacity
is the deciding factor in the Plan for determining what level of
collection programs are necessary to be put on-line in the
region. Specifically, this Plan is a market driven plan.
Collection programs which would result in more yard debris being
generated than that which the market can readily consume w111 not
be requlred to be 1mp1emented in the reglon. :

This analy51s includes a long-term and a short-term compost
nmarket capac1ty pro;ectlon. The purpose of the long-term
analysis is to galn a better understanding of the market
potent1a1 and price sensitivity for compost products in the
region over the next 20 years. The purpose of the short-term
analysis is to determine the level of collection service
appropriate to be put on line by July 1, 1991 consistent with
expected market capacity at that time. These projections are an
"estimate of demand for yard debris compost at current market
prlces. The analysis also describes long-term compost market
capacity pro;ectlons at prices hlgher and lower than current
market prices.

The yard debris market capacity analysis is partlally predlcated'
upon two prior market studies commissioned by Metro in 1986 and
1988. They are:

Northwest Economic Associates, "Market Analysis of
Portland Metropolitan Area Yard Debris", September 1986

andﬁ

Cal Recovery Systems Incorporated, "portland Area
Compost Products Market Study", October 1988

These earlier studies were instrumental in the region gaining a
better understanding of the market dynamics of yard debris
compost and related products. However, the studies were
seriously limiting in information necessary to make adequate
assessments about market capacity in the reglon for purposes of
determining what level of collection service should be
established. These 11m1tatlons include:

.1. Market demand was projected only to 1990. This projection
was not adequate in establishing collection standards for
local governments beginning July 1, 1991 consistent with-
expected market demand.
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The earlier studies did not consider or analyze how price
changes could affect market demand. This was felt to be an

important factor for establishing a market strategy for the
regional plan.- A o -
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1) | Long-Term Market Capacxty a

The long-term market capac1ty ana1y51s focuses on establlshlng

- demand curves for yard debris compost products based upon-records
of the amount of yard debris compost (YDC) products actually sold
at typical market prices and some assumptions regarding the
proportion of competing products that YDC would displace or be
displaced by if its price were to go down or up. The demand
curve derived by this method was then projected through time for
each year from 1990 to 2010. ‘

Marketing Factors Overview

In order to get a good overall perspective of the demand side of
the market for yard debris compost (YDC) it must first be viewed
as a component of the larger market for bark, sawdust, manure,
and other composted soil amendments. The total combined volume -
of ¥YDC sold by the area's processors, amounted to approximately
83,000 yards in 1988 while bulk sales of bark within a 50-75 mile
radlus of Portland were on the order of 1.5 million yards!®.

Sales of bagged bark plus other competing products probably bring
this figure closer to 1.75 million yards. Yard debris compost
presently makes up less than five percent of the total market for
all related soil amendments and top dressing products.

It 'is not known at this time how close a substitute municipal.
solid waste (MSW) compost will be when the Riedel MSW composter
- comes on line in mid 1991. Contract restrictions were negotiated -
to prevent MSW compost from competing in price with yard debris
compost and sewage sludge compost, though it can be sold at or
above the‘prevailing price of ¥YDC. It is estimated that the
Riedel facility will produce 75,500 tons of compost per year.
This is the equivalent of trlple the amount of YDC compost

" currently being marketed!’. MSW compost will be more suitable. as
a soil conditioner than as a top dressing, thus it will not
directly compete with YDC as a top dressing. Also, it will be
targeted more toward commercial tree farms, bare root nurseries,
and other markets in which YDC is not a competitor. However, if
MSW compost were to achieve widespread consumer acceptance, it
could have some negative impact on the market for YDC. .

.

16 wMarket Analysis of Portland Metropolitan Area Yard
- Debris", Northwest Economic Associates, Sept 1986, p.1ll.

7 one cu. yd. of ¥YDC weighs approximately 600 1bs. Thus a
ton of compost contains (2,000/600) = 3-1/3 cu. yds. Dividing
83,029 by 3-1/3 equals 24,908 tons of compost.
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A potentially significant factor in the expansion of markets for
yard debris compost is the planned entry into the market of a new
major processor. The contract for the processing of source
separated yard debris from the St. John's Landfill has been
awarded to Farmer's Plant Aid Corp. From their North Portland
location FPA plans to expand the geographic market for bulk YDC
(both' of the other processors are located in the south part. of
the Metro region) and to develop a market for bagged ¥YDC.

Description Of Yard Debrié Products

For the purposes of this analysis, yard debris products include
both pure compost and blends of compost with other materials.
Compost ‘is made from the trimmings of woody and herbaceous
vegetation that have been ground, decomposed over a period of
time under controlled conditions, and screened to a generally
uniform size of particles. Chips are composed of yard debris
that has undergone only the most basic processing operation of
being chipped into small pieces. Compost is composed of yard
debris that has been ground, decomposed over a period of time
under controlled conditions, and screened to a generally uniform
size of particles. : A

It is important to distinguish between the terms yard debris
compost (YDC) and yard debris compost products (YDC products).
YDC will refer to material that is entirely composed of composted
yard debris. The majority of ¥YDC, however, is actually marketed
as blends with other materials such as soil, bark dust, and
mushroom compost. Some of these blends contain as little as 50
percent ¥YDC. This study did not distinguish between the
different YDC blends. Rather all demand figures are in terms of
sales of YDC products. . The amount of actual YDC marketed is thus
less than figures indicated for blends.

Uses For Chipped Yard Debris4

Chipped yard debris is a coarse material which is ndt decomposed.
Based upon conversations with the operators of chipping services
it appears that yard debris chips are primarily used for:

1. Weed control mulch in aréas where the appéarance of the
: material is not of prime concern. ' \

2. Mud control on dairy and beef operations.
. 3. Ground cover for paths and walkways.

4. surface cover in horse paddocks.
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Uses For Yard Debris Compost
Yard debris compost may be produced in different degrees of
fineness (particle size). In coarse form, its primary appllcatlon
is as a top dressing- (mulch). Finer grinds may be incorporated
into the soil as a conditioner. As a mulch, YDC 1s applled to
the surface of the soil to:

1.‘Conserve soil moisture.

2. Lessen weed problems. ' o , : . '

3. Provide an attractive looking surface.

4. To surface.pathways'end nuddy areae.

‘5. Form final'cover for 1andfills during closure.
Finer grades may be mixed into the soil as a conditioner to:

1. Add organic matter.

2. Improve 1ts structure, texture, and . m01sture holdlng
capabllltles. -

Subuarkets For Yard Debris COmpoet

In order to estlmate the substltutlon of yard debris compost for

. . competing products, it is first necessary to examine the

individual market segments in which soil amendments are sold.

" The following is a brlef summary of each of the major groups of

YDC users considered in this study. This is important as the
degree of substitutability will likely be different for the
different users as well as for the different appllcatlons. The
uses considered in thlS study were: ‘

Reszdentlal

Re51dent1al use of ¥YDC as a soil condltloner and mulch by
homeowners is the single largest market for yard debris compost.
" This is the submarket where promotional efforts to change tastes.
- and preferences in favor of compost may have the greatest. effect
over time. At all price levels, promotion of the product to make
consumers aware of its existence, its properties, and its
availability will be a decisive factor. The analysis assumes the
existence of an effective and sustained promotional program.
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Landscaping

The nature of the building and marketing of spec homes makes cost
minimization a key factor for financial success. In this-type of
landscaping there is also a great deal of builder discretion in
specification decisions. For these reasons it is assumed that
for use as a soil conditioner the degree of substitution of ¥YDC
for more expensive soil conditioners in this market would be
relatively high. - :

A principal objective in commercial landscaping is low ,
maintenance. Since bark breaks down much more slowly than yard
debris compost, it is expected that there would be relatively
little substitution of YDC for bark for use as a top dressing.

Institﬁtional

Institutional uses include the landscaping of roadsides and .
public buildings. With minimization of expensive application
labor a key factor, the greater longevity of bark, as compared
with compost will limit its adoption for public landscaping
purposes where a mulch is required. Use as a soil conditioner,
however, could be substantial in some cases. YDC may be a
superior product for temporary cover on newly seeded slopes where
‘bark may tend to wash away. If procurement policies that favor
recycled materials are adopted and enforced there would be a
greater degree of substitution of compost for other materials.
The institutional market is relatively small, however, and would
not have a very significant impact. - :

Nurseries

Nurseries desire a uniform and predictable product for use in -
their potting mixes. Though bark lacks some of the desirable
properties of yard debris compost, it is superior to -compost as
regards this overriding concern over uniformity. “Research done
at the OSU Experiment Station, however, has shown yard debris

~ compost to give excellent results when used in place of higher
priced peat moss as a potting soil component. It appears that
performance of the material rather than price is the determining
factor in this market. : : '

Market Channels for ¥YDC Pfoducts

For the most part, yard debris compost is marketed directly by
the processors in bulk form, either by loading it into customers'
pickups and trailers or by the processor providing delivery.
currently, little yard debris compost is marketed through
nurseries (of five Metro area nurseries surveyed, none carried -
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¥YDC) . The majorlty of the compost is used for residential and
commercial landscaplng purposes either as a top dressing (mulch)
or as a soil conditioner. A small amount of yard debris compost
is marketed in bagged form. This could change if Farmer's Plant
Aid (FPA) is successful in developing the market for Bagged Y¥YDC.
FPA has already established a successful marketing program for
other bagged garden products including manures, peat moss, and
bark. These products are currently marketed through retail
garden shops. Thus FPA already has access to the necessary
marketing channels.

 Factors That Affect The Demand for Yard Debris Products

Yard debris chips and ¥YDC products effectively constitute two
separate markets for yard debrls, each with its own demand curve
and each with a different price elasticity of demand. The
current equilibrium price of yard debris compost is approximately
$55 to $60 per unit! while chips are generally given away or ‘
sold for a nominal price. Though an examination was made of the .
volume of chlps and their disposition, the demand analysis
presented in this report pertains only to YDC products.

‘The determinahts of the demand for yard debris compost are:
1. Populétion
2. Income
3. Hou51ng starts
4. Retall sales of Metro area nurseries, and
5. The price and avaiiability of substitute products.

Population, income, and interest rates. affect the housing and
constructlon markets from which the demand for landscaplng
services is derived. Increases in populatlon and 1ncome, and
decreases in interest rates will cause an increase in the demand
for housing and for 1andscap1ng. An increase in landscaping, in
turn, creates an increase in the demand for materials such as
¥YDC. Decreases in population and 1ncome, and increases in the
interest rate will cause a decrease in the demand for housing and
for landscaping. A decrease in landscaping will, in turn,

- decreases the demand for yard debris products. Due to the

18 Telephone survey completed during November, 1989.
¥ one unit equals 7.4 cubic yards.
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absence of historical data on ¥YDC product sales and the fact that
econometric methods could not be utilized, all of the above
mentioned variables were not explicitly used ‘in establishing
estimates of demand curve for ¥YDC products. Populatlon
projections were used as the prlmary variable in estimating the
demand curve for different p01nts in time.

Assumptions

In the absence of strong evidence to the contrary, it is
ordlnarlly assumed that current trends regarding populatlon,
income, housing, and consumption patterns will continue into the
future. However, it must be taken into consideration that over
the past several years the Portland Metropolltan area economy has
experienced a period of strong recovery following the recession
of the early eighties and that many economists predict an
eventual 1eve11ng off of this expansion phase. The market for
YDC, because it is so dependent on the landscaplng industry, is
likely to be unusually sensitive to economic conditions.

Products are sald to have tlme, place, and form utility. That is
to say a product has greater utility to consumers if it is
available when they want it, where they want it, and in the form
they want it. In the case of yard debris compost time, place,
and form utility may be 11m1t1ng factors in market demand. At
present, yard debris compost is mostly available in bulk through
a limited number of processors. The assumption made in this
analysis is that ¥YDC will be aggressively marketed in both bulk
and bagged form. .

It was assumed that prlces of products that compete w1th YDC will
remain stable. This is an assumption that has to be examined
carefully with respect to bark. If the quantity of bark were to
go down due to a decline in logging or if bark were . to be
diverted in significant quantltles from landscaplng use to use as
a hogged fuel, then its price could potentially increase to the
point where YDC would become ‘a much more economlcally attractive
landscaping alternatlve.

The present study cons1dered only yard debris and compost that
was utilized at a site other than the site at which it was '
produced. Thus home composting was excluded as being a non-
market commodity. The study also excluded yard debris that is
co-composted with sewage sludge. Sludge/yard debris mixed -
compost has a different nutrient value from ¥YDC and user
perception and pricing of the co-composted product also varies
significantly from that of straight ¥YDC or ¥YDC blends. The
amount of ¥YDC products produced and marketed in 1988 by S
McFarlane's Bark, Grimm's Fuel Co., the city of West Llnn, and
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the City of Portland is estimated to be approximately 83,000
cubic yards. ,

" Both chipped- and composted yard debrls are often used as flnal
cover during the closure of landfills. In 1988 the operator of
the Sst. Johns Landfill purchased 59,760 cubic yards of YDC from
McFarlane's.?® The landfill is scheduled to. go through the
process of closure during 1991 and 1992. The volume of yard
_debris derived cover contracted for 1990 is 44,467 cubic yards
(13,340 tons). The volume required between 1991 and 1995 amounts
to an addltlonal 235,425 cubic yards, or 47,085 annually.

For the purpose of th1s analysis, the tipping fees charged for
source separated yard debris at the processor facilities were
assumed to remain stable.

- Methodology

Yard debris compost has only been on the market on a commercial
scale for about four years. For this reason there are only three
year's worth of data available for estimating a demand function.
This is clearly too little data to estimate a demand curve using
standard econometric methods. The task is further complicated by
the fact that the product is in an expansion phase following its
introduction into the market. After most of the early adopters
have begun using the product, the rate of increase in demand will
begin to slow.

It was hypothe51zed that the demand curve for yard debris compost

would likely be similar to the demand curve for bark dust, a

closely competitive product. However, contacts with the Oregon

State Department of Forestry, the Forestry Department at Oregon

_ State University, and a computerized library search using

Portland State University's ABI Inform system failed to turn up
any information related to the demand for bark dust. :

The analy51s was done in two steps. The first step was to
estimate the location of three points on the present demand curve
for YDC. Each point correspondeds to the quantlty of yard debris
demanded at a different price. The partlcular prices chosen were
zero; the current average (or equlllbrlum) price for the most
popular YDC products, and a price equal to that of competing
products. In its use as a top dressing, the closest competing
product is bark. In its use as a soil conditioner, competing

2 This amount is not: included in the prev1ously mentioned
total of 83,000 cu. yds.
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products include manures, mushroom compost, and other related
products.

Grimm's and McFarlane's both sell various blends of ¥YDC. Grimm's
largest selling YDC product is actually 100 percent ¥YDC which is
screened and sold as Garden Mulch. McFarlane's largest seller is
a blend that contains 80 percent ¥YDC and is sold as Compo-Stuff.
The quantities used in estimating the demand curves includes all
YDC and blends sold. Thought was given to using a weighted
average of the prices for different YDC products against which
the quantities could have been plotted. However, the effect of
plotting a weighted average price against the sum of the volumes
of all ¥YDC products sold would have been a reduction in the
apparent price for ¥YDC and a corresponding understatement of the
amount demanded at all prices. Another approach would have been
to estimate separate demand curves for each blend, but since each
of these products comprise only a small proportion of total
sales, it was judged impractical to estimate separate demand
curves for each. Thus, as a practical alternative, the price for
fine grade Garden Mulch and fine grade Compo-Stuff were used as
being representative of all yard debris compost products.

After three points on the demand curve were estimated using the

_ procedure described above, a. smooth curve was then fitted to the

data using a logarithmic. This logarithmic function is the
estimated demand curve for yard debris compost.

The second step in the analy51s was to estimate the ShlftS that
are expected take place as changes occur in the factors that
influence demand. Such changes .include population, income, the
number of housing starts, increased efforts at promoting and
marketing yard debris compost, and the use of YDC for landfill
cover. Demand was estimated for each year from 1988 through
2010. : '

Data Collection

Much of the data regarding the marketlng of yard debris and bark
was taken from recent studies done for Metro by the consultlng
firms of Northwest Economic Associates and Cal Recovery. Prlmary
data specific to the present study was gathered through a
telephone survey of chippers/tree services performed by Northwest

Economic Associates and Metro staff.

Quantity Demanded At Current Average Price

Metro has already accumulated sales data on yard debris compost -
from the region's major processors. Prices seem to be clustering
close together at a level just below that of bark. Based on
information provided by the processors it appears that sales are
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just keeplng pace with production such that the market is cleared
and there exists neither a shortage nor a surplus. ‘Since the
market appears to be in equlllbrlum, the amount of yard debris
compost presently being sold is assumed to be equal to the '
maximum that can be sold at the current average price glven the
present level of market promotion and the current adoption rate
of use. As consumer knowledge about the product spreads,
’however, the quantity demanded at the current prlce is expected
to 1ncrease. .

‘The 1988-89 average market prlce for ¥YDC plcked up at the .
processor's facilities ranged from about $7.50 to $10 per cubic

~ 'yard, depending upon the size of the lot purchased. The total

. number of cubic yards marketed was 83,029 cubic yards. According’
to the Cal Recovery report (pp. 4- 42), the ‘average volume of ¥YDC
used per residence is 0.5 cubic yards.?

TABLE 4

BREAKDOWM OF YDC USE BY APPLICATION AND USER .

PERCENT RESIDENTIAL .|  LANDSCAPING | INSTITUTIONAL NURSERY
oF we | ' o
APPLICATION TOTAL VOLUME X CU YDS X CU YDS X CJ YDS X cU YOS
Top Dressing 46 38,193 | 75 28,645 | 25 9,548 o - o o 0
Conditioner 44 3653 | 6 - 20208 | 21 7,67 10 3,653 0 0
Potting Soil 10 8,303 | 0 o} o 0 0 "o | 100 8,303
" TOTAL 100 83,029 53,853 17,220 3,653 8,303

2 portland Area Compost Market Study, Cal Recovery;fInc.,
~ October 1988. p. 4-42.
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Quantity Demanded At A Zero Price

Yard debris compost is a substitute for bark as a top dressing.
As a soil conditioner it is competitive with manure, peat-moss,
and other composted products. As the price of YDC is reduced,
two scenarios are possible. The first is that as the compost
price is lowered from its equilibrium price, the prices of
competing products are also dropped in order to retain market
share. : : :

In the second scenario, prices of competing products would remain

fairly stable and there would simply be a partial displacement of
these materials by YDC. It is expected that the latter scenario
is more likely, though some price adjustment of competing
products is likely to occur.

At a price of zero it is also possible that yard debris compost
would become economically feasible for new uses including
agriculture, erosion control, and mud control at construction
sites. Depending upon transportation and application costs,
these latter uses could conceivably absorb large quantities of
material. However, since estimates of potential use are not
available at this time, they have been omitted from the analysis.

There is little empirical data from which to base an estimate of
the quantity demanded at a zero price and it was beyond the scope
of this research to conduct surveys of potential users?.
Therefore, much of the analysis was based upon realistic
assumptions regarding market absorption. The demand curve
derived from these assumptions forms a baseline which can be
refined as more data is accumulated. Three responses will occur
in response to a price reduction: ~ ' - ‘

1. YDC product$ will substitute for competing products,
2. cCurrent users will increase their consumption, and

3. New users will enter the soil amendment markets.

Substitution of Yard Debris Compost For Non-Bark Soil Amendments

In order to estimate the quantity of other soil amendments that
would be displaced by YDC products if ¥YDC were a free good, the
behavior of each user group was examined with regard to its use
of both top dressings and soil conditioners. The estimated

2 gurveys to elicit answers regarding what one would do in a
hypothetical situation are of questionable validity anyway.

62



Draft #6

displacement of competing products by ¥YDC was then calculéted as
a weighted average. :

Bark was considered separately from products that compete with
¥YDC directly as a soil conditioner. This is because bark is
primarily used as a top dressing and potting mix component but it
is not generally incorporated into the soil as a conditioner.

The volumes of these competitive soil conditioners, broken down
by user, is presented in Table 5. Allocation of these products.
across user groups is assumed to be in the same proportion as ¥YDC
for use as a soil conditioner.

TABLE 5

“dl-WK PRODUCTS TﬂT COMPETE WITH YDC'

ﬁ PRODUCT RESIDENTIAL - LANOSCAPE lﬂs*lnﬂ'lwl NURSERY TOTAL==1
Sewage Studge Negligible 40,000 10,000 24,000 74,000
Wewre 232,000 7,000 | 200 92,000 | 331,200
Sauwdust . | 23,000 35,000° 100 . 99,000 357,000
Mushroom Compost 45,000 5,000 2000 | 26,000 76,200
Pest ous | 22,000 5,000 Negligible 48,000 75,000
Other : 27,000 . 5,000 4,800 15,000 51,000

[ rora 349,000 67,000 - 15,500 504,000 - 965,000

In order to estimate the amount of these non-bark products
displaced by ¥YDC at a price of zero, assumptions were made
regarding the percentage of each application/user combination
that could reasonably be expected to be displaced. The total
displacement was then calculated as a weighted average. The
estimated displacements, both in terms of percentages and total
cubic yards are given in Table 6. The total amount of non-bark
products estimated to be displaced by ¥YDC products is 272,271
cubic yards. : -
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TABLE 6

SUBSTITUTION OF YOC FOR COMPETING SOIL COMDITIONERS WHEN THE YDC PRICE IS ZERO

R . R

17 | oo | R, | el
Residential | 2 %0 | 35 107,257 184,497
Lendscaping 20 19,310 | 35 32,644 , 51,954
Inetitutional | 35 15,5 | | 15,545
Nurseries L. . o . 15 20,276 ~ 20,2;16
e ————— e—
6,550 155,446 20,276 et

*Cal Recovery, Inc., p. 1-6. The Cal Recovery report presented a
range of values for each of the above listed products. In order
to take a conservative approach, the figures used here are from
the low end of that range.

Although there may be some use of mushroom compost as a top
dressing, its use is negllglble relative to bark and therefore it
was not considered as a substitute in this market. All other
non-bark products are suitable only as substitutes in the
container and nursery markets. :
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Substitution of Yerd~Debris Compost for Bark

Bark is the product that is most competitive with yard debris
compost for use as a top dressing. Because of its availability
in-large quantities as a byproduct of the Pacific Northwest's
lumber industry, bark has long been the standard product used as
a mulch by homeowners and landscapers and as a component of the
potting soils used by the Northwest's large nursery industry.

At a price of zero, ¥YDC would dlsplace some amount of bark as a
top dressing and as a potting mix component. ‘The estimated
displacement by percentage ant total cubic yards for each
 combination of application and user are given in Table 7. The

total amount of bark displaced is 289,340 cubic yards. The sum
of the displaced bark and non-bark 5011 amendments is 561,611
cubic yards. It is worth noting that, because the bark market is
so large, every percentage point of the bark market displaced by
YDC amounts to a considerable volume of material.

TABLE 7

" SUBSTITUTION OF YDC FOR BARK WHEN THE YDC PRICE 1§ ZERO

cex , TP DRESSIG , PTG sIL TOTAL gjng;wuoj
Res idential e re,200 - - 176,200
Lendscaping | 2 48,000 48,000
Institutional _ 20 %0 S v
Nurseries ' . - ' 10 64,200 64,200
TOTAL N ' 225,140 | B 64,200 289,340 'u
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Entry Into the Market of New Soil Amendment Users

In addition to the substitution effect, a reductlon in the price
of YDC would be expected to result in an increase in the number
of users, as those with low reservation prices who previously
used no soil amendments at all find it advantageous to enter the
market when ¥YDC is a free good and only the transportatlon cost
need be considered.

The number of potential new users is limited by the current pool
of non-users, primarily residential. According to the
residential telephone survey done by Cal Recovery (p.- A-2), only -
27 percent of the respondents do not currently use soil
amendments. Of this number, a significant proportion may be
renters who would not enter the market even if transportation
were the only cost®. The assumptlon was made that f1ve percent
of that 27 percent of the region's 522,000 households®* would
enter the market to become new-users of yard debris compost if
its price were zero. This amounts to .05 (.27) (522,000) = 7,047
new users. It was assumed that these new users come into the
market at a lower level of usage than established users. The
original cCal Recovery flgure of 0.5 cubic yards per household was
used for a total increase in ¥YDC usage resulting from the entry
into the market of new users of 3,523 cubic yards.

Increase In Per User Demand

It is expected that at a zero price for ¥YDC, current users of
organic soil amendments would also increase the total level of
amendments used as well as substituting YDC for bark. An
increase in the quantity demanded per user would likely result
from more frequent renewal of mulch applications and more '
extensive use of YDC as a soil conditioner. Part of the increase
would come of users flndlng additional uses for the material such°
as mud control. The increase would be primarily among
residential and landscape users. The increases in use for both
user categorles were assumed to be 10 percent for use as a top
dre551ng and 25 percent for use as a soil conditioner. The total
increase in use was estimated as a weighted average.

B gixteen percent of all respondents listed themselves as
renters. .

24 The Regional Forecast, Metro, June 1989, p. 26.
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TABLE 8

TOTAL QUANTITY OF YDC DEMANDED WHEN THE PRICE le ZERO

USER To0 Dressing Soit_Conditioner Potting Sofl
M @ 3) ) Sy 6y (7
$ub for Current $uwb for Current S fo )

Bark Incr App Non-Bark Incr App Sark ) :::-:::k Cu:;;n ‘ TOTAL
_Residentfal 17&,290 31,510 107,257 31,510 i 346,476
Lendscaping 48,000 10,503 32,604 eS| 100,737
, Institutional ) - 940 . . 15,54‘S~, '- _— . 16,485
Nurseries | : T 6,200 20,276 8,303 92,778
E TOTAL 225,140 42,013, 155,446 61,099' 64,200 20,276 8,303 556,476

The results are presented in Table 8. Columns (1) and (5) of
that table are taken directly from Table 7. Column (3) is taken
from Table 9. Columns (2) and (4) of Table 8 were calculated by
multiplying current usages from Table 1 by 1.1 and 1.25,
respectively in order to reflect the assumed usage increases of
10 percent for use as a top dressing and 25 percent for use as a
'soil conditioner. The total estimated displacement is 556,476
cubic yards. Adding in the estimated usage by new households.
entering the market yields a total demand, excluding landfill
cover, of 600,000 cubic yards when the price of yard debrls
compost is zero. :
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Quantity Of YDC Demanded At A Higher Than Average Price

Table 9 shows Grimm's and McFarlane's prices for yard debris
compost, fir bark, and hemlock bark. All prices are for a fine
grade material. Hemlock bark is superior to fir bark in that it
has no splinters. o : : : '

TABLE 9

1988-89 PRICES FOR YARD DEGRIS COMPOST AND BARK

I GRI_H'S PRICE PER GRIMM'S PRICE . McFARLANES PRICE MCFARLANE'S PRICE
- TYPE OF PRODUCT CUBIC YARD PER UNIT - . PER CUBIC YARD PER WNIT .

Yard Debris Compost . $10.00 ° $65.00 $ 8.80 , $55.00
Fir Bark o $11.00 . $70.00 . $11.25 $72.00
Hemlock Bark  $12.00 $76.00 © 811,25 $72.00

*Based on scoop prices. One scoop equals 1.25 cu. yd.

. Grimm's and McFarlane's have experimented with their price
structures and arrived at prices which presumably maximize ‘
profits. At present Grimm's fir bark price is ten percent higher
than their compost price. 'The spread for McFarlane's is 28.4
percent. The difference in the spreads may partially reflect the
fact that Grimm's concentrates its commercial compost sales more -
on the relatively less price sensitive nursery market while
McFarlane's has targeted the more price sensitive landscaping
market. It may also reflect differences in marketing strategies.
As with a price decrease, an increase in the price of YDC would
be expected to impact the different user/application combinations
to differing degrees. The reasons are the same as before: YDC is"
more substitutable with non-bark amendments used as soil '
conditioners than it is with bark used as a top dressing and
because the landscaping sector is believed to be more price
sensitive than the residential sector. . Homeowners who have gone
through the process of trying yard debris compost and
subsequently adopted the practice of using it as a soil
conditioner do not generally regard it as being inferior to

" manures and other alternative products. Thus, even if YDC were
as expensive as competing products, it is assumed that there
would be only five percent decline in YDC use as users substitute
alternative products, though, the speed with which potential new
users would adopt trial use of the product would be greatly
slowed. - Due to their greater price sensitivity, ten percent of
the landscaping and institutional use of YDC was assumed to
switch over to the more traditional soil conditioning products.
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Assuming a 15 percent decline in sales in the residential
submarket and a 25 percent decline in the nursery, landscape, and
public agency submarkets, the total loss in sales was calculated
as the weighted average. ‘The estimated extent of substitution of -
competing soil conditioners for ¥YDC is given in Table 10. The
estimated extent of substitution of bark for ¥YDC is given in
Table 11. These results, along with the estimated decrease in

application due to the higher price alone are compiled in
Table 12. '
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SUBSTITUTION OF COMPETING SOIL CONDITIONERS FOR YDC WHEN THE YOC PRICE = PRICE OF COMPETING

PRODUCTS
A ————
0P DRESSING SOIL CONDITIONER POTTING SOIL © ToTAL
x wys | x wvws | x Q Yos SUBSTITUTION
Residental 10 2,865 | 5 1,260 4,125
Lardscaping 15 1432 | 10 767 2,19
] tnstitutional ' 10 365 365
Nurseries

SUBSTITUTION OF BARK FOR YOC WHEN THE YDC PRICE IS = BARK PRICE

m

— s | B

TOP DRESSING POTTING SOIL TOTAL SUBSTITUTION
USER X U YOS €U YOS CU YOS
Residentisl 10 2,865 . 2,865
Landscaping ol 2,387 | 2,387
Institutional , _
Nurseries - 15 1,245 1,245
— - . - - —— — -~ - —_ —
TOTAL 5,252 1,245 6,497 : “
— — —— = -4

) N
TOTAL QUANTITY OF YOC DEMANDED WHEN THE PRICE IS = PRICE OF COMPETING PRODUCTS

f——  —— — — —  —

—— SRS S

1 ressi _$ofl Conditioner Potting Sofl
[} 2) 3) W) (5) )
i sSub for Current $ub for Current $ub for Current
USER © YoC Decr App YoC Decr App YoC Decr App
: ) ) TOTAL
Residential (2,865) 25,781 - (2,865) 23,947 43,999
Landscaping 2,387) 5,754 T €1,432) 6,905 8,839
Institutional 3,288 3,288
Nurseries (1,66” 6,227 4,567 I
I TOTAL . (5,252) 31,534 5‘,297) 34,140 (1,661) 6,227 60,693
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Shifts in the Demand Curve Over Time

Figure 1 of Appendix V is the estimated demand curve for 1988.
For planning purposes, this demand curve has been projected
forward for each year out to the year 2010. rOJectlng the
demand for any good or service as far as 20 years into the future
is fraught with uncertainty even when data is abundant.

- Lifestyles, tastes and preferences,’ demographics, economic
conditions, and nearly every other determinant of demand is
likely to change in unanticipated ways over such a long time

horizon. " With yard debris compost the dearth of time serles data

makes the enterprise even more tentative.

The rate of growth in YDC product sales for Grimm's and
McFarlane's combined was 20 percent between 1987 and 1988. Based
on records coverlng the first ten months of 1989, the growth rate
from 1988 to 1989 is progected to be 12 percent. As the market
approaches saturation, growth in sales is expected to lessen even
more.

By the year 2010 the number of households in the region is
projected to be 762, 280%, a 46 percent increase over 1987.

'Thus, based on populatlon growth alone the amount of ¥YDC consomedA

‘may be expected to increase by the same percentage. However,
promotional efforts are anticipated to result in an increase in
‘use beyond that attributable to population growth alone. The
increase is expected to come from both an increase in the
proportion of households using YDC and an increase in ¥YDC use per
household. It is important to note that these increases are
expected to result from promotion, a non-price factor, and should
not be confused with sales increases resulting from a reduction
in prlce. It is judged that by the year 2010, non-price factors
can increase per household YDC consumptlon by 20 percent or more
over the present level. _ »

'In order to reflect the uncertalnty regarding increases in per
household use of YDC, demand curves were estimated using two
different rates of increase. The rates used were 21 percent and
51 percent. The difference between the curves plotted at each

- rate should be interpreted as a reasonable range for the true
demand function. -

The growth rate based on progected increases in the number of
households plus a total. increase in per household use of ¥YDC of
51 percent over a 20 year perlod is: Co

% The Regional Forecast, p. 26.
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12 percent per year through.1989,

8 perceht per year throﬁgh 1994,
5 pefcent pef year through 1999,

2 percént per year through 2004 and
1 percent per year throuéh 2009.

‘The growth rate based on projected increases_in the number of
households plus a total increase in per household use of YDC of
21 percent over a 20 year period is:. '

‘12 percent. per year through 1989
6 percent per year through 1994,
3 percent per Year through 1999,

1.5 percent per year through_2064 and
‘1 percent per year through 2009.

Based on this scenario, the quantities of yard debris compost
that could be marketed in each year at each of the prices

considered are presented in Table 10. Since sales of YDC for
landfill cover comprise only a temporary market segment, they
have been added on rather than included in the base. o

Conclusions

The shape and positions of the estimated demand curves in the
graphs in Appendix V are more certain for prices close to the
current price of $9.00 per cubic yard and less certain the-
farther one moves from this price in either direction. The
logarithmic function chosen to fit the curves to the estimated .
points was one of an infinite number of curvelinear functions
that could have been selected. However, some experimentation with
other functions including higher order polynomials gave very
similar results at prices over $5.00 per cubic yard.

In order to determine what range of price/quantity combinations
is relevant for decision making purposes a rough estimate was
made of the total amount of yard debris generated in the region.
- Though there is much uncertainty associated with the number, 2.7
million cubic yards appears to be a reasonable estimate. Based on
a reduction ratio of loose yard debris to finished compost of '
somewhere between 7-to-1 and 6-to-1, this means that if all the
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yard debris in the region could be collected and processed into
compost, the total quantity of YDC would range from about 386,000
to 450,000 cubic yards. Thus, the portion of the demand curve
that lles to the right of the 450,000 cubic yard mark on the
Figures depicting demand for the late 1980's and early 1990's is
not within the relevant range. This region corresponds to a price
.range of $2.00 to $3.00. If the demand curves are reasonably’
accurate then it seems unlikely that ¥YDC products would have to
be sold for a price less than about $2.00 per cubic yard even if
all yard debris generated were processed into compost and sold.
It is even less likely that compost would ever have to be given
away in order to dispose of it. For later years, yard debris
generatlon is expected to increase along with the projected
increase in the number of households.

For any particular prlce, the corresponding point on the demand
curve indicates the maximum amount of YDC product that can be
sold. The sale of any greater volume of ‘product will necessitate
a decrease in the price. As indicated in Figure 22 of Appendix
V, even in the year 2009 the projected amount of ¥YDC products
demanded at a typical price of $9.00 per cubic yard (in 1989
dollars) is below the processed equivalent of all the region's
yard debris. Thus, it appears possible that more source separated
yard debris can be collected than can be marketed in the form of
YDC at current average prices. It should be noted, however that
the development of additional uses for YDC and/or extraordinary
marketlng efforts on the part of the processors themselves can
cause the demand curves to shift to the right enabllng more YDC
‘products to be sold at the same prices 1nd1cated in Figures 1
_through 24 of. Appendlx V). .
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2) Short-term Market Capacity

The purpose of the short-term market analysis is to determine the
capacity of the yard debris compost market by July 1991 when
local governments are expected to begin implementation of the
plan requirements. Projected capacity is to be balanced with
appropriate collection options that are recommended for 1local
government by July 1991. Short-term capacity was based on market
performance for the period 1986 to 1989 for which data was
available. As shown below in Table 13, there is evidence that
the market is still growing or that it is currently on the
"steep" of the growth curve. :

TABLE 13
Estimates of Short-term Market Growth

Year - Percent Change From Previous Year
1986 ' : - -
1987 - 37 %
© 1988 . 20 %
1989 C 14 %
1990 : ‘15-20 % expected
1991 : 10-15 % expected

The information in Table 13 suggests that over the next two years
(1990 and 1991) growth in market demand for yard debris compost
is expected to be in the range of 25 - 35 percent under current
market efforts by the processors and Metro. Current market data
indicates that 80,000 composted cubic yards was sold in the
region in 1989. Additional growth resulting from the 25 - 35
percent increase is estimated at 24,000 composted cubic yards.
The resulting market capacity for 1991 is estimated at 104,000

‘composted cubic yards.

-Existing Market Capacity 80,000 composted cu. yds.
Expected Market Growth (30%) 24,000 " " "
- ‘ 104,000

In addition to increased market demand expected due to normal
market growth, about 47,000 composted cubic yards of yard debris

products will be needed as cover for the St. John's Landfill

annually for years 1991, 1992, and 1993.

. Based on the above information total market demand. for yard

debris products expected for 1991 is estlmated as follows.

-Ex1st1ng Market Capac1ty . 80,000 composted cu. yds.
Expected Market Growth (30%) 24,000 " oon "
St. John's Cover ‘ 47,000 " nooon

151,000 " w oon
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IV) PROGRAM CONCLUSIONS/IHPLEMENTATIOK REQUIREMENTS

This section of the Plan provides an explanation of the
conclusions formulated from the established plan policy
directives, knowledge and experience obtained from the existing
yard debris and solid waste system and results of the technical
analysis. These conclusions and 1mp1ementatlon requirements are
the basis for the tasks identified in the five year work program
for DEQ, Metro and local governments in carrying out the regional
yard debris program.

.SUMMARY

The following is ‘a summary of the yard debris plan conclusions ;
and implementation requlrements'_

Pollcy Directives

The Plan is premlsed upon a comprehen51ve set of. pollcy

directives. Of primary importance are those directives whlch

articulate that the regional yard debris plan 1s to be a market-
driven plan. Spec1f1ca11y.

o "The Reg10na1 Yard Debris Recycling Plan shall be market-
driven with collection options to be balanced with market
capacity;" and

o “Local governments shall 1mp1ement those collectlon programs
that would produce the projected increases in yard debris
consistent with market and processing capacity;" and

o "A conservative approach should be taken in establishing the

: initial yard debris collection programs due to the :
uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capacity for yard debris compost."

Existing sSystem

Experience with the existing yard debrls system in the region has
~indicated that changes are necessary to achieve a yard debris
system which is more efficient and conducive to yard debris
‘recycling. Of primary importance are the need for Metro to:

- 1. Regulate the yard debris processors (preferably by
franchise) to insure that material generated is received,
processed and marketed in a predlctable and equltable
manner; and, ,
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2. Provide an effective diversion program which results in yard
debris getting to the processors instead of dumped as mixed
solid waste at disposal facilities. ‘

Market/Processing Capacity

The processing capacity analysis in the Plan indicates that the
primary limitation to increasing yard debris through the
processing end of the system is market capacity. The long-term
market capacity analysis shows that over time market capacity may .
exist to support a high volume collection system such as a weekly
curbside program. However, .the short-term market capacity
analysis shows that the demand for compost estimated in 1991 (the
first year of program implementation) is 151,000 composted cubic
yards. This figure represents the market capacity level to which
the first year (1991) local government collection program
standards are established. '

'0011ection Programs

The collection programs analysis in the Plan indicates that the
most efficient collection system is one which provides frequent
(weekly) convenient (curbside) service paid for by a wide base of
all potential users of the service. Therefore, each local _ ‘
government in the region needs to work towards implementation of
a weekly curbside collection system for yard debris unless: 1)
the region can demonstrate that market capacity is not adequate
to receive the material generated; or 2) it can be demonstrated.
that the cost per ton of a weekly curbside collection program is
significantly greater than the yard debris collection option '
established to meet the minimum standards of the plan. This is
felt to be a realistic objective within 3 years of plan
implementation (by July 1, 1994).

The collection programs established as the minimum standard .to be
implemented by July 1, 1991 are:

Self-haul: o  monthly rotating depot (user pay”)
o weekly low density depot (non-
permanent, user pay)
o  weekly low density depot
(permanent, user pay)

Curbside: o weekly (usér pay)
o monthly (user pay)

¥ysers of a yard debris recycling depot or curbside
collection service pay a fee determined by the service provider.
User pay programs must comply with ORS 459.190. :
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These programs have been established as the minimum standard
based in part on balancing yard debris volumes generated from
these programs with expected market capacity for 1991. 1In
designing collection programs, local governments need to consider
the costs associated with transitioning the program established
in 1991 to a curbside collection system within a relatively short
time. A local government has the option to implement any
~collection program they wish as long as the volumes generated
from these other collection programs are at least equal to the
range of volumes expected from the collection options identified
above. If a local government chooses to implement a new
collection program that will be known to generate volumes greater -
than those identified above, then that local government will need
to work with Metro in determining and managing the impact of the
resulting additional volumes of material on market capacity.

If a local government implements a depot system, it will also be
necessary for that local government to provide on-call user pay
curbside collection service since some residences don't have the
capability to self-haul their material and therefore need this
service available to them. At a minimum, this service needs to
include drop box collection service.

The plan recognizes the importance of enhancing the existing yard
debris source reduction activities in the region. Therefore,
‘local governments also need to work cooperatively with Metro and
the wasteshed representatives to establish and carry out four (4)
home-composting education site projects in the region. '

The following section of the.plén describes these conclusions and
implementation requirements in greater detail.
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a) Policy Directives.

Section I of this Plan identifies a comprehensive set of policy
directives which establish its policy premise. The policy
directives of primary 1mportance are those which articulate that
the regional yard debris plan is to be a market driven plan.
Specifically, :

o "The Regional Yard Debris Recycllng Plan shall be market
driven with collection options to be balanced with market
capacity,"

o "Local governments shall 1mp1ement those collection programs

that would produce the projected increases in yard debris
consistent with market and processing capacity," and

o  “"A conservative approach should be taken in establishing the
initial yard debris collection programs due to the
uncertainty that exists relative to potential market
capacity for yard debrls compost "

The "market" as implied throughout thls Plan is the yard debris
compost market. The technical analysis identified that while
there are other end uses for yard debris, the end use as compost
is really the only established and viable market for yard debris
as a product. :

It should be noted that this "market driven" concept is somewhat
skewed in that current yard debris collection and compost market
activities include government involvement, particularly by Metro.
However, the degree and influence of government involvement for
yard debris is probably not any greater than that of government
regulations and influences applied to other commodities.

The alternative approach to a market driven plan is to develop

an "avoided cost" plan. A plan premised upon "avoided cost"
would mean that yard debris programs would be justifiable to the
extent that they cost less than the cost of disposal established
for the solid waste system. Avoided cost is usually determined
by adding up costs of collection, transfer and disposal of solid
waste. Sometimes environmental considerations and future value
of saved landfill space are also factored in.

While the Plan does not analyze and determine the av01ded cost to
the system as a result of diverting yard debris, a quick review
of the cost per ton of the most intensive collection systems
identified in the analysis would indicate that most of the
residentially generated yard debris in the system can be
collected at a cost less than disposal. While this quick review
may theoretically be correct, there are a couple of reasons why
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this approach was not justifiable for the metro area. First, for
yard debris, the transfer of dollars which are supposed to be

- saved by the material not being disposed (avoided cost) doesn't .
really completely happen for material generated by the :
residential sector. Often, people who don't have yard debris
collection service dispose of the material by stockpiling it in
their backyard, throwing it on an empty lot or by making crude
attempts at home composting instead of paying to dispose of it at
a landfill or transfer station. Many yard debris collection
programs around the country have determined that yard debris is
actually "generated" as a result of providing a yard debris
collection service. That is, material comes in to the yard

- debris collection system that would not otherwise be plcked up by
the hauler as mixed solld waste.

It should also be noted that the "avoided cost" formula assumes
that dollars are saved by not disposing of the recyclable -
material. For yard debris, this transfer of dollars from
disposal to recycling is an extremely difficult transaction to
‘make. The yard debris system is made up of both private and
public entities, all of which are sometimes sub51dlzlng the

- system by dollars not related to yard debris and in some cases
not related even to solid waste disposal and sometimes collecting
dollars for providing a yard debris service for which little or
no expense is incurred until future years (1n the case of a
processor)

The second primary reason for not establishing an "avoided cost"
_system ‘is because it is not acceptable to stockpile yard debris.
in the region. It is felt that this type of system (based on
"avoided cost") would result in large quantities of yard debris
being piled up at processors sites awaiting processing and
composting. This concern is a reality for other yard debris
‘programs across the country and has also been a reallty for the
metro area in the past. Stockpiling yard debris is proven to
result in contamination of the material -- at times to the degree
such that yard debris has to be put in the landfill. Further,
- problems with fires, rodent control, water quallty, odors and
aesthetics are all very real when the mater1a1 is stockpiled in
‘ large quantltles.. . :
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B) Ex1st1ng gsystem.

Section II of this Plan descrlbes the existing yard debris
systen. While the existing system is meritorious, experlence has
indicated that changes are in-order to achieve a system whlch is
more efficient and conduc1ve to yard debris recycllng.

of prlmary 1mportance to the successful implementation of a
regional yard debris system is the need to regulate the yard
debris processors and the need to provide an effective yard
debris diversion program for the commercial users of the system.

1) Regulating the Processors:

Grimm's Fuel Company and McFarlane's Bark, Inc. have been the key
to the region's successful yard debris recycllng progranm to date.
These privately owned and operated companies have been recognlzed
nationally for their innovation and overall accomplishments in
effectively processing large volumes of yard debris and
consistently produc1ng a high-quality compost product.

vHowever, experience has shown that in order to ‘achieve rece1v1ng,
processing and marketing of even greater volumes of yard debris a
higher degree of certainty needs to exist relative to the
processors. The most effective way to insure such certainty is
to regulate the processing component of the yard debris system.

The objectlve of such regulatlon is to insure that yard debris
collected by the local government collection system is received,
processed and marketed in a predlctable and equitable manner. To
achieve this objective, three primary issues need to be addressed
through a regulatory means. They are:

1) Establlsh standards for determining acceptablllty f'.
‘ yard debris at the groces51ng fac111ty. - ‘

Currently, the regional processors prlmarlly only allow "clean"
loads of yard debris at their facilities. In the past,.
exceptlons to this standard have been taken to allow yard debris
in bags to be received for processing. This special provision
has been allowed to facilitate an efficient 1oca1 government yard .
debrls collection serv1ce.

‘With all local governments being required to implement a yard
debris collection service there is a need to determine what loads
of yard debris are acceptable and which are not. This needs to
be evaluated and decided upon by balancing the needs of the local
government collection system with the capablllty of the
processors to eff1c1ent1y handle the incoming material. These
standards' are necessary in order for local governments and
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haulers to design collection programs which are compatible with
the regional proce551ng system. Further, these standards give
the processors the ablllty to reject, receive and assess
appropriate prices for incoming loads in a consistent and-well
defined manner, thus avoiding potential claims of dlscrepancies
by local governments or haulers. :

Further, drop box companies in the region claim that they
maintain policies to not take drop boxes of yard debris to area
processors even though it may result in a disposal cost savings.
Their claims are premised upon experiences which suggest that if
processors, find any degree of contamination in the drop box, the
whole load. is rejected. Standards for determlnlng acceptable and
unacceptable loads need to address this issue in conjunction with
carrying out an effectlve yard debris diversion program.

2) Maintain stability in establishing rates charged for
incoming 1oads of yard debris.

Experlence w1th ‘the ex1st1ng system indicates that the yard
debris processors adjust their rates for incoming yard debris
based on their individual business operatlons at varying times
throughout the year.. This results in a high degree of

. unpredictability in accurately assessing the annual cost of a
collection program for local governments and haulers alike. 1In
order to implement a more efficient yard debris system in the
region, processors should set and adjust rates on a regular
schedule with adequate notice to Metro, local governments and
haulers.

Further, Metro should seek enabling code revisions such as
establishing maximum rates for processors, licensing, franchising
or contracting to more effectlvely provide adequate financial
certalnty to local governments in determining the annual
proce551ng costs of local yard debris collection programs.

It is not Metro' s.1ntent to establish the actual rate charged for
incoming yard debris at proce551ng facilities. The objective is
to provide predictability in the rate setting process for all
entities impacted by yard debris rate adjustments.
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3) Establish product ggalitx standards for yard debris
compost products : ‘

The quality of compost products is a key factor for the long-term
success of yard debris composting in the region. Metro's past
and current tests of the products indicate no problems with the
region's compost products. However, as the cost of dlsp051ng
mixed solid waste continues to increase more yard debris
composting facilities may come on line. There is no guarantee
that the quality of the reglon s compost products will continue’
to be the same. The productlon and sale of poor quality yard
debris products could result in loss of customers/users and would
negatively affect the overall regional yard debris system.
Establishing product quality standards will help assure that the
high quality of compost products is malntalned..

These issues will need to be negotiated and further developed
between Metro and the processors. Other issues may also be
appropriate for consideration under a license, franchise or
contract issued by Metro after the above objectlves are resolved,
such as continued data collection, processing techniques and
operational 1mpact mitigation.

2) Yard Debrls Diversion Program

Existing solld waste system practices indicate that an effectlve
yard debris program cannot be achieved without a good diversion
program aimed primarily at commercial users of the system. The
yard debris Plan defines commercial users as drop box companles,
general contractors, and landscape contractors which dlspose of
relatively large loads of yard debris on a frequent basis. The
objective of a yard debris diversion program is to establish
adequate incentives or disincentives which effectively results in
yard debris getting to the processors, instead of it being dumped
as mixed solid waste at disposal facilities. .

For the purpose of this Plan, several strategies and programs are
identified to provide Metro a basis for designing an effective
yard debris diversion program. The volume impact of a diversion
program has been estimated as shown on Figure 13. Figure 13 .
"illustrates that the equlvalent of approximately 18,000 composted
cubic yards of yard debris is expected to be recoverable upon

- implementation of the program. It should be noted that this is
felt to be a very conservative estimate in that yard debris
volumes potentially available from waste going to the St. Johns
landfill have not been accounted for.
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Reguiatory Programs

A) Full Dlsgosal Ban°

The EQC/DEQ or Metro could requlre that all yard debris generated
within the Metro region be banned from disposal at landfills
receiving that material. This could be enforced by Metro at all
regional transfer stations and Metro owned land dlsposal
facilities. All loads would be inspected for yard debris prior
to its discharge; should a load contain significant quantities of
uncontaminated yard debris the hauler would be required to
separate it at the transfer station or be required to direct to
~the nearest yard debris processor. Haulers could receive a
penalty (i.e., higher tip fee) from Metro for disposing loads of
yard debris which are non-processable due to contamination.

Numerous states, counties and municipalities throughout the
country have passed legislation banning the disposal of yard

debris at landfills and incinerators. A key to making a disposal

ban effective is to make them a part of a comprehensive approach
that includes adequate recycling alternatives. It should be
noted that -a disposal ban may result in an increase in 111ega1
dumping activity.

B) Mandatorz Source Separat10n°

The EQC/DEQ or Metro could require all commerc1a1 institutional,
and residential generators of yard debris to keep yard debris
separate from MSW and direct it to yard debris processors. ‘
Penalties could be levied by Metro at disposal facilities for
non-compliance or as a surcharge levied by the local government
or hauler upon collectlon.

. Successful mandatory recycllng programs have been enacted in the
states of Rhode Island and New Jersey for multiple materials. - A
key function of a mandatory source separation program is to
educate generators on the availability of recycling options. The
enactment of a ban is virtually impossible to enforce, but has -
strong symbolic value which can motivate generators to actively
recycle the materials. :

C) -+Mandatory Institutional Purchasing:

A direct approach to expand yard debris markets is to mandate
that public agencies purchase yard debris compost. Metro could
direct all state and local governments within the Metro region to
increase their procurement programs for yard debris compost. The
Annual Waste Reduction Program For Local Government specifies
that all jurisdictions w1th1n the Metro region take steps to
utilize yard debris compost in parks and at public facilities, as
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"FIGURE 13

UGN, L ) e

POTENTIAL YARD DEBRIS DIVERSION LEVELS

.MeTRO SouTh | mMitssoro | . votats |

FOTAL 1989 WASTE DELIVERED TO THE FACILITY - TONS _ " 341,000 102,000 ‘443,000 “

" SELF HAUL - PERCENT . LR 16% . 20% N/A “

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX = PERCENT L 5% 70% N/A
SELF HAUL WASTE - TONS ‘ - 55,000 20,000 - | 75,000

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX WASTE = TONS 2 | 8,000 ‘| 7,000 | 156,000 |
SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS - PERCENT . " ' 10% 36% N/A - “

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS = PERCENT 5% 5% N/A “

SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS - TONS . - - 5500 | 7,500 13,000 I

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS - TONS . 4,500 3,500 8,000

SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - PERCENT . 80% 80X .‘ H/A

" COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - PERCENT - 50% 50% . ' N/A

SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS . - 4,000 SEE- BELOW 4,000

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS - 2,000 2,000 . 4,000

TOTAL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - TONS ) 6,000 . . 2,000 8,000

TOTAL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE - COMPOSTED CUBIC YARDS 13,500 : 4,506 18,000 -

A e ——————

- CALCULATION KETHODOLOGY AND_KEY_ASSUMPTIONS

RECOVERABLE YARD DEBRIS IS CALCULATED AS FOLLOWS: FIRST, THE TOTAL TONNAGE DELIVERED TO METRO SOUTH
AND HILLSBORO IS SHOWN ON LINE 1. THIS IS THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE PERCENTAGE OF SELF HAUL YARD
DEBRIS, LINE 2, AND THE PERCENTAGE OF COMMERCIAL DROP BOXES, LINE 3, TO GET LINE &, SELF HAUL
TONNAGE, AND LINE 5 , COMMERCIAL DROP BOX TONNAGE. THESE LINES ARE THEN MULTIPLIED BY THE
PERCENTAGE OF LOADS CONTAINING YARD DEBRIS, LINES 6 AND 7, TO GET THE TONNAGE OF SELF HAUL YARD
DEBRIS, LINE 8, AND THE TONNAGE OF COMMERCIAL DROP BOX YARD DEBRIS, LINE 9. METRO STAFF THEN
ESTIMATED THE MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE POTENTIALLY DIVERTABLE ASSUMING EFFECTIVE DIVERSION METHODS CAN BE
IDENTIFIED AND IMPLEMENTED, LINES 10 AND 11. LINES 8 AND 9 WERE THEN MULTIPLIED BY LINES 10 AND 11
70 DETERMINE THE MAXIMUM POTENTIALLY RECOVERABLE YARD DEBRIS TONNAGES, LINES 12 AND 13. LINE 14 IS
THE TOTAL OF THE SELF HAUL TONNAGE AND THE COMMERCIAL DROP BOX TONNAGE. THIS LINE WAS CONVERTED
INTO COMPOSTED CUBIC YARDS OF YARD DEBRIS BY MULTIPLYING THEM BY 9 (THE CONVERSION RATIO OF LOOSE .
CUBIC YARDS OF YARD DEBRIS PER TON) AND THEN DIVIDED BY & (THE CONVERSION RATIO OF LOOSE CUBIC YARDS
OF YARD DEBRIS PER CUBIC YARD OF FINISHED COMPOST). THE RESULT IS SHOWN ON LINE 15.

" ALL FIGURES SHOWN ABOVE HAVE BEEN ROUNDED OFF TO REFLECT UNCERTAINTY.

THE STAFF ESTIMATE OF MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE POTENTIALLY DIVERTABLE ASSUMING EFFECTIVE DIVERSION METHODS
CAN BE IDENTIFIED AND IMPLEMENTED IS BASED ON THE EFFECT OF VARIOUS FACILITY. LIMITATIONS AND
OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS SUCH AS COMMERCIAL DRIVERS NOT KNOWING WHAT TYPE OF MATERIAL IS IN A LOAD
PRIOR TO DISPOSAL. ' .

THE EFFECT, IF ANY, OF THE CLOSURE OF THE ST. JOHNS LANDFILL OM YARD DEBRIS COLLECTION LEVELS IS
CURRENTLY BEING REVIEWED AND ANALYZED BY METRO STAFF AND ]S NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME.

THE HILLSBORO SELF HAUL YARD DEBRIS RECOVERABLE TONNAGE SHOWN OH LINE 12 1S CURRENTLY ACCOUNTED FOR
BY THE COLLECTION OPTION METHODOLOGY PREVIOUSLY RECOMMENDED BY VARIOUS METRO COMMITTEES.

LINES 2 AND 3 SHOW SELF HAUL AND COMMERCIAL LOADS FZONTAINING GREATER THAN 80% YARD DEBRIS BY VOLUME.

COMMERCIAL DROP BOX LOADS ARE THOSE LOADS HAULED TO THE FACILITY IN DROP BOXES 8Y COMMERCIAL GARBAGE
COLLECTION COMPANIES. THESE LOADS INCLUDE ALL TYPES OF DROP BOXES FROM ALL SOURCES,” BUT DO NOT
INCLUDE PACKER TRUCKS USED YO HAUL RESIDENTIAL GARBAGE. PACKER TRUCK LOADS OF RESIDENTIAL GARBAGE
ARE TOO CONTAMINATED TO RECOVER EFFECTIVELY. SELF HAUL LOADS ARE THOSE LOADS HAULED TO THE FACILITY
IN CARS OR PICKUP TRUCKS, INCLUDING SINGLE AXLE TRAILERS THAT WERE CHARGED THE NON-COMMERCIAL SELF
HAUL RATE. . .
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vewell as in other public works appllcatlons where 5011 amendments
are used. :

Additional prov151ons could be made by the EQC/DEQ to require
government agencies at all levels (state, regional, and local) to
use yard debris compost in all cases where ground cover or soil
amendment products are purchased. Governments choosing to
purchase non-recycled materials would be requlred to petition the
DEQ and demonstrate that yard debris compost 1s not an adequate -
substitute.

Fee and Price Mechanisms

A) Current and Planned Diversion Credits:

Metro currently offers a reduced rate at the St. Johns Landfill
to encourage source separation of yard debris. Self-haulers are
charged a flat rate of $10 per trip for loads of source-separated
yard debris in contrast to $15 for mixed solid waste. - Commerc1a1
haulers are charged $25 per ton (w1th a minimum charge of $10)
for source-separated yard debris in contrast to $41.75 per ton
for mixed solid waste.

Part of the 1990 Metro South Transfer Station retrofit will
include a depot for receiving source-separated yard debris. .
Because of design constraints at the facility, only limited
quantltles of the material will be collected for processing.
Metro East Transfer Station will also have a drop box available
for receiving source-separated yard debris. The same fee
differential currently employed at St. Johns Landfill will be
applied to. source—separated yard debris at Metro South and Metro
East.

B) Promotion/Education

.Successful source-separation of yard debris by generators
requires an aggressive promotional/educational effort on the part
of the state, Metro, and local governments, as well as haulers,
disposal facility operators and yard debris processors.

C) Market/Processihg Capacity Conclusions

Section III of this Plan includes an analysis of yard debris
processing and market capacity. The proce551ng capac1ty analysis
indicates that the prlmary limitation to 1ncrea51ng yard debris
through the processing end of the system is market capacity.  The
market capacity analysis is an assessment of both long-term and
short-term demand for yard debris- compost. The long-term demand
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study indicated that, if the market is given time to adjust and
if yard debris compost is aggressively promoted, then all of the
yard debris compost that can realistically be collected can be
processed and sold but only at prices substantially below- the
range of prices that currently prevail in the market. The long-
term study further concluded that within the range of current
. prices the growth of sales is projected to be much more moderate.
This study indicates that over time, market capacity may exist to
support a high volume collection system such as a weekly curbside
progranm. L ' ‘

However, it is clear that enough uncertainty, related to the
amount of capacity available at a reasonable price, exists so
that it is not appropriate to use the long-term projections for
the purpose of establishing the first year minimum standards for -
yard debris collection programs for local governments. For this
plan, the long-term demand analysis establishes that the future
for increased market capacity is optimistic. It also establishes
a good premise for evaluating market activity closely in order.
that the region is provided an early determination for when
adequate market capacity will exist to justify all jurisdictions
having a weekly curbside collection program.

The short-term market capacity analysis is relatively simple. It
indicates that based on data collected from 1986-1989, a 25-35%
increase in demand for yard debris can be expected through 1991.°
This means that market capacity will grow from 80,000 composted
cubic yards in 1989 to about 104,000 composted cubic yards in
1991. The short-term analysis also shows that about 47,000
composted cubic yards of compost will be used as cover for the
'St. John's landfill for the years 1991, 1992 and 1993. Demand
for yard debris compost in 1991 is estimated to be approximately
151,000 composted cubic yards.. This figure is significant in
that it represents the market capacity level to which the first
year (1991) local government collection program standards are
established. I g _ . :
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D) ~Collection Programs COncluszons

Section III of this plan descrlbes the ana1y51s conducted for the
purpose of evaluating and ranking several potential source
reduction and collection programs. This analysis clearly
indicates that the most efficient collection system is one which
provides frequent (weekly) convenient (curbside) service paid for
by a wide base of all potential users of the service. This type
of collection system is proven to be the most cost-effective in
terms of the cost per cubic yard of material generated from that
- system.  Further, this type of collection program has the highest
recovery rate (amount recycled) of all the programs evaluated.

The flndlngs of the collectlon analysis indicate that the region
needs to work towards implementation of a community-wide weekly
on-route curbside collection system for yard debris, provided

that market capac1ty exists to receive the material generated.

At this time it is inconclusive as to what is the best method for

applying the cost for such a service across all potential users

of that system. For some jurlsdlctlons a tax base might be an
optlon, whereas a fee applied to a utility bill may work better
in other jurisdictions. For jurlsdlctlons that are not able to

get a tax base and have no unified utility billing program, a

user pay system may prove to be the most practical approach to

finance the collection service. However, such an approach may
not result in the high levels of part1c1patlon that may be
desired. -

For the purpose of local governments planning and designing their
collection programs it needs to be recognlzed that an objective
of the regional yard debris system is to ultimately achieve
implementation of on-route weekly curbside collection system

- within each jurlsdlctlon. This is felt to be a realistic
objective in the fourth year of plan implementation (July 1,
1994) unless: 1) the reglon can demonstrate that market capacity
is not adequate to receive the material generated; or 2) it can
be demonstated that the cost per ton of a weekly curbside
collection program is significantly greater than the yard debris
collection option established to meet the minimum standards of
the plan. This objective needs to be factored into the design of
" collection programs which are required by July 1, 1991.
Spec1f1cally, local governments need to consider the cost of
transitioning the collection system established in 1991 to a
curbside collection system within a relatively short time. Local
'governments need to consider the cost of amortizing equlpment S
necessary to establlsh the July 1, 1991 program. : )

Jurisdictions which currently do not have any. yard debris
collection programs may find it best to initiate some type of
regularly routed user pay curbside collectlon system instead of
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investing money in establishing a new depot system. For
jurisdictions which already have some level of depot service, it
would still be important to balance the cost of providing the ,
required level of service for July 1, 1991 with additional depots
to the cost of a regularly routed user pay collection system.:
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E) Minimum Collection Program Standards

'In establishing the minimum standards for local government
collection programs it is first necessary to balance expected
market capacity for 1991 with the collection programs which
generate volumes of material consistent with that market
capacity. Further, it is necessary to account for yard debris
volumes that are expected to be generated by commercial users of
the system. . This accounting for yard debris volumes coming into
the processing system can be termed the yard debris "supply".

Figure 14 illustrates how market capacity is balanced with yard
debris supply for the purpose of establlshlng collection progranm
recommendatlons. ‘ .

The Plan recognizes that there are four major factors which
comprise the yard debris supply:

1. Yard debrls currently going to processors through ex1st1ng
collectlon and self-haul programs;

2, Yard debrls expected to go to processors as a result of
' implementing new residential collection programs;

3. Yafd debrls'eXpected'to go to processors from the commercial
sector resulting from promotion, educatlon and homeowner
preference; and :

4. Yard debris expected tozgo to processors as a result of an
- effective yard debris diversion program aimed primarily at
commercial users. ‘

The Yard‘debris diversion program volumes are established above.
The other three supply factors are included in the market
alternatives and collection scenarios in Appendix VI. This
Appendix illustrates how various collection program volumes
relate to various market scenarios. Based in part on balancing
collection volumes with the 151,000 composted cubic yards of
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FIGURE 14

. Recommended Regional Yard Debris
Collection/Processing/Marketing Efforts
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market demand the fellow1ng collection programs have beenA L
established as the minimum standard for yard debris collectlon to
be implemented by July 1, 1991:

Self-haul: ) Monthly Rotatlng Depot (user pay)
‘ . . O Weekly Low Density Depot (non-permanent,
user pay)
o Weekly Low Density Depot (permanent
. user pay)
)Curbside: -0 ' Weekly (user pay)

o Monthly (user pay)

These programs are 1dent1f1ed in Appendlx VI under. the
Alternative 2 market scenario. The monthly (user pay) program
from the Alternative 1 market scenario was included as an option
to meet the minimum collection standard in order to provide local.
governments flexibility in establishing the best collection
program for their individual situation. The collectlon programs
which establish the minimum standard for July 1, 1991 are
'~ summarized in Appendix VII. Also included in Appendix VII is a
source reduction program. ILocal governments are required to
implement the source reduction program to meet the minimum
standard. :
If a local government implements a depot system, it will also be
necessary for that local government to provide on-call user pay
collection service since some residents do not have the
capablllty to self-haul their material. At a mlnlmum, this
service needs to include drop box collection service. Each local
government will need to determine the minimum volumes (example 5
-or 10 yard drop box) appropriate for this collection service
based on an evaluation of the most eff1c1ent way to provide it in
" their jurlsdlctlon.

While these programs are appropriate as the starting point for a
region-wide collection system based on 1991 projected market
capa01ty, the plan analysis indicates that there will need to be
an increase in collection service beyond these minimum standards
- to respond to market growth. For this reason, the region will
re-evaluate the yard debris system by July 1, 1993 and determine
if it should begin prov1d1ng on-route curb51de collection service
in 1994 to all residents in the region. This re-evaluation shall
include an assessment of both the long-term adequacy of
collection programs established to meet the July 1, 1991
_requirements, processing capacity and the market demand.

The criteria for determining adequate processing'capacity and
market demand include but are not limited to the following:
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Processing Capacity

a)
b)
&)

qd)

Evidence of a sustalned upward trend in productlon of
products containing composted yard waste,

Demonstration that equipment capac1ty remains stable or
improves;

Record of contlnuedllmproved operations, limited down-
time;

Ablllty to con51stent1y provide products that meet the
minimum requlrements of establlshed testing; and

Demonstratlon that processors are not stockplllng
incoming material ‘for more than six months.

Markets Capac1tx

b)
c)

d)

e)

Sustalned upward trend in sales of product,
Consistent, favorable product test results;
Demonstrated new market'penetration;

Annual market analysis comparlng yard debrls products
to other competitive products, and

Demonstration that incoming materials are procesSed'and
marketed within two years of receipt.
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F) ' Local Government Flexibility

Metro's primary role as the reglonal government in the tri-county
area is to provide assistance to local governments in managing
and carrying out activities and functions of regional
51gn1ficance. In this capacity, Metro has established a
cooperative working relationship with local governments for
planning and carrying out waste reduction activities including a
regional yard debris program. In keeping with this cooperative
relationship, the reglonal yard debris program allows flexibility
for local governments in meeting the minimum collection :
standards. Specifically, a local government can 1mplement any
collection option they wish including those listed in
Alternatives 2-5 of Appendix VI as long as the volumes generated
from these other collection options are at least equal to the
range of volumes expected from the collection options identified
‘in Appendix VI. A local. government may also use any funding
option they wish including those in the plan analysis (user pay
or cost spread across base of potential users of the service) as
long as the program design and implementation procedures do not
.discourage residents from recycling yard debris. If a local
government chooses to implement a new collection program that
~will be known to generate volumes greater than those programs
listed in Appendix VI, that local government will need to work
with Metro in determining and managing the impact of the
resulting addltional volumes of material on market capa01ty.

93



] ]

Draft #6

V) RECYCLING FORECAST

1). PHASE I

Successful 1mp1ementatlon of the program recommendations
established for July 1, 1991 will increase yard debris recycling
in the region to 67% by 1993. This increase is based on growth
in residential and commercial recycling as shown in the "key"
following Figure 15. This increase is also based on diversion of
. 72,000 loose cubic yards at Metro facilities. Additional
1nformatlon on breakdown of the forecast is presented in the
"key" below.

2). PHASE II

Successful 1mp1ementat10n of a reglonal weekly curbside .
collection program (cost spread across users base) if established
by July 1, 1994 will increase yard debris recycling in the region
to 93_% by 1996 (5 years after initiation of the reglonal yard '
debris recycling program) as shown in the graphs in the next
page. Estimates of annual increases are also shown in one of the
graphs. This forecast is based on: 1) growth in residential and
commercial recycllng as shown in the "key" following Figure 15;°

2) a 25% decline in mobile chipping in the residential sector; 3)
adjustment of home composting (25% of the region's households
continuing to home compost their yard debris); and 4) diversion
of 72,000 loose cubic yards from Metro fa0111t1es. Additional
1nformatlon on breakdown of the forecast is presented in the
"key" below.
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FIGURE 15 (a & b)

'RECYCLING FORECAST
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KEY TO FIGURE 15a°

yard Debris Generation o = 2,142,184 loose cubic yards
: > - or 238,020 tons

Current Level

Residential Property 240 000 loose cublc yards

Commercial Property = 122,555 "

Mobile Chipping Residential = 305,927 " " "

Mobile Chipping Commercial = 220,332 " " "

Home Composting = 261,722 " w o on

City Works = 31,500 - " " "
TOTAL = 1,182,036 " " "

TOTAL (TON) 131,337 tons

RECYCLING LEVEL

 Forecast: Phase I (1993)
Adjusted Residential Property

|
o
(Y]
o0

- 396,800 loose cubic yards

Adjusted Commercial Property _# 147,300 " "

Mobile Chipping Residential = - 305,927 " " "

Mobile Chipping Commercial = 220,332 " " "

Home Composting = 261,722 " " "

Diversion = . 72,000 " " "

City Works = 31,500 " " "
TOTAL S = 1,435,581 " " "
TOTAL (TON) - ‘= 159,509 tons
RECYCLING LEVEL N = 67% |

Forecast' Phase IT (1996)
Adjusted Resident'l (Curbside)

1,051,700 loose cublc yards

Adjusted Commercial Property = -196,400 "

Adjusted Mobile Chip.Resid'l. = 229,445 " " "

Mobile Chipping Commercial = 220,332 " " "

Adjusted Home Composting = 224,820 " " "

Diversion = 72,000 " ® "
TOTAL =

1,994,697 " " "

TOTAL (TON) 221,633 tons

RECYCLING LEVEL = - 93%
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3) . IMPACT ON REGIONAL WASTE REDUCTION FORECAST

In order to determine the contrlbutlon that proposed reg10na1
programs will make to the regional waste reduction forecast,
Metro's system measurement study will be updated. Hence, the
overall impact of the Plan forecast will be illustrated in the
updated system measurement study.
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VI) TIMELINE

July 1, 1990

July 1, 1990 - June 30, 1991
July 1 - December, 1990

July 1, 1991

June - August, 1992

June - August, 1993

Sept., 1993 -
‘ June 30, 1994

July, 1994

June - August,’ 1995

June - August, 1996

Regional Yard Debris Recycllng Plan
Submltted to DEQ

Local governments design local yard-
debris collection programs
consistent with plan
recommendations

DEQ plan review; Metro adoption of
final plan; local government/Metro
intergovernmental agreements
completed

Local governments initiate‘yard

debris collection service and other -

program standards identified in the
five-year work program

First year‘program evaluation

Second year program evaluation and
determination of need for weekly
curbside collection or other higher
intensity collection program
consistent with market capacity

Local governments design local
collection programs consistent with

.results of June - August, 1993

program evaluation

Local governments initiate on-route
weekly community-wide curbside
collection unless Metro's program
evaluation in 1993 finds that

" market capacity is inadequate.

Program evaluation

‘Program evaluation



VII) REGIONAL YARD DEBRIS PROGRAM STANDARDS (F1ve-¥ear Work
! Program)

This sectlon of the plan 1dent1f1es the spec1f1c tasks to- be
carried out by DEQ, Metro and local governments in obtaining
successful 1mp1ementatlon of the regional yard debris system.

Degartment of Envzronmental Quallty Programs

3a) ' Technical Assistance -

Provide technical assistance to Metro and local governments in
carrying out the Regional Yard Debris Recycling Plan. This
includes participation on committees relevant to.necessary
regional coordination for program implementation, assistance in
coordinating reporting procedures for local governments and Metro
and maintaining a knowledge base for local governments to use on
implementation of yard debrls programs across the nation.

B) = Markets.

Assist in proViding additional market capacity for compost
products by requiring all state agencies to use yard debris or
. sewage sludge compost in and around the Metro reglon where ground

cover or soil amendment products are specified in state projects.

Agencies choosing to purchase non-recycled materials should be
required to petition the DEQ that yard debris or sewage sludge

compost is not an adequate substitution. Enact penalties in the

form of written reprimands to state personnel in charge of
progects that are conducted in violation of this requirement.
Such reprimands shall be copied to the Director of Environmental
Quality and the Executlve Offlcer of the Metropolltan Service
District.

C) Promotion/Education
- Include information on yard debris recycling and yard debris

products in promotion and education materials developed by the
State to promote recycling. :
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METRO Programs

A) General

Continue implementation of the Materials Markets Assistance,
Financial Incentives, Technical Assistance, Promotion and
Education, Rate Incentives, Bans on Disposal, Institutional
Purchasing and System Measurement programs established in the
-Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP.

This includes conducting an annual evaluation of the regional
yard debris program as a component of the System Measurement
Program. For yard debris, the annual evaluation shall include an
assessment of market capac1ty in part to determine when a higher
level of collection service should be required beyond the first
year- collectlon program.

B) Annual Work Programs

Yard debris program coordination and implementation standards
shall be identified as a component of the annual work programs as
‘established in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP.

C) Markets

Continue efforts to identify and create additional market
potential for yard debris products. This includes working with
local governments who implement collection systems that are known
to generate higher volumes of yard debris than established market-
capacity to manage the resulting yard debris volumes. Metro '
shall also intervene in the marketing and/or use of yard debrls,
and take other timely and appropriate steps to minimize economic

- impacts on collection, if required collection standards results
in the inundation of yard debris on existing markets.

Steps Metro will take to assure that sufficient proce551ng and
marketing capacity exists:

Processing
a) Continue established relationship ﬁlth processors to
keep abreast of business plans, provide technical
assistance; _

b) Provide technical assistance to individuals or
companies desiring to start processing businesses; and
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c) Carry out cooperative promotional campaigns geared
toward proper source separation of product.

Markets '

a)v Continue-general promotional campaigns on purchasing
- product; :

b) Promote the purchase of recycled soil amendnents by
' - governments and business through Metro's Institutional
' Purchasing Program;

c) continue to perform demonstration projects which will
evaluate the compost products' performance in new uses
(i.e. erosion control); :

d) Work with processors to formulate product
-specifications,

.e) Market product through trade shows displays, technical
assistance to nursery groups and other professional
organizations, and

£) Prov1de information to targeted audiences regarding use
- of yard debris compost. :

Metro will monitor the implementation of the above market
strategies to make sure that there is a balance between supply of
yard debris materialS and demand for yard debris products. Part
of .the monitoring efforts will be devoted to determining the
impact of various local government collection programs and the
extent of local government readiness to initiate on-route
curbside collection. In the event that demand for yard debris
products grows at a faster rate than supply of yard debris
materials, those local governments that are ready to implement
on-route curb51de collection before July 1994 will be encouraged
to do so.

D) Regulating Yard Debris Processors

1. Regulate (through franchise, contract or license) the major
yard debris processors in the region to assure that yard
debris generated by local government collection systems 1s
received, processed and marketed in a predictable and
equitable manner. At a minimum this includes::

a) establishing standards for determining what are
acceptable and unacceptable loads of yard debris for
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receiving or rejectlng loads at the proce551ng
facility;

b) establishing stability in rate adjustments for incoming
material; and

c) establishing product quallty standards for yard debris
compost products.

Establishing standards for acceptable and unacceptable yard
debris loads and determining rate adjustment issues should be
completed prlor to July 1, 1991 in order to assist local
governments in desxgnlng and budgeting their collection programs.

2. Evaluate the need to have local governments license or
permit yard debris chippers and processors who process small
amounts of yard debris. The assessment of need should
include identifying the benefits to the chippers and small
processors to be gained by a license or permit program such
as keeping an updated listing in Metro's Recycling
Information Center for distribution to the general public.
This assessment should be completed by July 1, 1991. If the
assessment concludes that a license or permit program is
necessary then that program should be established in the
first year of local government program 1mp1ementatlon (July
1, 1991 - July 1, 1992).

E) Diversion Program

Establish an effective diversion program which results in yard
debris getting to regional yard debris processors instead of
dumped as mixed solid waste at disposal facilities. Development
of a diversion program ‘needs to include consideration of the
concepts identified in Section IV of this Plan. The dlver51on
program needs to be in place by July 1, 1991.

F) Source Reduction Program

Implement Year 1 of regional home composting demonstration sites
identified in Appendix VII of this Plan. The sites need. to be
designed to conduct hands-on workshops on how to build and use
compost systems. :

G) Funding

Assist local governments in carrying out the Yard Debris Program

by providing funding for local governments consistent with
guldallnes established in Chapter 10 of the RSWMP. '
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Local Government Programs”
A) General

Contlnue 1mplementat10n of local government programs establlshed
in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the RSWMP. This includes
development of annual work programs and annual evaluation of

' waste reductlon programs, including yard debris.

‘B) . Bource Reductlon Program

Assist and part1c1pate in establlshlng one of the four home
composting education sites in the region by July 1, 1991. This
includes working closely with Metro and the wasteshed
representative to set up the site and providing promotion and
education materials to persons within a local government on "how
to build composting bins", "how to home compost", "how to use
compost products" and “how to use the composting education
sites". L : :

C) . COIIectxon Program -

: Prov1de a yard debris collectlon service system to re51dents
w1th1n the jurisdiction. Thls 1nclude5°‘

-0  Showing in the Annual Waste Reductlon Program the proposed
Y method of collection, amount of material available, '
projected participation, amount of material that will be
collected, and processor for that material.
"0 . Providing a service which results in generating yard debris
volumes consistent with those collectlon optlons listed in
Appendlx VII of this Plan. ’

o f Hav1ng collection service on ‘line by July 1, 1991.
o .ﬂEvaluatlng the collection service program annually and °

participating in the regional decision of when a higher
intensity collection service needs to be established.

o Adjusting the collection service to a higher intensity
consistent with the reg10na1 decision of when this should
occur.

o Worklng w1th Metro in managing the market impact of yard

debris volumes generated if a new collection system is put
on line which is known to generate more yard debris volume
than those collection systems identified in Appendix VII.
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o Provide on-call, fee for serv1ce, source separated,. drop box -
'service if a depot system is established to meet the minimum
collection standards. A minimum amount of material for
collection (i.e., 5 or-10 yard drop box) under this curbside f
' service shall be determined by each Jurlsdlctlon based on
establlshlng an efficient means to prov1de th1s serv1ce.

D) Promotion/Education

Develop and implement a promotion and educatlon program aimed at
both residential and commercial generators of yard debris. The
purpose of the program should be to let people know about =
available yard debris collection services, home compostlng and -
the uses for yard debris compost. The- program should be in:
effect by July 1, 1991.

E) Markets

Assist in prov1d1ng additional market capacity for compost
products by requiring all local government projects to use yard
debris compost where ground cover or soil amendment products are
used unless it can be determlned that yard’ debrls compost is not
an adequate substitute. .
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VIII) Funding
Overv1ew

A basic premise of the Regional Yard Debrls Recycllng Plan is
that costs associated with initial implementation of the plan
will be.recovered in the form of user fees. Additional costs for
education, promotion and administration of programs will be borne
by local governments and Metro.

Guldellnes for Metro's role in long-term fundlng for local
government programs are provided in the Financing chapter of the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. The Chapter also describes
the types of funding mechanisms that may be available to local
governments. They 1nclude the follow1ng

1. Tax Flnan01ng »

Property-tex

o
o Local income tax
o Municipal utility tax
o Excise tax
o Special tax levies .
.0 Real estate transfer tax
2. User Charges
Direct user charge -
o Progressive user charge
3. Franchise Fees
4. Debt Financing

o General Obligation Bonds
o) Revenue Bonds
o Guarantees and Insurance
5. Special Assessments

6. Current Revenue
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7. Other

Certificates of Participation (COPs)

Grants from the Waste Reduction Trust Fund
established by House Bill 3482 of the 1989 Oregon
Legislative session

oo

o Grants from the Environmental Protectlon Agency
for solid waste management plannlng efforts
o Grants from Metro as outlined in F1nanc1ng Chapter

Local Government Guideline #1.

The chapter describes the above mechanisms in detail.
. R , .
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DESCRIPTION OF REGIONAL SOURCE REDUCTION & COLLECTION
PROGRAMS WHICH MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS

VIII. LOCAL GOVERNMENTS STATUS IN MEETING MINIMUM REGIONAL

IX.

YARD DEBRIS RECYCLING REQUIREMENTS »
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UMTA APPROVES DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Responsibility: Tri-Met

Lead: Denny Porter b

Tasks:
. UMTA review of DEIS
. Make final revisions and obtain UMTA sign off

. Revise technical memoranda to be consistent with

DEIS

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path
DRAFT 12/18/90
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PUBLIC HEARING

Responsibility: Tri-Met

Lead: Tuck Wilson

Tasks:
. UMTA release of DEIS
- Publish document
- Oobtain Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
signoff
- EPA publish notice in Federal Register
. Minimum 45-day review period
. Hold community informational meetings

. Hold public hearing
- Compile testimony
- Close public record

. Prepare hearing report

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path
DRAFT 12/18/90 2




SEFT cCT Nov pec JAN
i l l 1991
|
1
-———
DRAFT E.T.S5. PROCESS
e._ e i | G
| |
1991
SEPT ocT NOV pecC JANN

MARLC H

APRIL MAY dUNE JULY AUG EE?TI oCcT NTV
U
U
|
|
|
a
U
1
1
}
8
W
|
!
MARCH AP RIL MAY JUNE JuLy Al SECT ocT ;:: \/2




STATE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS

Responsibility: Tri-Met/ODOT

Lead:

Dick Feeney

Tasks:

Draft of expedited appeal legislation submitted to
state 12/14/90

Coordination with local jurisdiction legislative
programs

Meeting with local area legislators and House and
Senate leadership

Senate/House hearings

Legislative vote

Expedited appeal legislation complete by 3/1/91

State funding package complete by 7/1/91

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path

DRAFT

12/18/90 ' 3
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ADOPTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

[4

Responsibility: Tri-Met, ODOT, Local Jurisdictions

Lead: Tuck wilsén

Tasks:

. Adopt revised Intergovernmental Decision Process
Agreement

. Citizens Advisory Committee.makes recommendation
to Steering Group

. PMG makes recommendation to Steering Group

. Steering Group makes recommendation to Tri-Met,
ODOT, and local jurisdictions

. Tri-Met initiates staff report preparation

. Local jurisdictions and ODOT recommend a preferred
alternative to Tri-Met Board

. Completion of staff report 7 days prior to Tri-Met
Board hearing

. Tri-Met holds public hearings and adopts preferred
alternative

. Local jurisdictions begin process for any
necessary comprehensive plan amendments

Note: Local process for meeting expedited appeal

process is developed.

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path
DRAFT 12/18/90 4
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UMTA APPROVES FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FEIS)

Responsibility: Tri-Met

Lead: Ron Higbee and Denny Porter
Tasks:
. Complete Expedited Appeals Process
. Complete Preliminary Engineering
- Complete Value Engineering
- Develop Project Management Plan
- Complete 30% design based on preferred
alternative and adopted mitigation
- Revise/update capital cost estimates
- Route design report
. Prepare FEIS
- Revise technical memoranda to reflect
preferred alternative
- Complete documentation for 4(f)/106 process
(Parklands and Historical Resources)
- Develop and sign Memorandum of Agreement for
4(f)/106 process
- Draft FEIS
- Submit FEIS to UMTA
- UMTA Review
- Revise FEIS
- UMTA approval of FEIS no later than 7/16/91
. Publish FEIS

EPA Signoff (2 days)

Federal Register Notice Published by EPA
(7 to 13 days)

Circulation in Federal Register (After 30
days UMTA can sign federal record of
decision{)

Obtain federal record of decision

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path
DRAFT 12/18/90
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SIGN FULL FUNDING AGREEMENT

Responsibility: Tri-Met

Lead:

Bob Post

Tasks:

Finalize State funding share
- State legislature approves funding commitment
7/1/91
Finalize local funding share
- Finalize agreement on design treatments
- Develop interagency agreements on project
design elements
- Obtain jurisdictional funding commitments
Negotiate Full Funding Agreement
- Select negotiating team
- Determine UMTA funding participation
- Develop the following:
Cash Flow Considerations
Contingency reserve
Determination of eligible/ineligible costs

Sign Full Funding Agreement

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path

DRAFT

12/18/90 6
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LOCAL DECISION PROCESS

Responsibility: Tri-Met, ODOT, Local Jurisdictions

Lead: Tuck Wilson
Tasks:
. Complete DEIS
- UMTA review
- Make final revisions and obtain UMTA sign off
- Revise technical memoranda to be consistent
with DEIS
. UMTA release of DEIS
. Public hearing
- Minimum 45-day review period
- Hold community informational meetings
- Hold public hearing
- Prepare hearing report
. ‘Adoption of Preferred Alternative

Identify appropriate land use criteria

PMG, CAC, and Steering Group recommendations

Local jurisdiction recomméndations to Tri-Met
Board

Tri-Met staff report

Tri-Met Board adopts Preferred Alternative

recommendation

Westside Corridor Project Critical Path
DRAFT 12/18/90 | 7
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CHART 1
TIMELINES FOR REVIEW OF LOCAL LAND USE DECISIONS
UNDER EXISTING S8TATUTES AND RULES

Day 1 Local government enters final land use decision
Day 22 21-day deadline to appeal to LUBA. ORS 197.830(8).
‘Day 43 21-day deadline to submit record to LUBA. ORS 197.830(9)

Day 64 21-day deadline to file Petition for Review. OAR 660-
10-030(1)

Day 85 21-day deadline for Respondent's brief. OAR 660-10-035(1)

Day 120 LUBA issues its Final Opinion and Order (77-day deadline
from transmittal of record) ORS 197.830(14)

Day 141' 21-day deadline to file petition for judicial review of
LUBA's order with the Court of Appeals. ORS 197.850(3)

Day 148 Seven day deadline for LUBA to file record with Court of
Appeals. ORS 197.850(5) :

Day 155 l4-day deadline from filing of appeal for appellant to
' - file brief with Court of Appeals. ORAP 4.66(1)

Day 169 l4-day deadline for respondent's brief. ORAP 4.66(2)

Day 190 @ 42-day deadline from submittal of record for Court of
Appeals to hold oral argument. ORS 197.850(7)

Day 281 Court of Appeals issues its Final Order (91-day deadline
following oral argument). ORS 197.855(1)

Day.316 35-day deadline to file petition for review in the
Supreme Court. ORAP 9.05(1) i

Day 337 21-day deadline for filing response to -petition for
rev;ew in the Supreme Court. ORAP 9.10(2)

Day 379° Approximate date the Supreme Court chooses to accept or
deny review of the petition for review

L If, on appeal, the local government decision is affirmed,
then the decision becomes final upon entry of the
appellate judgment, which occurs following either (1)
expiration of the 35-day timeline to request Supreme
Court review, if review is not sought; (2) a decision by
the Supreme Court not to review the matter, if review is
sought; or (3) issuance of the Supreme Court's decision,
if review is granted. If the decision is remanded, the
matter will return to the local government to correct the
error. Upon entry of a new decision on remand, the
process and timelines for appeal repeat anew.

Page 3 =-- Memorandum on West Side Corridor Project
(December 17, 1990)




CHART 2

TIMELINES FOR REVIEW WITH PROPOSED LEGISLATION

March 29:

April 1:

April 2:
April 6:

April 8:

April 15:
April 22:
May 7:

May 10:
May 17:
May 22:
June 5:
June 22:

June 29:

July 15:

Page 16 -

Tri-Met enters its land use decision

Deadline for filing Notice of Intent to Appeal
with LUBA

Deadline for filing .record with LUBA
Deadline for filing objections to record

Deadline for filing Petition for Review and
Brief

Deadline for filing respondent's brief
Deadline for oral argument at LUBA
Deadline for LUBA to issue final opinion

Deadline to file Request for Review with State
Court Administrator

Deadline for f£iling supplemental memoranda with
the Supreme Court

Oral argument before Supreme Court (note: no
specific date for this in the legislation)

Supreme Court enters decision (no specific date
for this in legislation; assume remand)

Tri-Met gives notice, holds hearings on remand
and enters new order and findings

Supplemental memoranda filed with Supreme Court

Supremé Court enters decision.

Memorandum on West Side Corridor Project
(December 17, 1990)
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BALI.OT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESIDING OFFICER
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for Metro/Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991.
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BALLOT NO. ‘

BALLOT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESIDING OFFTCER

I vote fér Counciler
l WWNM W '(10l\h0\/

for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991.
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BALL.OT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESIDING OFFICER ’

I vote, for Councilor"
v \
Cotlser

for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991.

Signed: Councilor
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BALLOT NO. |

' BALLOT FOR 1991 COUNCIT,
PRESIDING OFFICER

I vote for Councilor
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for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991.

Signed: Councilor




BALLOT NO. /

BALLOT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESTIDING OFFICER
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for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendag\?ear 1921.
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BALL.OT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESIDING OFFICER

I vote for Councilor
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for Metro Rresiding Officer
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I vote for Councilor -
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for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991. '
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I vote for Councilor
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for Metro Presiding Officer
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' BALLOT FOR 1991 COUNCIL °
PRESIDING OFFICER .

I vote for Councilor -
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' for Metrq Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991.

Signed: ,Co cilg%
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BALI.OT FOR 1991 COUNCIL
PRESIDING OFFICER

I vote for Councilor
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for Metro Presiding Officer
for Calendar Year 1991. ’
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