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—=— REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
(1))

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 527 S.W. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 503 221-1646
Providing Zoo, Transportation, Solid Waste and other Regional Services

Date:

* Day:

Time:

Place:

NOVEMBER 22, 1983

TUESDAY

7:30 P.M.

COUNCIL CHAMBER

Presented By

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

1l
Piie
3.
4,
51

6.

Introductions.

Councilor Communications.

Executive Officer Communications.

Written Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.

Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.

CONSENT AGENDA

6.1 Minutes of the meetings of September 29 (regular),
October 6 (special), October 6 (regular), and
October 27 (regular).

6,2 Intergovernmental Project Review Report. Huie
6.3 Resolution No. 83-434, for the purpose‘of amend- Williamson/
ing the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Cotugno

to incorporate a series of projects sponsored by
the Oregon Department of Transportation.

6.4 Resolution No. 83-438, confirming nominations to Kafoury/
the Tri-Met Special Needs Transportation Committee Cotugno
and approving Special Needs Planning Requirements.

6.5 Resolution No. 83-431, adopting guidelines for the Kirkpatrick/
expenditure of Council per diem, expense and Kafoury
general materials and services accounts. _

6.6 Intergovernmental Agreement with Oregon City regard- Hansen/Durig
ing Clackamas Transfer and Recycling Center (CTRC).

6.7 Request for assistance in funding East Washington Kirkpatrick/
County Urban Services Study. Carlson
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7. ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS

7:50 7.1 Consideration of Ordinance No. 83-165, for the Kirkpatrick/
purpose of adopting a Disadvantaged Business Carlson
Program; and Resolution No. 83-435, for the
purpose of approving FY 1983-84 Goals for
Utilization of Disadvantaged and Women Owned
Businesses. (First Reading)

8:20 7-2 Consideration of Ordinance No. 83-166, for the Kirkpatrick/
purpose of establishing the Metro Equal Employ- Sims
ment Opportunity and Affirmative Action Policies;
and Resolution No. 83-436, for the purpose of
adopting the Goals and Objectives in the Affir-
mative Action Plan as the approved goals for
FY 1983-84. (First Reading)

8:40 1ie3 Consideration of Ordinance No. 83-163, relating Hansen/Durig
to Solid Waste Disposal Charges and User Fees;
amending Metro Code Sections 5.02.040, 5.02.050
and 5.01.050; and declaring an emergency. (Read
Twice) .

9:00 7.4 Consideration of Ordinance No. 83-167, relating Hansen/Banzer
to the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee structure,
amending Metro Code Section 5.01.170. (First
Reading) .

9:20 7.5 Consideration of Resolution No. 83-437, for the Hansen/Etlinger
purpose of diverting newsprint from Metro Solid
Waste Facilities.

8. OTHER BUSINESS

9:40 8.1 Consideration of Solid Waste Rate Review Committee Hansen/Stuhr
appointments.

9:50 882 Consideration of Yard Debris Demonstration Grant Mulvihill
Report.

10:10 9. COMMITTEE REPORTS

10:15 ADJOURN
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MRRILO

Columbia River Region Inter-League Organization
of the
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS

45210 8.E. Coalman Rd., Sandy, OR 97055 (503) 668-4314

" November 2 , 1983

The Columbia River Region Inter-League Organization of the
League of Women Voters (CRRILO) believes that a sense of regional
community is vital in dealing with regional issues. We support efforts
aimed at developing and expanding this sense of regional community
among all residents of the Portland metropolitan region. We feel that
coordination, cooperation and the delivery of certain services, on a
regional basis, will further enhance regional community spirit. Through
the workings of a multi-purpose special district, such as METRO, it is
our hope that the "regionalization" of these certain services could be
accomplished and the regional community well served. '

It is for all these previously stated reasons, which place emphasis
on the "promotion and nurturing" of a "regional community" that we call
the METRO Councils attention to the following views and observations of
some of the CRRILO board members who have attended various Council
meetings in the recent past. The meetings attended by our members
included those budget meetings held last spring and summer, as well as

‘ Solid Waste and TRI-MET related subjects' addressed this summer and
- continuing now in the fall. _ |

1) Advance notice of METRO Council meetings needs to be made
in a more timely fashion, with emphasis placed on those agenda topics
perceived to be of greatest interest to the public (i.e. budget, solid
waste, TRI-MET acquisition). - Preparatory materials should be sent out
well in advance to those public groups and parties who have shown an
interest to "address" such agenda topics in the past.

2) Agendas should be as brief as possible and have continuity
from topic to topic (esp. regarding budget subjects). Original agen-
das, as published, should be adhered to. Agenda should be construct-
ed to accommodate input from the public at an appropriate interval
following Council discussion of each agenda item (The Port of Portland
follows this procedure with good results).

3) General public hearing/testimony segments "should be request-
‘ed early on in the meeting. If testimony on specific agenda items is
restricted to a certain amount of time -- then, this ruling should be
evenly applied to all those testifying -- with no exceptions! Meeting
procedures set by the presiding Chairperson should be clearly stated,
with strict adherence to their compliance. [f Robert's Rules of Order
(Revised) ' are to govern the proceedings, this fact should be stated

before the meeting begins.

President, Beth Blunt; Vice President, Leeanne MacColl: Secretary, Irene Marvich; Treasurer, John Surrett.



4) The presiding Chairperson should refrain from involving his or
her 'editorial comment" on an issue without first relinquishing the
"chair" position. In all cases, the Chairperson should be receptive to
public criticism -- never trying to thwart it through personal
displeasure or bias, or feelings. Inappropriate behavior by a member
of the public should be dealt with through an appropriate Council |
meeting procedure -- again, announced in advance of the meeting.

5) Careful observance to quorum requirements is an absolute
necessity for full Council hearings, executive sessions, and
sub-committee meetings where Council business is being officially adopt-
ed. Also, the transacting of business (esp. of a fiscal nature) at a
particular meeting of a "sub-group" or executive session where the
public may not be present or unaware of such a meeting agenda should
be avoided. :

In our view, METRO's credibility and accountability as a public-
ly-financed regional government entity will be greatly enhanced if it
would improve its relationship with the public on those matters stated
above. It is our intention, with this letter, to encourage the Council
and staff to "take a look introspectively" and strive to improve its

\Ms BM% Rl

Mary Elizabeth Blunt, President
Columbia River Region Inter-League
Organization (CRRILO)

League of Women Voters
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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 527 SW, HALL ST, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 503 221-1646
Prowdlng Zoo Transporfahon SOIld Waste and other Regional Services

" pater  .NOVEMBER 22, 1983
Day: .~ TUESDAY
Time: " 7:30 P.M.
Place: -  COUNCIL CHAMBER

C ON S ENT AGE NDA-

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

: is requested to approve the recommendations presented on these items.

, 6.1 Minutes of the meetings«ifSeptember 29 (regular), October 6 (special),
oy o October 6 (regular), and October 27 (regular)

6.3 Resolution No. 83- 434, for the purpose of amending the Transportation
: ;.Improvement Program (TIP) to incorporate a series of projects sponsored
by the Oregon Department of Transportation.

'Intergovernmental,PrOJect Review Report.

6.4 ~ Resolution No. 83—438, confirming nominations to the Tri—Met Special

Needs Transportation Committee and approving Special Needs Planning
Requirements. : v

6.5 Resolution No. 83—431 adopting guidelines for the expenditure of Council
Aper diem, expense and general materials and services accounts. - :

6.6 Intergovernmental Agreement with_Oregon:City regarding Clackamas Transfer
and Recycling Center (CTRC).

A'6.7 ‘vRequest for assistance in fundlng East Washington County Urban Services
Study.

- Rick Gustafson,)Exz;ﬂtive-Officer
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6.

7.1

Consent Agenda.

'Thé CbnSent Agenda consisted of the following items:

6.1 Minutes of the meetings of May 5, May 26, June 23, and
- August 25, 1983, . .

V6.2_ Coﬁsideration of Résolutioano.,83-430, for the pﬁrpose of

- adopting the FY 1984 to Post-1987 Transportation Improve-
- ment Program and the FY 1984 Annual Element. L

‘Motion: ' Councilor Kirkpatrick moved~édoption of the Consent

Agenda. Councilor Bonner seconded the motion."

Vote: . The vote on’ the motion resulted in:

Aves: Councilors Banzer, Bonner,.Etlinger,
' 'Hansen, Kafoury, Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Van
Bergen, and wWaker. = - ’
. Nays: None.
Absent: ' Councilors Deines,.Kelley;_and Williamsbn.

. Motion carried.

cOﬁsidération of Ordinance No. 83-163; reléting to Solid waste

Disposal Charges and User Fees, amending Metro Code Sections
5.02.020,.5.02.025 and 2.02.050, and declaring an emergency.
{First Reading) ‘ . - T ,

was bringing the ordinance to the Council with no recommenda-
tion. He asked Mr. Durig to discuss .the issues raised during
the Services Committee consideration,

Dan Durig, Solid Waste Director, distributed a packet of
materials- regarding the Solid Waste Disposal Rates (a copy of -

~ the packet is attached to the agenda of the meeting). He
.reviewed the background for establishing the rates and the

questions raised by the Services Committee. He noted -that
within the proposed ordinance was language which would allow a




Agenda Item No. 6. i

Meetlng Date Nov. 22,

1983

MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE.
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

REGULAR MEETING
-SEPTEMBER 29, 1983

Councilors Present: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,

- Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kirkpatrick,
Oleson, Van Bergen, Waker, and Williamson.

Also Present: o Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer.

" Staff Present: ‘ _ _ Andrew Jordan, Donald Carlson, Ray Barker,

~Andy Cotugno,- Dan Durig, Norm Wietting,
Doug Drennen, Warren Iliff, Ed Stuhr,
Steven Slegel and Mark Brown.

. Testifiers: S George Hubel, ‘Brian Lockhart Robert Stacey

'and DeMar Batchelor.‘

A regular meetlng of the Counc1l of ~the Metropolltan Service

District was called to order at 7:50 p.m. by Pre51d1ng Officer
Banzer.- ~

1.

Introductions.

There were no introductions.

Counc110r Communlcatlons.

'*Pre51d1ng Offlcer Banzer noted that a number of letters had

been received regardlng ‘the Tri-Met. issue and indicated she

.would have copies distributed to members of the Council.

Executive Officer Communications.

‘There were no Executive Officer communications. .

rWritten'Ccmmunications to Council on an-Agenda Items.

: There were no wrltten communlcatlons to Coun01l on non-agenda

Citizen Communications to‘Council on Non-Agenda Items.

There wefe no c1tizen communications to Council on non-agenda
1tems. ’ »
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Norm Wietting,‘sblid Waste. Department, reviewed the materials
within the packet, which included: a comparison of the pro-
posed and current rates; a haul cost 'analysis; a map of the

~ disposal service area; a history of commercially hauled solid
‘waste at St. Johns and Rossman's landfills; and an analysis of

CTRC cost behavior at differing volumes of waste flow.

Mr. Durig said one of the issues raised by the Services Commit-

tee was the use of a "convenience charge™ to control flow at.
CTRC.. He said that if too much flow goes to CTRC, it would
“have a negative financial impact. He said if flow wasn't con-

trolled by the convenience charge, other options would be to

either adopt a flow control ordinance, or to close the doors to

certain customer classes or at certain times after a given
limit was. reached. _ ' : o e

Coundiior'Etiinger,éxpressed éoﬁCern that the pEOPOSed language

.waiving the minimum disposal charge had not been reviewed or
discussed with the Seryices Committee or Recycling Subcommittee.

~Co'uncilo'r'Kirkpatrick said that, philosophically, if Metro was

to have a regional system, the cost should be the same region-
wide. " she said she did not support a convenience charge and- .-
that flow control should be used. : o

Councilor Deines commented that the hauling industry had

-testified there was no econimic justification for the $1.49

~.convenience charge but had agreed it was a fair charge for the

convenience of using CTRC.

.Councilor Bonner said the flow of solid waste to CTRC had to be

controlled because of the tonnage limit placed on it by Oregon

‘City and because .it cost more to run the transfer system if
.more waste goes through it. He said. it was unclear from the

data  whether or not a price increase would have ‘an affect on
flow at CTRC. . He asked 'if .a sliding scale convenience charge
was possible when flow needed to be controlled. .Mr. Durig

- responded that ‘the Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee and

‘the Rate Review Committee did not like the idea of a-sliding

scale convenience charge but that the Executive Officer was -

recommending -that that alternative be looked at.

. Motion: Councilor Hansen moved ‘adoption of Ordinance No.

83-163. Councilor Williamson seconded the motion.

The ordinance was then read a'firSt time, by title only.
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Mr.. Jordan explained the reason for the emergency clause wag to
allow the ordinance to go into effect before the statutorily
required waiting period of 65 working days before a rate
ordinance could be effective. B ' o

Presiding Officer Banzer then opened the meeting to public
‘testimony. ‘ - - o

. Mr. George Hubel, Chair, Solid Waste Rate Review Committee,
tstified that the Committee recommended that the rates be
-adopted with the provisio that there be a cap on the con-

venience charge at $2.25. He said they believed that price

could control the flow of waste.

Councilor Etlinger asked if the Committee had recommended that
a pilot project be conducted on differential rates. Mr. Hubel
responded that they had but that there was no anticipation on
their part that a differential rate study should be incorpora-.
ted in the rate study because they were two different things..

Mr. Brian Lockhart, 2416 N.E. 43rd Avenue, Portland, testified
that 'in 1982 after the decision was made not to proceed with an ‘
energy recovery facility, the Council had stated its priorities
-as 1) increased recycling, 2) the transfer station, and 3) '
Wildwood. He said that, in fact, the priorities had been re-
- versed with Wildwood, the transfer station, and then"recycling
becoming the priorities. He said Metro needed to re—examine
its philosophy and priorities in Solid Waste. - :

"Motion to - Councilor Deines moved to amend Ordinance .No..
amend: - -  83-163 to delete the following - language from
EPREICI - Section 1 (b) and Section 2 (d): "The minimum
- volume shall be. waived for any person delivering -
- one-half cubic yard or more of recyclable ’
materials. Such persons shall be charged for
the actual amount of waste delivered at the -

extra yardage rate".
Councilor Etlinger seconded the motion. |

Councilor Deines aid the language .should be deleted until the-
Services Committee and Recycling  Subcommittee had had an oppor-
tunity to review the language and make a recommendation to the
Council. o ' o SR

Councilor Hansen said he was supportive of ‘the language, but
agreed that the Services Committee should have a chance to com-
_ment on it. ' : _
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CéuncilorfWaker asked. that information'be‘provided on what;the
lost revenue would be if the new language were adopted., ~Mr.
Durig said he would return with an estimate, although he o

‘believed it would have a minimal impact.

fThe_ordinanée was passed to second ‘reading on October 27, 1983.

Cbhsideration of Ordinance No. 83-162, amending the Urban

7.3

Growth Boundary (UGB) in Clackamas County for Contested Case -
No. 81-2. (First Reading) e ‘ '

" Councilor Kafduty,feviewed.the history of the -case. She noted

that the.condition that annexation to the Metropolitan Service
District occur before the UGB was amended had been satisfied.

Motion; -~ Councilor Kafoury movéd:aGOption<df OrdinancevNo,
' 83-162. Councilor Williamson seconded the motion.

. The ordinance was then read the first time, by title only.
There yaé no public testimony or Council‘disdussion; :

'Thé.ordinance”Was'péssed-toisecond‘réading on October 6, 1983.

.ConSideration of Ordinance No. 83-161l, for the pd;pOSe of

updating the Adopted Metropolitan Service District Regional
Transportation Plan.  (First Reading) ' o

Councilor Williamson reported that TPAC and JPACT had recom-

mended approval as well as the Regional Development Committee.

_Motion:;- Councilor Williamson moved adoption of Ordinance No.

- 83-162. - Councilor Kirkpatrick seconded the motion.

The deinance was then read the‘fifst.timé; by title only.

There was no public testimony.

' Councilor Bonner commented that the RTP included the Bike Plan
- and a good agreement on the light rail corridor. He said it

was a noteworthy document in{thoSe'areas and complimented the

- people who had been involved.

The ordinance was passed:to second reading on October 6, 1983.
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An Order énd»Resolution of Intent, No. 83-428, to approve a -

8.1

petition by Corner Terrace Partnership for -a locational adjust-

.ment to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) upon compliance with
conditions. - - ' -

Counciior Kafoury reported that in December 1982 the Council
- had adopted an ordinance adding the Corner Terrace property to
‘the UGB. However, she said, the decision was appealed to LUBA

and procedural problems were found with the Findings of Fact
and Conclusions of Law. She said the resolution before them -

would formally adopt the Findings. She said the Regional
Development Committee had received testimony on September 12th

~and -as .a result the Resolution was before the Council without a.

recommendation. She said some of the Committee members had
questioned whether or not the Findings should be forwarded.

ACoﬁncilor wiiliamsbn‘pointed out that a lot of time had been

spent on the case already and a decision had been made. He
said the issue before them was to formally adopt the Findings
which had not been included previously and was merely a pro-
cedural problem being corrected. . ‘ ’

Motion: Councilor Kafoury moved.adoption of Resolution No.
83-428. Councilor Bonner seconded.

Mr. Bob Stacej, attorney representing Michael McPherson and -
Gary Sundquist, 519 S.W. 3rd Avenue, Portland, testified in

~opposition to the locational adjustment. ' He said Metro's

standards . precluded agricultural land from being included in

‘the UGB, even as part of a trade, unless there were severe

negative impacts on service or land use efficiency within the

.adjacent urban area resulting from the existing location of the

boundary which would be solved by making the change. He said
the severe negative impacts had not been proven and urged the

' Council not to adopt the Resolution.

Mr. DeMar Batchelor, attorney representing the Corner Terrace
Partnership, 139 E. ‘Lincoln, Hillsboro, testified in support of
the Resolution. He said. because of an -oversight the order did
not have the Findings attached. " He said the Council had al-
ready made the policy decision to approve the petition and
should not be reconsidering the merits at this point. He
pointed out that the case. had not yet been heard by LUBA. He
then reviewed the Findings which indicated that the criteria
regarding severe negative impacts had been met. ' A
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CounCilof,ﬁtlinger said he would vote the same way he did.
before because-he did not see the flexibility in- the Metro
standards to allow the 1nclu51on of the property in:. the UGB.

Vote:.\‘ The vote on the motion to adopt Resolutlon No. 83 428
. R resulted in: : L
“Ayes: _ - Councilors. Banzer,'Bonner,
. .Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Waker, and
Wllllamson.
Nays{' o 'Counc1lors Etlinger and Kafoury.
-HAbsent: - Counc1lors Deines, Kelley, and Van
e Bergen.. :
Abstention: Councilor Hansen.

Motion carried, Resolution adopted.

At this time, the Council recessed for ten minutes.

Futufe Funding —- 700 Projections.

Warren Illff Z00 Dlrector, presented a memorandum entltled,
"Preliminary Five-Year Projections for Zoo Operating Fund" (a

~copy of the memo is .attached to the agenda of the meeting). He
'said a more detailed report would be coming to the Council WIth
.a further analysis of the pro:ectlons and recommendations

deallng w1th fundlng the Zzoo's operatlons.

'Counc1lor Bonner asked when the Master Plan would be forth-

coming. Mr. Iliff responded the Plan should be before the
Council in November. Mr. Gustason commented that the Council.
may wanted to consider a combination capital and operating tax
proposal which would be limited to the amount requested from -
the voters in the previous election. That amount, he said,
should be kept in mind when determining what capital projects
should. be requested along with the required operating funds.

Councilor Kafoufy asked if admission fees were high or low when

~compared with other. zoos. Mr. Iliff responded that the zoo's

fees were below average in terms of comparable Z0OS. .

. Mr. Gustafson said an analysis of the ballot measure options

and the results of a voter 'attitude study would be presented at
the next meeting on Future Funding.
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Councilor Bonner asked if the intent was to present a Zoo
financing measure separate from a Metro general funding
measure. Mr. Gustafson said the Council had not yet made that-
determination. Councilors Bonner, Etlinger and Kafoury indi- .
cated they preferred that a zoo measure be separate from a . -
Metro general funding measure. Councilor Kirkpatrick said she
wanted to see what the survey results were before making an -
indication of preference. She said it was 1mportant they win

in whatever they dec1ded : . o

Iy

Mr. Gustafson sa1d the first decision whlch needed to be made
by the Council was whether the zoo funding and Metro general
funding would be separate or joint measures before the voters.
Then a decision on whether the measure should be a tax base or
serial levy, and then finally, what the dollar amount of the
measure would be. ' .

There.being'no,furtﬁer business, the meeting adjoﬁrned at 10:35vp;ﬁ.‘

espectfully submltted,

@mg\w o—

erlee Flaniga
. Clerk of the Council

 0172C/313




~ MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
‘METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

_SPECIAL MEETING
OCTOBER 6, 1983

Councilors. .Present: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
: ST Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley, °
Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Van Bergen, Waker,
and Williamson.

Staff Ppesent: * Andrew Jordan and Ray Barker.

A spec1a1 meetlng of the Counc1l of the Metropolitan Service
District was called to order at 5:45 p.m. by Presiding Officer
Banzer for the purpose of continuing discussion on Council
Guidelines for Expenditure of the Per D1em, Expense and General
Materlals & Serv1ces Accounts.

' GENERAL PROVISIONS

Proposed Guidelines:

1. - A Councilor may receive per diem, plus mileage to the
. meeting, and/or reimbursement for actual authorized..
. expenses incurred, for attendance at Council, Counc1l
committees or Counc1l task force meetlngs.

2.  Reimbursement for travel and subsistence on official
" business shall only be for the amount of actual and
reasonable expenses incurred during the performance of.
. official duty as a Metro Councilor.

Councilor Kirkpatrick said the issue raised with the proposed guide-
"line 1n’Sectlon 1 was whether Councilors should receive per diem and
-expenses for attendance at meetings or whether they should receive

- per. d1em or expense relmbursement.

Counc1lor Waker sald that in Sectlon 2 "off1c1al business" éhould be

defined as whatever - each Councilor de01ded was' 'in the best 1nterest
' Aof thelr dlstrlct. .

'Counc1lor W1111amson sa1d that in number one re1mbursement should be
for per dlem or actual expenses but not both. -

Motion: Councilor Klrkpatrlck moved adoption“of Sections 1
and 2, with .deletion of the word "and" from Section
l. Sections 1 and 2 would read as follows:
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1. A Councilor may receive per diem, plus mileagé
: to the meetlng, or reimbursement for ‘actual.
- authorized increases incurred, for attendance at
.Council, Council commlttees ‘or Counc1l task
;force meetlngs.

2,: - Reimbursement for travel'and‘Sub51stence on
- official business shall. only be for the amount-
of ‘actual and reasonable expenses incurred dur-

ing the performance of off1c1a1 duty as a Metro
Counc1lor. :

'Coun01lor.Kafoury seconded the motion.

Motion Councilor ‘Oleson moved to amend.the main motion: to
to + add the words "and. child care costs", w1th Sectlon l
amend: = ‘reading as follows- .

‘1. A Counc1lor may receive per diem, plus mileage
- and child care costs to the meeting or reimburse-
ment for actual authorized expenses incurred,

~ for attendance at Council, Council commlttees or ‘
Counc1l task force meetlngs.

Counc1lor Hansen seconded the motlon{

Councilor Kafoury said she was opoosed to the motlon to amend *”~" !

~because per diem was 1ntended to cover expenses that may occur in
.,attendlng a: meetlng. : .

Counc1lor Kelley sa1d she was uncomfortable w1th the addition of
Chlld care relmbursement to Sectlon 1. g -

Councilor Etllnger sa1d 1t was - p0551b1e to expend more than $30 in-
per diem, after taxes; to cover expenses such as mileage and meals.

He said he. favored rece1pt of .both per diem and expense relmburse—
ment. : , :

'Pres1d1ng Offlcer Banzer cited ORS Chapter 292.495 which allows _per
diem and expenses for members of state boards and- commissions. She

said she preferred to.continue the status quo of rece1v1ng both per
diem and actual. expenses.»’ _

Vote. - The. vote on' the amendment to add the words "and Chlld
: -+ care costs" resulted in: - .

‘Ayes: - Counc1lors Banzer, Bonner, Etllnger, _ ‘
. . Hansen, 'Oleson, and Waker. :
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Nays: . : ) Counc1lors Kafoury, Kelley,
o S Kirkpatrick,. Van _Bergen, and
Williamson.
‘.Abstention: : Councilor Deines.

;Motlon carrled

. Mr. Jordan, Legal Counsel, noted that the language in- Sectlon 1l of

General Provisions, and Section 3, Coun01lor Per Diem, - should be
made con51stent. .

, Vote:  The vote on the main motlon, as amended, resulted in:
Ayes- . Coun01lors Delnes, Kafoury, and Klrkpatrlck
- .Nays:! Councilors: Banzer, Bonner, Etlinger,
‘ : ‘Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, vVan Bergen, and
‘Waker.

Motionlfailed;

Motion: - Councilor Kelley moved reconsideration of Section 3
. under Councilor Per.Diem, to delete the second
sentence of the section: "Per diem may also be col-
. lected for attendance at a ‘task force or function

ﬁapproved by the Pre51d1ng Offlcer" Councilor Deines
seconded the motion.

_Coun01lor Kelley said she moved for recon51derat10n because of a

concern by the Legal Counsel that the state statute required that
per diem be ‘authorized only for Metro Council, committee and task

- force meetings in the 'building. Mr. Jordan clarified that his con-

cern was that per diem should be limited to Council, Committee or-
task force meetings and not necessarily that they be held in the’
Metro offices." He said he was primarily concerned about the word

}"funct1on" in that section. He advised that it should elther be
deleted or 1nterpreted to mean "meetings".

Councilor. ‘Waker sa1d he could not support the amendment because it

l.would be -too limiting. -He said they should have the latitude to

determine what meetings to receive per diem for. Councilor Hansen

'vagreed with Counc1lor Waker's comments.

Counc1lor Deines sa1d they should not expect to receive per diem for

every meeting they attended and should only receive 1t for OfflClal
Metro Council or Committee meetlngs.
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Councilor Kélléy'said it was appropriate to .stay within the guideJ_
lines of the state, givenithe limited amount of funding available

,for per_diem;

Councilor Kafoury'reiterated that the Accgpnting'Department needed-

to know what was appropriate to be paid and what wasn't and clear
guidelines were the only way they would know. ' :

Councilor Etlinger Suggested that the word Pfuncﬁion" be réplaced by
the words "other meetings" and that "chair of the committee" be
added to clear up the ambiguity. '

- -Vote: - ‘The vote on the motion to delete sentence-two from
S ~ Section 2 under Councilor Per Diem resulted in:
Ayes: Councilors Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen,
> -and Williamson.
 Nays:' Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines, o
~ Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Oleson, and -

‘Waker. :

Motion failed.

Motion: Councilor ‘Hansen moved to amend sentence two of Sec-
tion 3 under Councilor Per Diem to delete the word
"function" and insert the words "other meetings".

Sentence two would read as follows:

Pér diem may also be collected.for attendance at a
task force meeting or other meetings approved by the
Presiding Officer. ' : S . - ‘

':CounCilor{Eﬁlihge: seconded the motion.

. Councilor Hansen said the amendment would provide the latitude some
of the.Councilors were seeking and still stay within the context. of
the word "meeting". He said he would interpret "other meetings" to -
mean meetings with staff, meetings with legislators, or meetings
with constituents within the district. e : ~ .

Motion = Councilor Williamson moved to amend the motion to

~with the second sentence reading as follows:

"£to . - delete the words "task force meetings or" from the
amend: . second sentence of Section 3 under Councilor Per Diem,

Per diem may also be collected for aﬁtehdénce at
other: meetings approved by the Presiding Officer.

. .Councilor Kirkpatrick seconded the motion.
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Councilor Williamson said the amendment would clear up the redun-
dancy of ‘task force meetings being authorized for per diem in both
sentences one and two. ' : -

Vote:

Motion

- to

Eﬁend:"‘

‘follows;” 3 e

;fThefvote‘on'the motion to amend the main motion to
. delete the words "task force meetings or", resulted
- in: - : L

Ayes: . ‘Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
‘. Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Waker, and Williamson.

‘Nays: - Councilor Van'Bergen.

Motion carried.

Councilor Kafoury moved to amend the main motion to
add the words: "or chair-of a committee" to the second
sentence of Section 3 under Per Diem, to read as

- Per Diem may also be collected for attendance at
~ other meetings approved by the Presiding Officer -or:

chair of a committee..

Councilor Kirkpatrick seconded the motion. o

Councilor Van Bergen said he would continue to vote - -against amend--
ments to the Section because. he believed that per diem should only
be authorized for regularily called meetings of the body and not for
miscellaneous meetings. ' B - : L

Vote:

Vote:

The vote on the motion to amend the main motion to

.-add the words "or chair of a committee", resulted in:

. Ayes: 'Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,

Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
-Kirkpatrick, Oleson, and Waker. .

Nays: Councilors Van Bergen and ‘Williamson.

Motion carried.

" The vote on the main motion, as amended, resulted in:

Ayes: ‘Councilors Banzer, Bonner; Etlinger,
: Hansen, Oleson, and Waker. L
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NaYs:. Councilor Deines, Kafoury, Kelley, .-
S Klrkpatrlck .Van Bergen, and W1111amson.»

Motion failed. Section 3 remalns as adopted on
September 29, .1983,

GENERAL PROVISIONS (CONTD)

Motlon- : Counc1lor ‘Deines moved that Section 1 be amended to
add the follow1ng language "or other meetings ap-
proved by . the Pre51d1ng Officer or chair of a o
-commlttee" Section 1 would then read as follows:

1. A Councilor may receive per diem plus m11eage to
- the meeting, and/or reimbursement for actual
authorized expenses incurred, for attendance at
Council, Council commlttees, Council task force
meetlngs or other meetings approved by the .
Presiding Offlcer or chair of a commlttee.

Coun01lor Etllnger seconded

Counc1lor Klrkpatrlck said that as a member of the Trl-County Local "
Government Commission it had been the intent. that reimbursement for
expenses should occur but that per diem and expenses for ‘the same
meetlng should not.

Counc1lor Delnes said the 1ntent of the orlglnal twelve Counc1lors~

was that a Counc1lor either received per diem or expenses but not .
.both. .

vVote:. .. The vote on the motlon resulted 1n-

o Ayes: ,Counc1lors Banzer, Bonner, Delnes, E
' » ‘Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, and Waker.

Naysﬁ . Councilor Kafoury, Klrkpatrlck, Van Bergen,
‘and Wllllamson. :

Motlon carrled

Motion: ‘CounC1lor K1rkpatr1ck moved adoptlon of Section 2

under General Prov151ons, as written. “Counc110r
~Bonner seconded '

Counc1lor Oleson asked 1f Sectlon 2 applled to out—of town travel
only.“ Pres1d1ng Offlcer Banzer indicated that was the intent.:
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- Vote:' The vote on the motion to adopt Section 2 resulted in:
Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines, . _
i - Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,. .
Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Van Bergen, Waker, and
'Williamson. : - :
Nays: None.
Motion carried.

.. TRANFERS

Proposed Guideline::

Notwithstanding the limits on per diem and expenses indicated
above, the Council Coordinating Committee may, upon advance
request by a Councilor, authorize the fiscal officer to trans-
fer funds between a Councilor's per diem and expense accounts.
Such transfers may be made only to the extent that the combined
total of each Councilor's authorized per diem and expense ac-

-counts is not exceeded. Transfers between one Councilor's per

diem and/or expense accounts and another Councilor's per diem

-and/or expense accounts must be authorized by the presiding
officer are not authorized. ‘

Councilor,Kirkpatricklsaid the issue was whether trénsfers between
individual Councilor's accounts should be allowed. She said- the.
proposed language would not allow sgch transfers. no

.<Motionﬁ"iCouncilbr'Kirkpatrick moved adoption of the Transfer

"section, to read as follows:

Nothwithstanding the limits on per diem and expenses
indicated above, the Council Coordinating Committee
‘may, upon advance request by a Councilor, authorize
the fiscal officer to transfer funds between -a Coun-
cilor's per diem and expense accounts. Such trans—
fers may be made only to the extent that the combined
total of each Councilor's authorized per diem and
expense accounts is not exceeded. Transfers between
- one Councilor's per diem and/or expense accounts and
other Councilor's per diem and/or expense accounts
‘are not authorized. - . '

Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion.

Councilpr‘blesoﬁ said he couldn't vote for the motion because he had
wanted to see what provisions were made for the Presiding Officer in
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the General Account - Section before he could vote on whether or not
to allow transfers. : L :

Councilor Etlinger  arqued in behalf of allowing transfers to allow a
Councilor the flexibility to provide sufficient funds for a parti-
cular. project, such as an information sheet to mid-county rsidents.
He also said, for example, that he served on many committees. and

went -.to many meetings and the flexibility should be allowed for the i

. transfer of funds for additional per diem for attendance at those
meetings. L o S

Councilor‘Kafoury-responded that if a Councilor wanted to do a pro-
ject as Councilor Etlinger suggested, that funds could come from the

Council's General Account upon request. ’ e

Vote: - . ‘The vote on the motion to adopt the Transfers section
resulted in: , o - ' o

Ayés: 3 Councilors Bdnner, Deines, Etlinger, y
Kafoury, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen,
Waker, and Williamson. ' ‘
Nayé:' _:Councilors Banzer, Hansen,>aﬁd Oleéon. .

Motion carried.

COUNCIL GENERAL ACCOUNT

Proposed Guidelines:

1. . The pufpose ofjthe,Couhcil General account is to provide
- support for the General Council, Councilor committees and
. Council task forces. o :

2.  Authorized expenses which may be charged to appropriate -
' Materials -and Services categories in the Council General
account include: : L , ‘ ' ‘ : '

ras’ ‘Meals fof~regular and special Cdﬁncil, Council com-
' mittee and Council task force meetings;

.b;ﬁl Facilities rentals for public meetings;

C. - Meeting equipment such as audio-visual aids, public
-address systems, tape recorders, etc., for public
‘meetings; ' o o SRR S

d. ' Receptions for guests of the Council, Council com-
mittees of,Council task forces; . B s
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Motion:

Vote:

Honoraria;

Expenses for official visitors-

General Council, Council committee or Counc1l task
force 1nformat10n, publlcatlons, promotlonal '
materlals or supplles. . S

Remembrances from the CounC11, CounC11 commlttee or
Counc11 task force; - .

5Profe551onal services for the Counc1l, Counc11 com—'

m1ttee or Council task force;

Out51de consultants to the Counc11, Counc11 comm1ttee

or, Coun01l task force; and

‘Authorlzed travel on behalf of the Counc1l, Counc1l

commlttee or Counc1l task force.

Counc1lor K1rkpatr1ck moved adoptlon of Sectlons 1

and 2 as written. Councilor Bonner seconded the

‘motion.'

The vote on the motion to adopt Sections 1 and 2

‘resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Oleson, Van ‘Bergen, Waker, and
W1111amson. '

‘Nays: .None.

Motion carried.

ProboSed GuidéiinéQ

3.

Expenses to the Counc11 General account shall not be'

. a.

‘b,

. authorized for the follow1ng-

- Alcohollc beverages-

UContr;but;ons»to political'campaigns of any kind;
,ContributiOns to fund4raising efforts of anyvkind; or

' -Social functlons 1nc1udlng b1rthday and retlrement

partles, and holiday observances.
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Motion: Councilor Kirkpatrick moved adbption of Section 3, as
- written. Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion.

Presiding Officer Banzer argued on behalf of deleting (d) from
unauthorized expenses.  She said it was appropriate to honor
Councilors when they left the Council or- to provide. plaques or
certificates as remembrances, and that the subsection was un-
- necessarily limiting. . : : ' o

Councilor Kirkpatrick said she believed it was inappropriate to
spend public funds on social functions. She said the subsection did
not preClude:the purchase of a plaque for someone leaving. o '

Councilor Kelley urged support for the motion. She said . the limited
amount of funds in the General account should be used for Metro
"business. ‘ ' - '

Vote: The vote on the motion to adopt Section 3 resulted in:
-~ Ayes:’ Countilors Bonner, Etlinger, Kafoury, «
D - Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Vvan Bergen, Waker, and
Williamson. - , R L .
Nays:  Councilors Banzer, Hansen, and Oleson..

Absent: Councilor Deines;.
' Motion carried.

-

Proposed Guideline:

4.  Within the Council General account up to $0,/$500,/$1,500
- per - year shall be reserved for expenses in meetings in-
‘curred by the Presiding Officer of the Council in carrying
out official duties associated with that office.

Councilor Kirkpatrick said the original language included a $500 .
amount, but the proposed language included a zero amount and a - o
$1,500 amount to provide the éouncil with a choice. :'She said the

$500 amount was:based on other jurisdictions' allocation for their
Mayor or Presiding .Officer. ‘ T C - : '

Motion: " Councilor Kirkpatrick moved adoption of Section
~ 4 with the $500 amount. Councilor Williamson
. seconded. o S
Motion =~ Councilor Kafoury moved to substitute the main g
to motion to delete Section 4. ' Councilor Van Bergen .
substitute: seconded the motion. S . o
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'Coundilq: Etlinge: éaid the P:esidihngfficer played a key role ét4‘
‘Metro and there should be a reward or compensation for strong
leadership and that the amount should be $1,500. x

Councilor Kafoury said there had been three presiding officers
' before the current. one and they had not received any General Account
funds. She said while Councilor Etlinger .might argue there had been
no -leadership during previous presiding officers' terms, she did not
feel impeded in ‘carrying out her presiding officership by 'not -having
‘those funds. - - - L S

 Vote: .- The,voﬁe onfthe substitute motion to delete Section 4
ci- - resulted in: ' S

Ayes: Councilor Deiﬁes; Kafoury, Kirkpatrick, van
.. ~Bergen, and Williamson. . - LT
‘Nays: i Counéilofs Banzer;'Bonner, Etiinger;

- . Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, and Waker.

Motionito substitute failed.

1

1 : . . .
Motion: Codnciﬂorgwilliamson-moved the previous question and
.~ -end debaté. Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion. °

S b - e .
Vote: 4 Thegvoge on the motion resulted in:
‘ AyeS£. i Councilors anner; Deines,‘Kafoury, Keiiey,
2| KRirkpatrick, Van Bergen, Waker, ‘and
! Williamson.
- Nays: | Councilors Banzer; Etlinger, Hansen, and
L .|~ Oleson. ' I -

-~ Motion parried.

Vote: The vote on the main motion to adopt Section 4 with a
‘ . $500 amount,’resulted in:: - - - '

- Ayes: é Councilors'Deines;_Kaféury, Kelley, )
R | -Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, and Williamson.
Nays: | Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Etlinger,
B _

Hansen, Olesqn, and‘Waker.

Motion failed. . .
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‘”Motioﬁ{ Councilor Oleson moved adoption of Section 4 with a-

"$1,500 amount. Councilor Bonner seconded.

. Presiding Officer Banzer said that although previous presiding
‘officers had not used General Account funds, the Executive Officer
- had often paid those expenses for them. She said when Metro's
financial problems occurred, the Executive Officer ceased that
‘pPractice and it had become incumbent on the Council to pay for
expenses. She said it was appropriate that the Presiding Officer
have funds set aside for. their use and that $1,500 was an appro-
priate amount. - : o

- ‘Councilor- Hansen said with all the méetings the Presiding Officer
attended, they should be able to get per diem for them.

Councilor Kirkpatrick said the intent of the set aside for the
presiding officer was not for per diem. Councilor Williamson stated
that the $1,500 would double the Presiding Officer's allocation for
expenses. - v R ' : o

Motion Councilor‘Etlinger moved to amend the main motion to
) read as follows: : ‘
amend : = -

Within the .Council General Account up to $1,500 per

year shall be reserved for expenses and/or per diem
-incurred by the Presiding Officer of the Council in

carrying out official dQuties associated with that’
- office". ‘ : : e

 Motion died for lack of a second.

'Motion:»-‘Couhcilor‘Ki:kpat;ick moved the'previous-questibh‘and.
‘ - end debate. Councilor Kafoury seconded.

Vote: ' A-VoiceAvdte on the motion carried unanimously.
‘ ‘ " ‘ - . . | | M | .
Vote:  The vote on the main motion to adopt Section 4 with

‘the $1,500 amount resulted in:

‘Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Etlinger,
‘Hansen, Oleson, and Waker.

Nays:- ‘Councilors Deines, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, and Williamson,

Motion failed.
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Councilor Van Bergen asked that an interpretation of ORS Chapter .
268.160 be obtained. He said he was not sure the statute provided
for additional funds for the Presiding Officer thus making it an
elite position. He asked that the Chair write a letter requesting
an-opinion, ' Presiding Officer Banzer said she would request an
opinion. ‘ S '

Motion: Councilor Etlinger moved adoption of Section 4 to
. read as follows: - : ' P ;

"Within the Council General account up to $1,200 per
year shall be reserved for expenses incurred by the
Presiding Officer of the Council in carrying out ‘
‘official duties associated with that office. |

Councilor Bonner seconded the motion.

. Motion: Councilor Kafoury moved to table the discussion until.
- the November 3, 1983 Council meeting. Councilor .
Williamson seconded the motion. S :

' ~ Councilor Rafoury said that since several Councilor had left the
meeting and it was almost the scheduled time for the regular meet-
ing, that the discussion should be continued until November 3rd.

Vote: . The §ote on the motion to table discussion resulted
I in: .’ ' i o
'_AyeS£  ~ 'Councilors Bohnér, Kafoury, Kelley, Van
- ~ Bergen, Waker, and Williamson. -
| Nays: - Councilors Banzer,'Etlinger,:Hansen, and

- Oleson. .
-Absént: Coﬁnciiors'Deines and Kirkpatrick.."
Mdfion carried. |
The spégial-meéﬁing'Was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

- Respectfully submitted,

UJ&lULsgs\GUnga”
- Everlee Flanigan
Clerk of the Council

- @  o204c/313



MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 6, 1983

Councilors Present: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,

Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Oleson,
Van Bergen, Waker, and Williamson.

‘Councilors Absent: Councilors Kafoury and Kirkpatrick;
Also Present: o .Rick'Gustafson, Executive Officer.
Staff Present: o Donald'Carlson,'Andrew Jordan, ‘Ray Barker,

Tom O'Connor, Mark Brown, Doug Drennen, and
Andy Cotugno.

A. regular meetlng of the Council of the Metropolltan Service Dis- ‘
trict was called to order at 7:52 p.m. by Presiding Officer Banzer.

1. Introductions.

There were no introductions.
2. Councilor Communications.

There_were,ho Councilor communications.
3. Executlve Offlcer Communlcatlons.

\

f Rick Gustafson, Executlve Officer, indicated that he had

several items to.report to the Counc1l-

1)

He asked Tom O'Connor, Leglslatlve Liaison, to report on

the Spe01al>Sess1on of the Leglslature.

Mr. O'Connor presented a memo entltled "Special Session
Tax. Relief Plan" (attached to the agenda of the meeting).
He summarized the Tax Rellef Plan and explained how the
Plan affected Metro:

‘Zoo: The A/B'ballot was abolished. He said if a tax base

for the Zoo in May was approved by the voters, the rate .
under the property tax freeze legislation (S.B. 792) would

be established by that measure. He said the Zoo was
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clearly defined as an "enterprise activity" and not sub-

ject to the expenditure limitation legislation (H.B.

3026). He also indicated that serial lev1es were exempt
- from the rate freeze.

Solid Waste: He said Solid Waste wasdan]"enterprise
activity"™ and would not be subject to the expenditure
limitation legislation. : .

Mr. Gustafson said that Metro would notify local'jurisdic-
tions of the Tax Relief Plan and would ‘conduct a workshop
"~ to help them understand its 1mpacts.

2) ~ Mr. Gustafson said the Metro offlce move was -completed.
- He reported that the move costs to date were $2,300; and
- that Columbia Research Center had moved into the subleased
space and would begin rent payments February 1.

3) ’_Mr. Gustafson stated that the Oregon City Comm1551on re-
moved the tonnage limitation and in lieu established a 800
ton 30 day average limitation. He said they also defeated
a measure. to charge a 25¢ a.ton fee on the transfer.: '
‘station but did ask that Metro enter into an intergovern-
mental agreement for payment of extraordinary costs to the
City due to transfer station activities. He said he would
bring the agreement to the Services and Coordlnatlng Com—
mlttees for review.

‘4).- He reported that the City of Portland had rev1ewed the St.
. " Johns Landfill operation and had agreed to contlnue
giMetro s contract to run the landfill.

5) - Mr..Gustafson presented a memo regardlng "Legal Services"

. " (attached to the agenda of the_meeting); He said with the
. departure of Andy Jordan as Metro's Legal Counsel, it was
--recommended that Mr. Jordan be contracted with until a
~-long range decision on the type of legal services Metro
-needed- was determined durlng the 1984-85 budget dellbera—

tions.

Counc1loeran Bergen said he agreed with the Executhe
Officer's proposal and that the decision on legal services
was - an Executive Officer function and not ‘a Counc11 func-
tion. . _ ,

Councilor W1111amson said he had problems with ‘the con-
tract, noting that the contract allowed anyone at the firm.
of Bolllnger, Hampton and Tarlow to work on Metro busnxess. ‘
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He said a comparison of other Jurlsdlctlon s legal service
hourly rates should be conducted. He said he believed
they could get more for their money with an in-house

_counsel.

Motion: Councilor Hansen moved to refer the issue of
legal services to the Council Coordinating
Committee for final disposition.

* Councilor Wwilliamson seconded the motion.

Councilor Hansen said the reason-he was making the motion-
- was that he was concerned that they were faced with a
- decision that evening with no prior written material on
- the matter. He said he preferred to have time. to reflect
on the dec1sron.‘ :

'Motidn to .Counc1lor Williamson moved to amend the maln,

-amends: motion to refer the issue of legal serv1ces

'to the Council Coordinating Committee for-
consideration and recommendation to the
5Counc11. o :

- Councilor Hansen accepted the suggeétlon as
a friendly amendment to the main mot1on.

Pre51dlng Officer Banzer said the Chalr would rule that
the Executive Officer's recommendation would stand until
such time that a different direction was provided by the

»- . Council and in ‘the interim she, Councilors Williamson and
~'Van Bergen, and the Executive Officer would analyze the

needs for on-going legal services and report to the
Council Coordlnatlng Commlttee.

Mr. .Gustafson then expressed hlS apprec1at10n for Mr.

‘Jordan's achievements and contributions during his years
"with CRAG and Metro and presented h1m with a plaque. '

‘4. . Written Communlcatlons to Coun01l ‘on Non-Agenda Items. .

There were no written communications to Council on non—agenda
items. -

5. . Citizen CommunicationS‘to Council'bn Non-Agenda Items.

There were no cltlzen communications to Council on non»agenda
items. : '
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6.1

Consideration of Resblution No. 83-429, for the purpose of

‘establishing a Study Commission to make recommendations on

metropolltan governance in the greater Portland area.

Councilor Etlinger said the purpose of the resolutlon was to
establish a study commission to help define the future of
regional government and Metro's purpose. He requested that- the
resolution be amended to change the name “Futures Group to
"Columb1a-wlllamette Futures Forum".

Mot1on; Councilor Etlinger moved adoptlon of Resolutlon No..,
: -~ 83-429, with the amendment to change the name

- "Futures Group" to "Columbia-Willamette Futures

. Forum”™, Councilor Bonner seconded the motlon.

'Coun011or Waker commented that any study group should 1nclude

those people 'who made decisions about giving up serv1ces they
provided.

~Coun01lor Etlinger responded that groupé to be 1nvolved were

listed in the resolution and that regional and local jurisdic-
tions were included. He said the intent was to determine what
was achievable in the next legislative session. He said he .
hoped Metro would financially support a portion of the study.

Councilof Bonner commented that he supported the resolution
because he believed they needed to take a look at themselves

-and understand what others expected of Metro.}

Councilor Wllllamson said he thought the functions already per-'t

.formed by Metro were not unsubstant1a1 and should be given more
.credlt. : : . : , . o

Vote: The vote on the motion resulted in:

Ayes:. ~':Councilors Banzer} Bonner} Et11nger,‘
e ‘‘Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, . and . Wllllamson.

e_Naysgfh_ Councilors Deines and Waker.

Absent: .Councilors Kafoury, Klrkpatrlck, and Van
' Bergen. .

Motion carried
Presiding Officer Banzer requested that Counc1lor Etl1nger be

the.liaison between . the Council and the Executlve Offlcer in
lmplementlng the resolutlon.
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71

Con51deratlon of Ordinance No. 83- 162, amending the Urban Growth

Boundary (UGB) in Clackamas County for Contested Case No. 81-2.
(Second Readlng) .

..
v

The ordlnance_was read a second time, by title only.

. | ‘
Mark Brown, Regional Services Planner, stated no new informa-
tion - had. been received since the first reading of the ordinance.

' There was no Council-discuésion’or public testimony;

. Vote: . | The vote on the motion to adopt Ordlnance No. 83- -162,

- made. by Councilors Kafoury and Wllllamson on Septem-
~ ber 29, 1983, resulted 1n-

_ Ayes: Counc1lors Banzer, Bonner, De1nes,..”
Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, Waker,
nd Wllllamson. . . ‘
Nays: None.
"Absent: FCoun01lors Kafoury, Klrkpatrlck, .and Van
' ' »Bergen. .

Consideration of Ordinance No. 83- 161, for the purpose of -

updating the adopted Metropolitan Serv1ce Dlstrlct Reglonal

-Transportatlon Plan. (Second Readlng)

Counc1lor Etlinger asked which document, the Reg10nal Transpor-

‘tation Plan (RTP) or the Transit Development Program (TDP), had
‘the most 51gnlflcance as far as transit policy. Andy Cotugno,

Transportation Director, responded that the’ Reglonal Transpor-
tation Plan was a broad view of what the overall transit system
should do and the Transit Development Program followed the
p011c1es in the RTP but was more detailed with short-term tran-
sit system 1mprovements as opposed to long term ones.

Counc1lor Etllnger then asked when it was approprlate to”amend
the RTP to incorporate additional long range transit policies.
Councilor Williamson responded that the RTP could be amended at
any time as long as it followed a reasonable procedure for
amendment.

' Councilor Bonner said hefthought what Councilor Etlinger was

aiming for was a process which allowed review of the more

'spec1f1c transit development policies to determine whether. they

were or were not in compliance with the RTP.
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Counc1lor Etllnger said tran51t governance and 301nt develop~

- ment were not addressed in the RTP and that a discussion of the
two issues could occur with the local Jurlsdlctlons and Metro
during the annual RTP update process. :

Motlon:' Coun01lor Bonner moved that in the process of review-
i - ing, amending and adoptlng the RTP during the coming
year that a public review. be conducted of the Transit
Development Program to determine if it was consistent
with the transit policies of the RTP.

Councilor: Bonner said it had been unclear in the past that
there was .the opportunity to openly review the TDP in a public
forum to determine if the program was in compliance with
Metro's RTP and that hlS motlon would allow that opportunlty.

Councilor W1111amson stated that it was: JPACT s 1ntent to con-
duct such a rev1ew for the next RTP update. :

_Counc1lor Bonner w1thdrew his motlon and in 11eu requested that
the Presiding Offlcer send a communication to. JPACT requestlng
that JPACT review the process that Tri-Met will follow in.
updating their Transit Development Program, with recommenda-
tions to the Metro Council on how the Council might review the
Program for consistency with the Regional Transportation Policy.

Vote: - The vote on the motion to adopt ordinance No. 83- 161,
L made - by Councilors Williamson and Klrkpatrlck on
- September 29, 1983, resulted in:

’Ayes:‘ Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Delnes,, ‘
, Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Oleson, Waker,
and Williamson. ‘ :

Nays: .. ‘None. |

‘Absent: Counc1lors Kafoury, Kirkpatrick, . and Van
: Bergen,

Motion carried.
8.1 Consideration of awarding contracts to construct:a Truck Wash -

- Facility and Roof Cover to service commercial haulers at- the
~Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center (CTRC).

Counc1lor Hansen reported that the Serv1ces Commlttee had
discussed the issue but made no recommendation to the Council.
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He said the Coordinating Committee recommended that the Execu-
tive Officer be -directed to rebid the contract for the wash
facility. . He said, in addition, the Council Coordinating Com-

" mittee had requested staff to seek MBE participation from the-

original low bidder and present the results at the October 6

'_.Coun011 meetlng. He then asked staff to respond to the. request.

Doug Drennen, Solid Waste Department, responded that the ,
original low bidder had been contacted and had: 1nd1cated they
would not be able to meet the MBE requlrements.

v_]Motlon: ‘_Coun01lor Hansen moved that the Council Coordinating

Committee's recommendation be adopted--that. the
..Executive Officer be instructed to rebid the contract
for the truck wash facility, with the exception of
- 'the roof structure portion. Councilor Deines
- -seconded: the. motion. — e

Counc1lor Hansen sald the Council Coordlnatlng Commlttee B
believed that the Council's adopted MBE policy should be ad-
hered to and that he could see no way that the Council could -

- reverse itself and award a bid to a contractor who had not met
the MBE requirements. He said none of the bidders had met the

requirements and, in addltlon, the low bid was several thousandf

dollars hlgher than the englneer s estlmated cost for the pro-
Ject. : :

Councilor Waker asked 1f they were on firm ground by rejectlng

““the bids.. Mr. Jordan. responded they could reject the bldS for
. any reason."

' 'Vote:='1f The vote on the motion resulted 1n'
’Ayes: . Councilors Banzer, Bonner, De1nes,
e . Etllnger, Hansen, Oleson, Waker, and
- Williamson. | ..
‘Nays: ; None.'

Absent: ,Counc1lors Kafoury, Kelley, Klrkpatrlck,_
: ' 'and Van Bergen.r ' '

‘Motlon carrled.

At this time, the Councll recessed for'five minutes.
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8.2

Status Report on Review of Metro/Tri-Met Relationship.

Presiding Officer Banzer noted for the record that the Council
had received communications from the following individuals:
Richard J. Brownstein, Mayor Frank Ivancie, Mayor Joy Burgess,

" William S. Naito, Ernest Bonyhadi, County Executive Dennis

Buchanan, Mayvor Margaret Weil, City Commissioner Mike L1ndberg,‘
and Douglas Goodman (copies of the letters are- attached to the
agenda of the meeting). . _

Mr. Gustafson said that Mr. Jordan had completed hlS ana1y51s
of the law as. it related. to the Metro Council's authority to-

order a.transfer of Tri-Met to Metro, as-requested by the :
Council. (A copy of the analy31s is attached to the agenda of

-the meetlng )

Mr. Jordan said the conclusion of his analys1s was that it .
would be difficult, if not impossible, to affect a merger at
this time under. current state law. He said there were two

,major problems:

1) There was -no clause in the legislation which prov1ded
,spec1f1ca11y that ordinances of Tri-Met would survive a
merger; that is, they would have to be readopted upon - .
merger. He said that Metro, upon.merger, would have to
. readopt the Payroll Tax, which would be subject to
.- referendum, and therefore suspen51on and potential loss at,
-the polls.. He said a suspension and loss would severely
affect Metro's ability to operate the transit system or
1ssue bonds ‘to repay outstandlng bonded 1ndebtedness.'”

2) The other problem was H B. 2228 which requlred approval of .

a financial plan by the state prior to a merger. He said
‘it was unlikely that a financial plan could. be approved if -
there was the. potent1al that the payroll tax would be lost
‘to pay the bonded 1ndebtedness.

‘Mr. Jordan said the leglslature needed to clarlfy or correct

the leglslatlon before a: merger could take place.

Counc1lor Bonner 1nd1cated that spec1f1c leglslatlon needed to
be - developed_to 1) address the survivability of the Tri-Met
ordinances, 2) clarify the ability of Metro to appoint the
Tri-Met Board, and 3) clarify H.B. 2228. He said they should

decide now to start work on that 1eg1slat10n for the 1985 ses-
s1on. .
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Motion: Councilor Oleson moved that the Council direct the
L Presiding Officer to appoint a Council task force to
‘work with the Metro staff to consider possible
Tri-Met merger issues and to develop specific-
proposals in preparation. for the 1985 legislative .
- session. Councilor Bonner seconded the motlon._

Coun01lor Williamson sa1d the Counc11 had passed a.resolution
regarding the issue which called for public input to the
decision and asked if the motion ‘would supersede that resolu-
tion. Councilor Oleson responded that the work of a task force
was.a separate issue; that there had been quite a bit of public

. input alreéady and they would continue to get public input

"83 429,

through’ the study commission established by Resolutlon No.

Councilor Waker said through a task force they could provide a
full range of options for a course of action for the legisla-

 ture. He said those options could range from severing- the
marriage clause to a takeover scenario. He said he would like

to. see options and not necesarily have the ‘task force. p1ck only
one option and work on that.

Councilor Hansen said he supported the motion- and felt a task

- force of Councilors was the logical way to address the issue.

Councllor Bonner sald a majority of the publlc opinon thus far‘
had. supported a merger, eventually. He said they had good,
solld backlng for keeping the optlon open.

‘Counc1lor Etllnger said they needed to de01de what they wanted

in. the next six months and work to get a political consensus to

.go to Salem with in 1985. The other alternative, he said, .
"~ would be to work out an agreement with Tri-Met and take that to

Salem.. He said a political consensus could not be addressed by
an internal task force but only by a public process of getting

“people involved 'in a tran51t dlscu551on.

'Counc1lor W1111amson said they could try to work cooperatlvely
with Tri-Met on issues or they could. have a war with Tri-Met, -

which he. thought they would have if they continued to move in

the- direction they were going. He said there was the potentlal'
‘of ‘a b1tter f1ght 1n the leglslature.

vCounc1lor Kelley sald they had begun a'prooess of learning more

about their relat1onsh1p with Tri-Met and that she supported
further educatlon of the 1ssues 1nvolved ,

1
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Mr. Gustafson commented that Councilor Oleson's motion was not
a positive step toward learning more.: He said it was threatén=
. ing to state they wanted to develop leglslatlon to take over
'Tri-Met. He suggested that the process of learning more should
be an open public discussion among local Jurlsdlctlons, :
interest groups and citizens.

Counc1lor Oleson said the intent of the motion was to get the

- discussion out of the Chamber and w1th those who wanted to
_learn more. - . . _

. Councilor Bonner asked what product was expected from the
task force.. Councilor Oleson said the answer to ‘that wouldn't
.be known until they started work on it. He said the main ob-
jectlve was: to cons1der all alternatives. -

Pre31d1ng Offlcer Banzer ‘'said they needed to give the leglsla—
ture ‘a message of what Metro wanted, to sever or to merger.

She said if the issue was dropped, a negative public perception .
may occur about Metro raising the issue and then dropping it.

If they continued, she said, they would probably exacer bate the
problems with Tri-Met, She said they seemed to be between* a_
rock and a hard place and it was a no win situation. '

Motion to Councilor Hansen moved to amend the main mot1on
amend: : to read as follows: :

. That the Council direct the Pres1dlng Officer to
appoint a task force to work with the Metro
,staff to consider. possible Tri-Met relatlonshlp

- issues and to develop specific proposals in
'preparatlon for the 1985 leglslatlve se351on.

- Councilor Oleson’ accepted the suggestlon as a
.frlendly amendment to his motlon.

Counc1lor Kelley asked if one of the products of the task force -

would be to identify issues and develop a process :for how they =
- would look at those issues.  Presiding Officer Banzer said the

motion could be interpreted that that was one :of the-products.

Mr. Gustafson said if the Council formed a task force it would
be perceived as closing themselves off from the public, and he
would be opposed. He said they needed to get public input and
discuss it openly. He said he supported the original resolu-

tion which called for a public discussion of the issue and did
not make any decisions about a takeover. He said he had been -
supportive of the Council's stated intent to look at all the
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4options and provide public input, but if that was not the iha

tent he would be opposed to any further action by the Council

. to close itself off from looking at all the options and .
. providing publlc discussion.

‘Councilor ‘Oleson sa1d the motion simply called for an 1nforma1

exten51on of the Counc1l to look at the issue.

Councilor Bonner asked what the Executlve Officer -would do in‘
- lieu of a task force. Mr. Gustafson responded that the Council
.members needed to work individually with their constituents to

foster greater public input; and that they should support other
groups-: work on Metro, such as the City Club Committee. He sald‘
it wasn t necessary to have a task force to draft leglslatlon.

h Coun01lor Kelley suggested the task force should only develop a

process for considering the issues involved. She said they
needed more techn1ca1 1nformatlon before :they'drafted 1egisla-
tion. ‘ - ;

'Coun01lor Bonner proposed that they contlnue the dlscu5510n
until the next meetlng.

'Pres1d1ng Offlcer Banzer continued d1scuss1on of the issue to
'the November 3, 1983 Council meeting..

Committee Reports.

There were no Committee Reports.

There being no’fu;thet‘bUSiness, the'meétihg"adjourned ét»lozso pP.Mm. -

Respectfully submltted,

i, Narsga

‘Everlee Flanigan

. Clerk of the: Council-:'

1 0302C/313
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'MINUTES - OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

" REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 27, 1983

‘Councilors Present: fCouncilors Banzer, Deines, Etlinger,-
' Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen,
.Waker, and Wllllamson.

. Councilors Absent: - ’Counc1lors Bonner, Kafoury, and Oleson.
Staff. Present: h Donald Carlson, Ray Barker, Dan LaGrande,
: : : Marion Hemphill, Norm Wietting, Dan Durlg,
Dennis Mulv1h111, Phil Fell, and Doug '
--Drennen,
Testifiers: - '>¢ " John Spencer'and Gafy Newbore.

A regular meetlng of the CounC11 of the Metropolltan Service Dis-
trict was called to order, at 7:35 p.m. by Preszd;ngiofflcer Banzer.

N

‘1. ‘Introductions. .

There -were no introductions.

-'2. 'Councilor Communications.

Councilor Waker said he had received a letter from Gary
", Conkling of Tektronix expressing concern about erroneous :
statements being made by Washington County about the Westside
Light Rail Transit Project. He requested that a communication
be sent to Washington County explaining the Council's position
(a copy of the letter and an excerpt from a Washington County
- background document are attached to the agenda of the meeting).

3. Executlve Offlcer Communlcatlons.

Donald Carlson, Deputy Executlve Offlcer, presented a memo from
‘the Executive Officer entitled "Report on Resolution No. 83-429,
Establishing a Study Commission on Metropolitan Governance in
"the Greater Portland Area" (attached to the agenda of the meet~
ing). He said that the Executive Officer had contacted the
City Club, the Metropolitan Citizens League and the Columb1a-
Willamette Futures Forum. In addition, he said, an effort was
-underway to establish a Leg1s1at1ve Task Force on Metropolitan
, Governance. Mr. Carlson’ said ‘the Executive Officer was recom-
_mendlng that Metro encourage any 1nterested group to study ,
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reglonal government structure, functions ‘and f1nanc1ng, and’
that any such efforts be focused toward the Leglslatlve Task

‘Force on. Metropolltan Governance.

_ Councilor Etllnger expressed dlsappointment at the level of’

effort made by the Executive Officer. He said he had talked‘to
several organlzat1ons regardlng the Study Commission -and be-
lieved that one organlzatlon in the region needed to take the_
lead ' :

Mr. Carlson said it was his understandlng the. Representat1ve
Otto was 901ng to try to pull together the leadership of those
organlzatlons interested into a coalition group that might
function prior to hlS leglslatlve commlttee meet1ngs. ‘

WrittenVCommunications to Council-on‘Non-Agenda‘items:
Presiding Officer Banzer said a letter had been received re-
garding Carlton Springs and that legal counsel was ass1st1ng in
respondlng to it. ‘ :
She also noted that Mrs. Geraldine Ball,ﬂllSlSVS.W. 915t
Avenue, Tigard, 97223, had brought to her attention that the
agenda should be corrected to reflect that the minutes of the-
September 29 meeting should be noted as those of the Spec1a1
Meeting and not the Regular Council meet1ng.

5. Citizen Communications to Council on Non—Agenda Items.
There were no c1tlzen communlcatlons to Counc1l on non-agenda
1tems. ,
'Consent”Agenda}

"TheTConsent Agenda-consisted of the following items:

6.1 - Minutes’ of the meetlngs of July 7, September 8, and the,
special meetlng of September 29, 1983. ‘

6.2 Resolution No. 83 ~-432, for the purpose of submlttlng the
Areawide Water Management Plan for recertification.

Motion: Councilor”Kirkpatrick moved adoption oflthe Consent
Agenda. Councilor Hansen seconded the motion.
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" Vote:  The vote on the motion resulted in:

Ayes: Councllors Banzer, Deines, Etllnger, o
: Hansen, Kelley, K1rkpatr1ck Van Bergen,
and Waker.
. Nays: None.

Absent: Councilors Bonner, Kafoury, Oleson, -and
) 7 Williamson.

Motion carried.

. 7 1 Con51derat10n of Ordinance No. 83-163 relating to Solid Waste

Disposal Charges and User Fees, amending Metro Code Sections
5.02.020, 5.02.025 and 5.02.050, and declarlng an_emergency.
(Second Readlng)

jThe.ordlnance was read a second time, by.title only.

s Coun01lor Hansen reported that the Services Committee had met
-on October 12 to consider proposed language in the rate ordi-

nance which would waive minimum charges for those brlnglng in
recyclables to CTRC and St. Johns. He said the Committee
recommended that the Council include the waiver for the public
in the 1984 rate ordlnance, provided that one-half cubic yard

‘of ‘acceptable material is recycled. He said the ordinance also

proposed -to reduce the base disposal rate from $10.33 to $9.70
-per ton wh1ch 1ncluded the increase for the-wash rack at CTRC.

Dan. Durlg, Solld Waste Director, distributed copies- of an
amended ordinance reflecting the Services Committee recom-
mendatlons (attached to the agenda of the meetlng) :

: Counc1lor Etllnger asked if the wavier could apply to the
- franchised sites also. Mr. Durig responded that during rate
'rev1ew of the franchised’ 31tes, the policy could be instituted.

- Counc1lor Deines said Metro operated sites would probably lose

money or. have to spread the cost of 1nst1tut1ng the waiver and

. that they may not want to. 1mpose such a walver on privately

operated 51tes.

Counc1lor Hansen sa1d if 1t was successful at Metro operated

‘landfills, the pr1vate operators mlght be w1111ng to take a

look at 1t

~‘Counc1lor Van Bergen asked if there‘were'many private landfills

franchised by Metro. Mr. Durig responded that most were out of
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_ Metro's.boundariee and not franchised, and that Killingsworth
’ Fast Disposal»was'the primary landfill-franchised by Metro.

Pre51d1ng Officer Banzer noted that there were two motlons on
the floor: 1) to adopt the ordinance, and 2) - to amend the

- ordinance by deleting the follow1ng language from Section 1l(b)
and Section 2(d): The minimum volume shall be waived for any
person dellverlng one-half cubic yard or more of recyclable
materials.. Such persons shall be charged for the actual amount
of waste delivered at the extra yardage rate. -

Motlon‘to S Counc1lor Hansen moved to substitute the motlon
-substitute: to amend w1th the follow1ng-'

..1) That the last two sentences of Sectlon l(b)
‘ and Section 2(d) be amended to read as
follows- '

The minimum volume shall be wa1ved for any
person delivering one-half cubic yard.or’
more of recyclable materials. Such persons
shall be charged for the actual amount of
waste delivered at the extra yardage rate.

- 2) To change the base disposal rate from
$10.33 to $9.70. -

Counc1lor Klrkpatrlck seconded the motion.

'Pre51d1ng Offlcer Banzer then opened the meetlng to publlc
‘testlmony. :

_ Gary Newbore and John Spencer, K1111ngsworth Fast Dlsposal,
P.O. Box 3320, Portland, 97206, testified in opposition to the
proposed rates.‘ Mr. Newbore said they .felt the rates were .
1nequ1table. He said by lowering the base fee at CTRC and St.
Johns and’ ralslng ‘the transfer fee, the effect would be to. .
raise their price while lowering the price at St. Johns. He
said St. Johns was in direct competition with them and the _
proposed rate structure would cause the diversion of flow from
their landfill to St. Johns. He said if Metro wanted to pro-
long the life of St. Johns, they should be encouraging less
flow to St. Johns. They asked that a vote on the ordinance be-
delayed until they had had a chance -to work w1th the staff and-
‘the Executlve Officer on alternatlves.

Counc1lor Deines agreed that it was 1mportant to prolong the ‘
life of St. Johns and that the rates needed to be studied
. further as to their impact on Killingsworth .Fast Disposal. .
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Councilor Etlinger aksed if Killingswroth had been notified of
‘the changes through SWPAC or. the ‘Rate Review Committee.. Mr.
Durig responded that the rates were reviewed by SWPAC and that
Mr. Newbore was a member of the commlttee.~

- Mr. Newbore noted that SWPAC did not make a recommendatlon on
the ordinance because of a tie vote. Mr. Newbore added :that
the 1mpact of the ordinance was to discourage additional pri-

~vate’ money . 1nto limited use landfllls.

Councilor Klrkpatrlck asked what the 1mpact would be on: delay-

" ing a decision. Mr. Durig responded that they wanted to
institute the rates in January of 1984 and because the ordi-
nance was an emergency ordinance, they could make a decision
any. time before January 1 and meet the effective date goal He
said if they were to restudy theé rate structure, a major issue
which needed to be addressed was the established policy of
spreadlng the solid waste dlsposal costs reglonw1de.

”ACounc1lor Waker sa1d he needed to know more about how K1111ngs—A
worth functioned with Metro before he could agree to any -
, changes. Mr. Newbore responded that they set their own rates
. -~ with the added transfer and user fees imposed by Metro, -and
: ;that they charged on a yardage basis as opposed to a tonnage
basis. He said the Rate Review Committee reviewed their rates
and that they had met the guidelines set by that committee.

"~ Mr. Spencer said if they were able to maintain their same
* volume under the new rates, they would have to charge $80,000
more  to the haulers. -He said they believed thelr .volume would
'go down if . thelr rates 1ncreased

MOtioh:' Coun01lor Deines moved to table the dlscu551on on’ the
‘ - -, ordinance until November 22, '1983. Counc1lor Waker
rseconded the motlon.

Coun01lor Kelley suggested that members of the Coun011 who dld
‘not sit on the Services Commlttee be briefed on the background
'of the rate p011c1es.

Vote: o The vote on the motion to table dlscuss1on until
R November 22, 1983 resulted in:

" Ayes: ‘Councilors Banzer, Delnes, Etlinger, ,
Hansen, Kelley, Klrkpatrlck Van Bergen,
‘and Waker. v

: k 'v";" -:V‘:A_ .Nays:{ None.
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Absent: Councilors Bonner, Kafoury, Oleson, and
C Wllllamson.v v
Motion Carried.

7.2 Consideration of Ordinance No. 83-164, for the pUrpose of

8.1

amending the FY 1983-84 Budget and Appropriations Schedule,
and amendlng Ordinance No. 83-153. (Flrst Read1ng)

Councilor Klrkpatrlck reported that the Council Coordlnatlng
Committee recommended adoption of the ordlnance._

Motlon:  Councilor Kirkpatrick moved adoptlon of Ordinance No.
: 83-164. Coun01lor Delnes seconded the motlon.

The ordlnance was a first t1me, by title only.

There was no Counc1l dlscuss1on or publlc testlmony.

' The ordlnance was passed to second readlng on November 3, 1983.

Consideration of Contract for the Design, Proddction,'and

Installation of Exhibit Modules for the Zoo's Elephant Musedm.

‘ Coun01lor Klrkpatrlck reported that the Council Coordlnatlng

Commlttee recommended approval of the contract

Mot10n° ‘ Councilor Klrkpatrlck moved approval of a contract to
- All West Dlsplay in the amount of $102,500 to: des1gn,

- produce and install exhibit modules. for the Zoo' s

Elephant Museum. Coun01lor Deines seconded the'

motion.
ﬁé&g: The vote on thermotion resulted ln:
vAyes:-- Councilors Banzer, Delnes,.Hansen, Kelley,
K1rkpatr1ck Van Bergen, and Waker.
Nays:‘ None.

Absent: Councilors Bonner, Etlinger, Kafoury,
C Oleson, and Williamson. S

. Motion carried.
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8.2

Status Report on Disadvantaged Business Program.

8.3

Councilor Hansen reported that the MBE Subcommittee had com—
pleted its work and staff was preparing a report. for the -

~ ‘Council Coordinating Committee meeting on November 14. He said
. first reading of the ordinance would occur on’ November 22 with

adoptlon scheduled for December 22.

Status"Report-on Affirmative Action Policy.

o Counc1lor Klrkpatrlck reported that the Afflrmat1ve Actlon

8.3

Policy would be presented to the Council Coordinating Committee
on. November 14, with first reading on November 22 ‘and adoptlon
scheduled for December 22,

‘Status'Report on Recycling.

Councilor Etlinger reported on activities of the Recycling Sub-

‘committee and said that by the end of the year they hoped to:

present the Counc1l with three options on Recycllng.

Comm1ttee Reports.

_Coun01lor Klrkpatrlck reported on the Counc11 Coordlnatlng Com-

mlttee s Metro role and mission dlSCUS510n.

Counc1lor Hansen reported on the Special Serv1ces Commlttee
meeeting held to discuss the Washington County Transfer
Station. He said the Committee would probably hold another.

“speclal meetlng to continue dlscu551on of the transfer statlon.

‘Councilor Kelley noted that the Pro:ect In1t1at1ves Program

Drainage Report would be reviewed at the November 7 Development
Comm1ttee meeting. . :

There being“no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m.

Respethully submitted,

g’lofutga,u

'-Everlee Flanigan

Clerk of the Counc1l.

10307C/313



Agenda Item No. 6.2

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

'METRO  MEMORANDUM

Date: - November 22, 1983
To: Metro Council | :1fi ‘.'A -
- From: ” Executive Officer |
Regarding: Intergovernmental Progect Rev1ew Report

(formerly A-95)

, The follow1ng is a summary .of staff responses regardlng grant
- appllcatlons for federal as51stance.

‘1. Project Tltle- Home Health Care (#837 1)

BRI Aggllcant. Tuality Community Hospital, Inc.,
Project Summary:  Funds will be used to train 45- 50 :

. certified home health aides to serve Oregon's elderly and
.- . . chronically limited populatlon. Home Health Aides perform
\ - “ similar tasks as nursing assistants. .
' ~~.Federal Funds Requested: $28,940 Department of Health and

‘Human Services . (HHS)
Staff Response: - Favorable action.

2. Project Title: State Refugee Program ($#837-2)
Applicant: State of Oregon
Project Summarz- Funds will be used to reduce refugee
‘dependency on public assistance and to increase refugee
..self~-sufficiency. This will be raccomplished through
: projects such as job development and . placement, and
--on-the-job training to increase refugee employment potential.
Federal Funds Requested- $1, 407 418 Offlce of Refugee
Resettlement -
Staff Response: Favorable actlon.

- 3. Project Title: Recreation for Physically Disabled (#837-4)

- .Applicant: Tri-County Independent Living Program, Inc. -

- 'Project Summary: Funds will provide 374 physically disabled
-adults: 1n the metropolitan area with recreational act1v1t1es
“such as adaptive physical fitness, individualized
rehabilitation and therapeutic programs, competitive and
non-competltlve sports, arts and crafts, cooklng and leisure
planning.
Federal Funds Requested: $69,930 Department of qucatlon
Staff Response: Favorable action.:
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4.

Project Title: Fiscal Management System (#837-5)

. Applicant: 'Albertina Kerr Centers for Children.

Project Summary: :Funds will be used to de51gn,'1mplemént“f:

- and test a comprehensive computerized financial system for
Albertina Kerr Centers. ' : ' '

Federal Funds Requested: $47,024 HHS
Staff Response: Favorable action.

:‘ProjeCt Title: Summerlake Park (#838—1)

Applicant: City of Tigard . S S
Project Summary: Funds will pay for landscaping, pedestrian

- vpaths,;baseball_fields, restroom facilities and installing a

sprinkler system at Summerlake Park in Tigard. o
Federal Funds Requested: $120,972 Department of Interior
Staff Response: Favorable action. : ’

Project Title: Minority Business Enterprise - (#838-2)
Applicant: Tri-Met S - L
Project Summary: Funds will be used to operate a technical
assistance program for minority businesses. -Areas to be

'~ covered in the program include financing options, bonding

and insurance marketing, cost estimates, . accounting, general
management, -and evaluation of bids. The program objective

is to make minority businesses competitive in the bidding

process for Tri-Met contracts and subcontracts.
Federal Funds Requested: $124,998 Department of
Transportation . : R . _

~ Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Nicol Road and Laurelwood Drive (#838-3)
Applicant: .State of Oregon Department of Transportation
Project summary: Funds will be used to construct median
left-turn lanes on Scholls Highway and to add a right-turn
lane on Nicol Road to increase sight distance and safety at
the intersection. - , , ‘ .

Federal Funds Requested: $36,000 Department of
Transportation '

-Staff Response: Favorable action. o

. ProjeEt'Title: UMTA- Section 8 Techhidal Studies (#838-4)!

Applicant: State of Oregon Department of Transportation ,
Project Summary: Funds will be used .to continue operating
the technical assistance program for small cities which o
provide public transit in rural areas. Technical assistance-
includes service design planning, transit development
programming, operations, marketing, general management,

budget and financing, and energy conservation. .-

' federal Funds Requested: $66,000 Department of

Transportation

‘Staff ReSponse:"Favorable action.
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9.

1l. .

Pronect Title: Clackamas County Head Start (#838 -5)

Applicant: Clackamas County Children's Commission . .

Project Summary: Funds will be used to operate a Head Start'
Program for 161 low-income and handicapped preschoolers in

Clackamas County for one year.  The program includes

_.classroom instruction, home visits, health examinations and

parent involvement programs dealing with 5001al serv1ces and
nutrition.
Federal Funds Requested- $418,932 HHS

- staff Response- "Favorable action.

‘APrOJect T1t1e- Transmission Facilities. ($839- 2)1:

Appllcant° Bonnev1lle Power Administration (BPA)
Project Summary: The proposed program would manage .

. vegetation on some 84,000 acres of rights-of-way and at 357

substations and other facilities throughout BPA's seven
state service area. . On rights-of-way tall growing

vegetatlon would be prevented from growing onto transmission .
lines and from blocking access roads. At substations and

;“mlcrowave yards, all vegetation would be removed to prevent

fire and safety hazards. Where appropriate, noxious weeds,
would be controlled in cooperation with local landowners.

. ‘The. proposed program would use manual, spot chemlcal,
‘broadcast .chemical, and biological methods to- manage )

vegetation. Selection of treatments to be used in specific
management situations would be based on consideration of"
soc1a1, ecological and economic consequences of using the
various methods. The environmental impact statement
examines potential impacts on public health, workers'
safety, water quality and fisheries, land uses, plants and
animals, soils, and cultural and h1storlcal resources.

Federal Funds Requested: NA

Staff . Response- -Favorable action.

Prolect TltlE' Residential Weatherization - (#839 -3)

-Applicant: . Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)

Project Summary: BPA proposes to expand its present
residential weatherization program. The present BPA program
excludes ‘certain types of residences from receiving air

p1nf11trat10n reduc1ng (tightening) measures. These

tlghtenlng measures are storm windows and doors, weather
stripping, caulking, and electrical switchplate and outlet
gaskets. Under the proposed expanded program, all presently
excluded residences would be eligible to receive tightening
measures. The proposed program would meet the intent of the
Pacific Northwest Electric Power Plannlng and Conservation

-Act (regional act) and would aid in ensuring an adequate,
‘reliable, economical and efficient electrical energy system

for the reglon. The Environmental Impact Statement
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evaluates the- effects of three alternatlve actions for the
BPA weatherization program: no action; proposed action;
delayed action. The major effects examined include air

-quallty (1ndoor ‘and outdoor), public health, energy,

socio-economic and institutional..
Federal Funds Requested: - NA
Staff Response- Favorable action.

12. .Pro1ect Title:  Head Start
- Applicant: Washlngton County Communlty Actlon Agency
Project Summary: Funds will provide comprehensive. preschool
services to 37 1ow-1ncome families. Services to be provided
include education, health, nutrition and mental health
~delivery o, children the year prior to entering publlc
schools. Parent involvement opportunities and social -
services are to be prov1ded to the famllles of enrolled
children. .
Federal Funds Requested: $92, 500 HHS
_ Staff Response:- Favorable actlon.
13. -PrOJect T1tle- Parent Child Center (#8310 2)
Applicant: Parent Child Services, Inc.
Project Summary: Funds will be used to prov1de counselllng
and educational services to 15 children and their families
during the tran31t10n from foster care to their natural
parents.
Federal Funds Requested: $36,000 HHS
Staff Response: Favorable action.
MCH/gl
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 6.3

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 83-434 FOR
THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) TO INCORPORATE A
SERIES OF PROJECTS SPONSORED BY THE OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (ODOT)

Date: October 17, 1983 Presented by: Andy Cotugno

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Exhibit "A" to Resolution No. 83-434 is a list of projects that
Metro has beeen requested to have identified in the FY 1984 TIP.
The request originated with ODOT in order to initiate preliminary
work in early FY 1984. The projects are identified in ODOT's
Preliminary Six-Year Program.

The Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) will not formally
adopt the Six-Year Program until January 1984. Because of this,
timely project development may be jeopardized. So as to accelerate
implementation, the OTC has indicated that ODOT may proceed in
project development in advance of formal adoption of the Six-Year
Program. '

TPAC recommended adoption of the resolution. On November 10,
1983, JPACT members were polled by phone and approval was given to
recommend adoption of the attached Resolution.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adopting the attached
resolution. _ :

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

On November 7, 1983, the Regional Development Committee
unanimously recommended Council adoption of Resolution No. 83-434.

BP/gl
0159C/366
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* DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION .

' BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
. METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE . RESOLUTION NO. 83-434
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(TIP) TO INCORPORATE A SERIES OF

PROJECTS SPONSORED BY. THE OREGON

Introduced by the Joint
Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation

WHEREAS,‘Through'Resoiution No. 83-430, the}Metro Council
adopted the TIP and its FY 1984 Annual Element; and _ | ‘

' WHEREAS, The Oregon Department of Transportatlon (ODOT) has~
rrequested that a serles of restoration pro;ects be added to the TIP°
and“

- WHEREAS “Preliminary Engineering for these projects, and in
&some cases ‘construction, will be 1n1t1ated in FY 1984; and

| | WHEREAS The projects are 1dent1f1ed in ODOT's Prellmlnary :
Slx-Year Program, and :

WHEREAS The Oregon Transportatlon Comm1331on (OTC) has
_1nd1cated that ODOT staff can proceed on progect 1mp1ementat1on in '
':advance of formal OTC adoptlon of the Slx-Year Program- and |
' WHEREAS, It is necessary that pronects ut111z1ng federal_-
“funds be 1nc1uded in the TIP in order to be federally obllgated~
.now, therefore, ‘ '

o BE IT RESOLVED,
_ i That the Metro Counc1l endorses the progects in,
’Exhlblt 'A"and thelr use of the noted federal fundlng sources,:

2. That the TIP and its Annual Element be amended to

‘reflect these authorlzatlons.

| 3.. That ‘the ‘Metro CounC1l flnds the. pro:ects in

-~ RESOLUTION NO. 83-434‘



accordance with the reglon s contlnuing cooperatlve,.comprehen81ve

'plannlng process 1nc1ud1ng the State Implementatlon Plan to meet a1r

~qua11ty standards and, thereby, glves afflrmatlve mtergovernmental ‘
project review approval.
ADOBTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service bistfict

this  day of __ ., 1983.

Presidinngfficer‘
',BP/g1'~. ,
0159C/366 -
~11/14/83 -
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- EXHIBIT “A"

RESTORATION PROJECTS TO BE ADDED TO THE FY 1984 TIP
(Federal $)

Projects Using Federal Aid Interstate 4R Fundsl

l. I-5 - Marquam Bridge to N. Tigard ' PE $ 184,000

- Interchange--Overlay and Illumination Const. 5:,342,440
' ‘ ‘ A 5,526,440 ,

,:2. I-5 - Southbound COnnection to Banfield-- PE . $ 9,280

widen and Add Lane Const. ", 121,440

L 129,720

3. 1-5 - Lombard Street to Portland Blvd.-- PE s 59,800

* Grading and Paving Const. 943,000

A 1,002,800

‘4. 1-5 - Iowa Street Viaduct (8197)—- PE _ . $ 27,600

‘Deck Restoration . Const.2 - 727,720

| ﬂ v 755,320

5. 1I-5 - Delta Park to Marquam Bridge—- . PE ' 3 230,000

: Base Shoulder Overlay ' Const.2 = 7,367,360 .

’ " 7,597,360

6. I1-5 - Morrison Bridge Ramps~~- PE ) $ - 46,000

Deck Restoration/Joint Repair Const.2 1,571,360

. 1,617,360

7. I-5 - Overcrossing Hassalo/Holiday ' PE $ 26,970

(8583)--Deck Restoration Const.2 . 641,870

. 668,840

8. I-5 - Northbound Connection to Southbound PE .8 36,800

I-405--Deck Restoration Const.2 . 875,840

. . . . - . 912,640

9. I-5 - Overcrossing Columbia Blvd./Union PE $ . 36,800

Pacific Railroad (8882)--Deck ~ Const,2 - 811,440

Restoration L . . 848,240

10, . I-5 - Overcrossing Columbia Slough . PE '$ V 36,800

: (8883)~-Deck Restoration : . Const.2 = 1,294,440

S ' . : ‘ 1,331,240

11. I-405-Fremont Bridge ‘ . o

: Structural. Repairs : _ Const. $ 552,000

Total 4R Funds .. $20,941,960

Projects Using Federal Aid Primary Funds

'Highway 217 - Sunset Highway to.I-5~-~Overlay PE $ 176,000
' ) ) Const.’ 2,757,040

_ 2,933,040

Total FAP Funds $ 2,933,040

1 Interstate restoration, rehabilitation, resurfacing and
_ reconstruction.
2 FY 1985

BP/gl
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 6.4

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 83-438
CONFIRMING NOMINATIONS TO THE TRI-MET SPECIAL
NEEDS TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE AND APPROVING
SPECIAL NEEDS PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Date: November 10, 1983 Presented by: A. Cotugno

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On October 31, 1983, the Tri-Met Board passed a resolution
forming a "Special Needs Transportation Advisory Committee" to
develop recommendations on the provision of transit services to the
elderly and disabled community. They have since requested Metro to
submit nominations for membership by November 30, 1983.

It is important for Metro to be represented on this Committee
to work closely with Tri-Met in developing their plan because:

- Metro must adopt an elderly and disabled transit element
of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP);

- Metro must approve future federal capital grant requests
for elderly and disabled transit equipment consistent with

. this element of the RTP; and

- Metro must ensure certain federal urban planning
requirements are met to ensure the region remains
"certified" to receive federal transportation funds.

In addition, it is important to distinguish between the major
policy directions of the plan that are needed for inclusion in
Metro's RTP vs. the detailed operating plan that is adopted by
Tri-Met. The attached resolution confirms the Presiding Officer's
nominations to the Committee and approves the Special Needs
Transportation planning requirement for transmittal to Tri-Met.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of the Special Needs
Transportation planning requirements.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Development Committee recommended nomination of
Councilors Kelley and Etlinger with one serving as a member and the

other an alternate and recommends approval of the Special Needs
Transportation planning requirements.

AC/gl/0301C/366
11/15/83



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METRPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR'THE PURPOSE OF CONFlRMING RESOLUTION NO. 83-438

NOMINATIONS TO THE TRI-MET ; : . : ~
SPECIAL NEEDS TRANSPORTATION ) Introduced by the Regional
COMMITTEE AND APPROVING SPECIAL ) Development Committee

NEEDS PLANNING'REQUIREMENTS _ ) " .

WHEREAS The Trl-Met Board has called for the formatlon of
aA“Spec1al Needs Transportatlon Commlttee“ to address the needs of
‘the elderly and disabled communlty, and | |

WHEREAS Metro has been requested to subm1t nominees to
the Commlttee- and v

WHEREAS , Metro must'adopt.an elderly and disabled transit
_element of the Regional Transportatlon Plan (RTP) upon completlon by
Trl—Met and approve federal fundlng capltal grant requests
’con31stent w1th the RTP- now, therefore,

' BE IT RESOLVED, |

l.‘ That the Metro Council conflrms the nomlnatlon of
Counc1lor Etllnger as a member and Counc1lor Kelley as an alternate
to Tri-Met's Spec1a1 Needs Transportatlon Commlttee. |

‘2. - That- the Metro Counc1l approves transmlttal of the

Spec1al Needs Transportatlon plannlng requlrements deflned in

»]Attachment "A" ‘to Trl-Met.

ADOPTED by the Coun011 of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct

this = day of - - _» 1983,

" Presiding Officer

10301C/366
11/15/83 .
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ATTACHMENT "A"

ELDERLY 'AND DISABLED TRANSIT SERVICE
, PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

I. -Amend the RTP to incorporate an’ Elderly and Disabled Transit
' Service Plan, 1nclud1ng-

_ A. Generalized»Se;v1ce Concept

. Service area

. Service days and hours
-» Fare’ . :

. Capacity

B. . Targethopulatibn and Projected Ridership -

' . Expected demand :
. Portion of demand to be served
. Trip purposes to be served

C. Pollc1es Regarding Admlnlstratlon of UMTA Section
16 (b) (2) Funds Available to Private, Non-proflt Corpora-
tions for Disabled Equlpment o

I1. Amend the TIP to 1ncorporate capltal program needed to 1mple-
ment plan.

III.7_Ensure urban plannlng process requlrements of UMTA are satis-
: fled 1nclud1ng. :

. ‘Involvement of approprlate publlc and ‘private transportatlon

'~ operators

. Demonstration that "spec1a1 efforts" are belng ‘made to plan
: fa0111t1es and services for the elderly and disabled.

RB:imk _ ‘ o o
11-7-83 _ v



Agenda Item No. 6.5

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 83-431
GUIDELINES FOR THE EXPENDITURE )

OF COUNCIL PER DIEM, EXPENSE AND ) Introduced by Councilors
GENERAL MATERIALS AND SERVICES ) Kafoury and Kirkpatrick
ACCOUNTS )

WHEREAS, The adopted budget of the Metropolitan Service
District appropriates funds to Council Per Diem and Council Expense
accounts to be equally distributed to each Councilor at the
beginning of the fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, The adopted budget of the Metropolitan Service
District appropriates funds to a Council General account for
Materials and Services expenses for general Council support; and

WHEREAS, ORS 268.160 declares that, "notwithstanding the
provisions of ORS 198.195, Councilors shall receive no other
compensation for their office than a per diem for meetings, plus
necessary meals, travel and other expenses as determined by the
Council"; and

WHEREAS, The Council has never defined and adopted
guidelines for the expenditure of: |

- Individual Councilor per diem appropriations;

- Individual Councilor expense appropriations; and

- Council General account Materials and Services

appropriations; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

] That guidelines for the expenditure of Council Per
Diem, Expense, and General Council Materials and Services accounts,
attached hereto as Exhibit "A," are hereby adopted by the Council of

the Metropolitan Service District.

Resolution No. 83-431



2. That the Metropolitan Service District shall publish
and distribute to each Councilor a monthly report documenting all .
per diem and expense charges and all Council General account

Materials and Services charges authorized for the previous month.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1983.

Presiding Officer

gl
0015C/353
9/19/83

Resolution No. 83-431



EXHIBIT "A"

GUIDELINES FOR THE EXPENDITURE OF COUNCIL PER DIEM,
. EXPENSE ' AND GENERAL MATERIALS.AND SERVICES . ACCOUNTS

COUNCILOR PER DIEM

1.

3.

4.,

"Each Councilor is authorized'to'recéive'up to $2,160 (36 meet-

ings per ‘half year, i.e., July-December/January—-June) each
fiscal year in per diem from the Council Per Diem account.

’Pe: diem'shall be paid at a rate-of $30 pér méetihg.5

tPef diem shall be authorized for atteﬁdaﬁce at reghlar and
‘special Council meetings, and regular and special Council

committee nd task force meetings. Per diem may also be col-
lected for attendance at a task force meeting or function
approved by the Presiding Officer. '

" payments within these limits shall be authorized by “the. fiscal
- officer of the Metropolitan Service District. ' o

‘COUNCILOR-EXPENSES”

1.

Each Councilor is authorized to receive up to $1,500 each fis-
cal year as reimbursement for authorized expenses incurred for

necessary Council-related activities. ..

Each réquestffdt'reimburSement must be accompanied.by sup- -

- porting documentation which shall include the nature and

purpose of the activity, the names and. titles of all persons-

. for whom the expense was incurred and receipts justifying the

expense as required by the Internal Revenue Service. No re-
imbursement shall be authorized for any expense submitted

‘without the above-required documentation.

In addition to necesséry Council—related travel, meals and .

lodging expenses, expenses may include:

‘a. AdVance reimbursement for specific‘exPenses, providéd that

any advance reimbursement in excess of actual expenses
incurred shall be returned or shall be deducted from sub-
sequent expense reimbursement requests: ‘

b. ~Up to $200 per year for memberships in non-partisan com-
munity organizations; o : ‘

_Resolutibn No. 83-431



Guidelines for Council Expenditures -
Page 2 _ _ T

© Ce Expenses-to'Publish and distribute a Cduncil—:elated'
district newsletter may not be mailed within 120 days of
an'election in which a Councilor .is. a candidate; : B
d. “Council business-related books,’publicationsfand‘sub~
: scriptions; o : _ L Co

e.. Meeting or cdnfe?énce registration feeS}land
£. Cﬂiid-care costs for neceséary_Mé£ro bﬁsiheéslﬁith'ddcu-
" . mentation as outlined in No. 2 of this section, including
duration of the activity. ' -

_4. ReimbUrsement shall not be authdrizéd for the féllowing:

‘a. Alcoholic beverages; |

b. Laﬁndry orfdry cleaning coéts;v

c. Cont:ibﬁtions to{pclitidél cambaigns of any kind;

a. 7 Parking tickets or citations fof}traffic §iélétibhs; 

'é. ‘ ContriButions:tb funderaising efforts of aﬁy kind;

f. Entertainiﬁg'of‘othér sbciallfuqétiohs;gor |

'g,. Any othet costs‘or purchases<c0nsidered to be'of.a’
. - personal nature, 'such as supplies for personal use.

5. . Payments within these limits shall be authorized by the fiscal
- officer of the Metropolitan Service District. Other requests
for Metro-related business must be approved by the Council
Coordinating Committee. - o ' ‘ :

TRANSFERS

Notwithstanding the limits on per diem and expenses indicated above,
the Council Coordinating Committee may, upon  advance request by a
Councilor, authorize the fiscal officer to transfer . funds. between a
Councilor's. per diem and expense accounts. Such transfers may be
made only to the extent that the combined total of each Councilor's
authorized per diem and expense accounts is not exceeded. Transfers
between one Councilor's per diem and/or expense accounts and another
Councilor's per diem and/or expense accounts are not authorized.

 Resoluticn No. 83-431




Guidelines for Council Expenditufes
Page 3 : :

GENERAL PROVISIONS .

1.

A Councilor may receive per diem, plus mileage to the meeting,
and/or reimbursement for actual authorized expenses incurred,
for attendance at Council, Council committee, Council task
force meetings or other meetings approved by the Presiding
Officer or chair of a committee.

Reimbursement for travel and subsistence on official business
shall only be for the amount of actual and reasonable expenses
incurred during the performance of official duty as a Metro
Councilor. g

COUNCIL GENERAL ACCOUNT

1.

The purpose of the Council General account is to provide sup-
port for the General Council, Council committees and Council
task forces. ' '

Authorized expénses which may be charged to appropriate

‘Materials and Services categories in the Council General

account ‘include:

a. Meals. for regular and special Council, Council committee_
' and Council task force meetings.

' b. | Facilities rentals for public meetings;

C. .Meeting equipment such as audio-visual aids, public ad-

‘dress systems, tape recorders, etc., for public meetings;

_d.' Receptions for guests of the Council, Council committees

-or Council task forces;

e. ~ Honoraria;

f. Expenses for official visitors;

g. General Council, Council committee or Council task force

information, publications, promotional materials or sup-
plies; . :

h. Remembrances from the Council, Council committee or
- Council task force; .

i.  Professional services for the Council, Council committee

‘or Council task force. .

Resolution No. 83-431



Guidelines for Council Expenditures
Page 4

j. .Outside consultants to the Council, Counc1l commlttee or
Counc11 task force, and

k. Authorized travel on behalf of the Counc1l Counc1l com-
‘mittee or Council task force. :

" Expenses to the Council General account shall not be authorlzed
-~ for the follow1ng., i ’

‘a, Alcohollc beverages;

b. Contr1but1ons to political campalgns of any klnd-
c.‘ .Contrlbutlons~to fund-ralslng'efforts of any klnd; or

d. :Social functions including b1rthday and retirement
:partles, and hollday observances.

o W1th1n the Council General account up -to $1,200 per year shall

be reserved for expenses incurred by the Presiding Officer of

the Council in carrylng out off1c1al duties associated, with

that offlce.' _
|
An 1nd1v1dual Councilor may request. reimbursement from the."

Council General account for expenses 1ncurred for general
;Counc1l business. ‘

All requests for relmbursement or expendlture from the Council .
General account must be approved by the Presiding Officer. The
Presiding Officer shall submit a budget for the General Account

to the Council Coordinating Committee. The Presiding Officer

can authorize expenditures within the limits approved: by the
Council Coordlnatlng Committeee.  The Fiscal Officer shall pro-
vide monthly reports to the Council Coordlnatlng Committee.

- _Each request must be accompanied by supporting documentation
" which shall include the nature and purpose of the expense, ‘the -

names and titles of all persons for whom the expense was or

- will be 1ncurred and receipts JUStlleng the expense.

0105C/313
11/10/836

'Resolution No. 83-431




STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 6.6

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT
WITH OREGON CITY REGARDING CLACKAMAS TRANSFER &
RECYCLING CENTER (CTRC)

Date:

October 27, 1983 Presented by: Dan Durig/

Norm Wietting

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On November 4, 1981, the Oregon City Planning Commission

approved the site plan and design of the CTRC, with 12 conditions,
including the following:

(3)

The facility will be sized for a maximum of 400 tons/day.

On February 24, 1983, the Planning Commission approved a
revision to the above Condition #3, as follows:

To grant an increase in tonnage at the CTRC not to exceed 800
tons per day, until the hearing provided in Condition (1), with

the following conditions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The Planning Commission will conduct a review at its
January 1984 meeting. That review is to include the
general parameters of the 1985 review as recommended Dby
staff, but focus primarily on traffic impacts as related
to the 800 tons/day limit.

In the event that serious traffic problems arise before
the end of the calendar year 1983--as determined by the
Oregon Department of Transportation, the City Engineer,
and the Police Chief--the City shall give thirty (30) days
notice to Metro of immediate review by the Planning
Commission.

If Planning Commission review at either (1) or (2) above
determines that traffic mitigation measures are needed,

the tonnage may be reduced to 400 tons/day until such
measures are completed.

Metro agrees to monitor tonnage to assure a maximum 800
tons/day. Additional tonnage generated from Mul tnomah or
Washington County is to be diverted to other disposal
sites. '



(5) The Planning Commission recognizes that minor "start-up"
problems are probably unavoidable and directs staff to
monitor long-term and major impacts.

(6) The Planning Commission specifically reiterates its intent
that the CTRC not be the only long-term regional facility,
but is an element in a regional solid waste disposal
system of transfer stations and landfills. Operation of
the facility in excess of 400 tons/day beyond March of
1985 is contingent upon a second transfer station being
sited and construction started.

The CTRC became the sole disposal site in the area with the
closure of Rossman's Landfill in mid-June. The 800 tons/day limit
was exceeded four out of five weekdays of operation.

Metro came before the Planning Commission in June to determine
if the 800 tons/day limit is interpreted as a maximum tonnage per
day or as an average over time. The Planning Commission concluded
that the condition is meant to be a maximum of 800 tons/day and not
an average.

The Planning Commission instructed Metro to apply for a change
in the limit if this interpretation needed to be changed. Metro
applied to change this condition and at its July meeting the
Planning Commission recommended that the City Commission adopt an
Ordinance to levy the following charges:

A tonnage surcharge of $1.00 per ton for each ton over the
maximum of 800 tons per day shall he paid to the city of Oregon
City on a monthly basis. A fine of $100.00 per ton for each
ton over 1,000 tons per day shall be paid to the city of Oregon
City. This recommendation should be passed on to the City
Commission for final decision and determination of use of the
funds.

The City Commission considered this motion and also a surcharge
of 25¢ per ton on all solid waste that is received by a transfer
station operated by a governmental agency on real property exempt
from taxation. Metro advised Oregon City that this 25¢ per ton
charge was probably illegal.

Following discussions with Metro staff, the Oregon City staff
recommended an intergovermental agreement by which Metro would pay
the City directly for extraordinary costs the City might incur as a
result of the transfer station. Attached is an agreement which
would allow that, while at the same time protect Metro from any
unreasonable demands by Oregon City. This agreement was approved by
the Oregon City Commission on October 5, 1983.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends that the Council by motion
approve the agreement. This approach is a reasonable and workable ‘




solution for both Metro and Oregon City. It recognizes our
responsibility, yet avoids a substantial add-on to the cost of
disposal.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Services Committee recommends to Council that the
Intergovernmental Agreement with Oregon City regarding the Clackamas
Transfer & Recycling Center (CTRC) be accepted.

NW/gl
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'INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

This Intergovernmental Agreement 1s entered into

'this Stb day of 0cumer ¢ 1983, between the METROPOLITAN

SERVICE DISTRICT (METRO), and the CITY OF OREGON CITY, OREGON.

WHEREAS, Metro is a regional government with statutory
fresponsibility»for solid waste disposal in portions of Clackamas,'
Washington and Wultnomah Counties,‘including Oregon City; and R

WHEREAS, Metro owns and operates a .solid waste transfer
"facility known as the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center (CTRC)
at 16101 s. E. 82nd Street in Oregon City, Oregon; and

| . 'WHEREAS, EetrO'as a public agency is exempt from property

.taxation on the above-mentioned ‘transfer facility; and |

WHEREAS, Metro or its agents-pay. directly for most city

seryices to the transfer fac111ty,*e Lo g sanitary sewers, water,_

'__.drainage, security, litter clean up, building permits, inspection

ﬂfees, etc.; and . )

J o WHEREAS,.Metroihas agreed to'install a traffic signal

'device at the 1ntersection of the CTRC entrance and sidewalks if -

either become necessary in the future- and ' ' |
WHEREAS, The Oregon City residents currently receive the

benefits of lower waste disposal rates through direct use of the'

CTRC and/or through local collection rates .and

‘ WHEREAS, Metro. does not wish to cause an economic hardship t

on the City of Oregon City resulting from the ‘location of the CTRC

w1th1n the City s boundaries, and

WHEREAS, The facility itself has been constructed and is
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being operated in a manner to protect the residents of the-City of;
Oregon City from adverse impacts resulting from the disposal of |
solid waste, now, therefore,Q |
I'I‘ IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS' » A

| 1. Metro agrees to reimburse the City of Oregon . City for
;any extraordinary costs incurred by the City as a direct result of
the operation and location of the CTRC. Such costs are not to
include costs of normal city services which are - generally provided
to the residents and businesses of the City; rather theyAare
.intended'to inc1ude unanticipated and extraordinary expenses
iincurred by the City for the benefit of the facility.' f

2. " TThe extraordinary costs referred to in paragraph """

. include but are not limited to the following-

a. clean up of spilled debris from garbage trucks -

'w1thin one-half mile of the - faCility,

b. fire fighting efforts at the facility reguiring

‘City forces not normally on duty, o
'=é.. ClVll disturbances such as labor disputes which
| would require extra police service patrolling in
" the vicinity of the CTRC; |
d. extraordinary remedial action by the City to
required to prevent enVironmental damage
resulting directly from the. operation of the
faCility,

e. attorney's fees incurred-by the City in defense

ffof any su1t or action against the’ City directly

' .

'resulting from tortious acts of Metro or its‘
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agents at the facility. Except for attorney

fee's this Agreement is not intended to nrovide

for any respective rights.of indemnity by one.
'”barty against the other which_rights shall be
"‘determined by general legal principles. |

‘~3, It is recognized that most or all of the situations
indicated in paragraph "2" may be handled and resolved by Metro or
its agents. Therefore, reimbursement as provided in paragraph b L
vshall be ‘available only 1n the above situations in which Metro
| cannot or w111 not handle or resolve the sxtuation or in-which Metro
requests the service, 1ndicated in paragraph "2." Except in
emergency 51tuations, the City will notify Metro of a situation :
needing remedial action and Metro shall have a reasonable time
“within which to resolve such 51tuation.

‘4; This Agreement shall remain in effect for an
indefinite period and may be terminated by either party upon ninety
’(90) days written notice.

WHEREFORE this Agreement has been executed as of the date

- first above written.'

CITY OF OREGON CITY : | HETROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

4//% .

’f:/93/4_v>": MAYOR
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 6.7

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE
IN FUNDING EAST WASHINGTON COUNTY URBAN
SERVICES STUDY

Date: November 6, 1983 Presented by: D. Carlson

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Metro has been requested to assist in the funding of an urban
services study in Washington County. As indicated in the attached
letters from Beaverton Mayor Jack Nelson and Tigard Administrator
Bob Jean the study is being conducted in two phases. Phase I which
is almost complete examines the cost and existing service levels
provided by urban service governments in the County. Phase II for
which funding is now being solicited will examine the equity of
existing funding relationships to determine whether or not urban
subsidies exist among the various local units. As indicated in the
attached letters the study will not suggest organizational changes,
but will provide a body of knowledge which can be used if so desired
by governmental units to explore ways and means to lower
governmental costs.

Also as indicated in the attachments this study effort has
achieved broad based support from public agencies in Washington
County as well as some of the private utilities in the County.

This request for assistance falls within the spirit of Metro's
local assistance program. During the past three years Metro has
spent or budgeted a total of $7,302 on its Small City Technical
Assistance Programs involving 12 city and county agencies. Most of
these funds have been used as match grants for local units to hire
student interns to conduct a specific work task identified by the
unit with Metro's assistance. 1In addition in the Small City
Technical Assistance Programs, Metro staff has provided direct
assistance on nine local projects involving nine separate local
units during.this same three-year period.

Other local assistance provided by Metro included a contract
between Multnomah County and Metro in September 1979 to:

"Research and staff support to Multnomah County
in assisting the Mid-County Future Alternatives
Committee (MCFAC), the general public and other
public groups in developing and studying
options (incorporation, consolidation,
annexation, status quo, etc.) for the area east



of Portland and Maywood Park, and west of the
incorporated cities of the East County."

Under terms to the agreement the County paid Metro $10,000 and
Metro provided staff support to assure that research and staff
support was provided including study design, sending out requests
for proposals and selection and monitoring of consultant contract to
complete the project. In a related informal agreement, Metro agreed
to pay $400 towards an advertisement notifying the public of a large
public meeting at which organizational options for mid-Multnomah
County were presented and discussed.

Approval of Metro's involvement in this study through modest
funding support would be consistent with these many past efforts.
In addition to providing local government assistance, the focus of
the study is relevant to Metro's interest in urban service financing
and economic development.

Since this request is not budgeted, it requires the transfer of
funds from contingency to a department budget for disbursement. As
outlined in the attached memo from Dan LaGrande, a transfer of
$1,500 from contingency to the Contractual Services line item in the
Department of Public Affairs' would provide the requested funding
level. The attached analysis of the General Fund ending fund
balance, as of September 30, 1983, indicates sufficient funds to
support this project.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of this request and
the transfer of $1,500 from the General Fund Contingency to the
Contractual Services line item in the Department of Public Affairs
to implement the study. An ordinance amending the budget and
appropriations schedule for this item and several others will be
presented to the Council Coordinating Committee in December for
action.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

On November }4, 1983, the Council Coordinating Committee
recommended Council approval of the request and the transfer of
$1,500 from thLe General Fund Contingency to the Contractual Services

ling item in the Department of Public Affairs to implement the
study.




BEAVERTON . agust 29, 1983

. J.ackNeIson .
-~ Mayor

Councilor Bob Oleson, . District #1 -

' Metropolitan Service District

527 S.W. Hall Street . . '

' Portland Oregon 97201 o ' o

DearCounc110r01eson o }

‘ I am wr1t1ng to bring.you up‘to date ‘on a major cooperative study being
conducted by the cities, county, special districts, and public utilities in
Washington County and to ask for assmtance on the’ part of Metropohtan

: Serv1ce D1str1ct

"I have long witnessed local governments as they struggle w1th the
questions of urban service provision. We hear much discussion of cross
subsidization, tax inequities, urban subsidies, and overlapping govermmental
services.

In th1s era of property tax 11m1tat1ons and increased concern of all
citizens about the cost of govermmental services, it is incumbent upon local
goverrment to seek ways to deliver needed services in the most cost efficient

way possible. The factors which ‘effect the efficient delivery of urban

services in a rapid growth area like Washington County prompted the cities,

. - county and special districts to enter into a cooperative intergovermmental

.. agreement to finance and conduct a two phase study. The two phases will

' document the costs of service delivery and analyze the extent to which cross

subsidization exists. The study will not address changes in structure but
will provide a neutral analysis for developing baselme data to use in
,cooperat1ve efforts to lower goverrmental costs. :

‘The cost of the f1rst phase of the study, conducted by Dr. Sheldon
Edner of Portland State Un1vers1ty s Center For Urban Affairs, is $30,750.
raised through participation by Beaverton, Hillsboro, Tigard, Tualatin, Wolf

Creek Water District, Washington County Fire District #1 and General.

Telephone, N.W. Natural Gas and Portland General Electric (in lieu of Durham, '

- Sherwood, Cornelius and Wilsonville's contribution). The Phase II Service

Equity Study ($31,250) has committed financial support from Washington -County, -
Unified Sewerage Agency, Forest Grove, Hillsboro and another special :
districts. Additional financial support is needed to. msure the st:udy s
completmn and success. |

|
|

- City of Beaverton ® 4950 S.W. Hall Boulevard e Beaverton, Oregon 97005 (503) 644-2191
!, ,
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 We be11eve that ‘the product we are seekmg will both help refine our
~service delivery techmques and serve as a prototype for other areas of the o
‘State seekmg resolut1on of sm1lar service dehvery d11enmas. N : :

. I would request for all of the local govermments involved in th1s '
etfort, your support for this Phase II project. The Metropolitan Service
District's participation through a $2,000 grant would camplete the funding
package for the study. ‘I will follow this letter with a telephone call to o
discuss your participation and support and to set up an appointment  to prov1de '
further information to you to make a fmal decision. -

S ‘ncerely, .

A

Jack Nelson

-03270




- CITYOF TIGARD

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON

September 7, 1983

- MR. RICK GUSTAFSON,
EXECUTIVE OFFICER
-METRO. :
527 S.W: HALL STREET
PORTLAND, OREGON 97201

SUBJECT:‘ URBAN. SERVICES STUDY, PHASE II FUNDING
: Dear Mr. GustafSon'

As’ you know from the recent contacts by Mayor Nelson of Beaverton, Phase 1
(Service Levels) of the Urban Services Study by Portland State: University for
local governments in Washington . County is about complete.” We now need to
complete our - funding. commitments for Phase II (Fundlng Equ1ty/"Doub1e
Taxation'") by September 26, 1983. SR

It is the study committee's understand1ng that your agency would be 1nterestedv
in participating financially in Phase II. On behalf of the commlttee, we
-request $2 000 as the needed share from your agency. }

) Attached is a llstxng of the contrlbutors by agency needed to complete the
. study. Your prompt reply and, as always, your .consideration, is appreciated.

Yours truly,

CITY.OF TIGARD

.WL »;—.

Robert W ean,
City Admidistrator

"P.S. - Checks should be made out to: Urban Services Study/City of 3eaverton,
and mailed to Mr. David_Chen, Finance Director, Beaverton City Hall. '

RWJ : dkr ‘
CC. " Mayor Jack Nelson, Beaverton
Fund Raxslng Sub-Committee

' f

Attachment'

12756 SW. ASH = 'P.0. BOX 23397 TIGARD, OREGON 97223 - PH: 639-4171 /



URBAN SERVICES STUDY
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON

RECEIVED

"PHASE II

' TOTAL STUDY REQUIREMENTS:

’*'To&érdsNSmgli-Citiesf Shares...

TO DATE SHARE
CITY OF BEAVERTON $ 9,000 R
CITY OF HILLSBORO 6,250 $ 1,250

" CITY OF TIGARD 5,000
CITY OF TUALATIN 2,500 ‘
CITY OF CORNELIUS * : 1,000 .
CITY OF SHERWOOD * 500
CITY OF DURHAM * 500
CITY OF WILSONVILLE * 500
CITY OF FOREST GROVE - 2,500
'GENERAL TELEPHONE (%) 1,000
NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS (%) 1,000
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC (*) 1,000
WASHINGTON COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT #1 2,500
TUALATIN RURAL FIRE DISTRICT ‘ 2,500
WOLF CREEK WATER DISTRICT 2,500 ‘
UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY 5,000
WASHINGTON COUNTY 5,000 5,000
METRO : 2,000
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 2,000

' OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS DIVISION :2,000
HOMEBUILDER'S ASSN. OF METROPOLITAN PORTLAND - R 1,500
TOTAL STUDY CONTRIBUTIONS: - $40,750 $21,250-
URBAN SERVICES STUDY REQUIREMENTS: :

PHASE I (SERVICE LEVELS) $30,500 .
PHASE II (FUNDING EQUITY) 31,500
.$30,500

$31,500

TOTAL
FUNDING

$ 9,000

7,500
5,000
2,500 -
1,000
500
500
500
2,500 -
1,000
1,000
1,000
2,500
2,500
2,500
5,000
-10,000
2,000
2,000
2,000

$62,000 .

$30,500
31,500
62,000



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

METRO  MEMORANDUM -

Date: September 15, 1983

~To:  Don carlson, Defuty Executive Officer .
From: Dan LaGrandeyPublic Affairs Director

- Regarding: Grant Request

‘The request £rom Beaverton Mayor Jack Nelson for a $2,000 grant
o relateS'directly to our Local Government Assistance Program.

. The issue to be resolved is the size’ of the grant. Our normal
. grant award under the Small City Assistance Program is $500. "
Local. governments are requlred to match that amount. .

.

myThere are two options if we make the $2 000 award.

a) 'Curtall the Small Cities Assistance Program for the -
h A . balance of the fiscal year. Of the $5,000 budgeted, .
. o : .~ $1,500 has been obligated to date. Another $1,500
' : - is earmarked for three cities next quarter. The balance
"will be awarded by July 1st.' S S

b) Seek Counc1l authorization to transfer $1,500 from

"~ contingency to the Small Cities.Assistance fund, take
$500 from the current budget and award the $2 000 grant_
to Mayor Nelson s Cooperatlve Study.

v_I recommend optlon b. This would prov1de $500 from the ex1st1ng
‘budget and $1,500 from contingency to continue the Small Cities

Program at ‘the level authorlzed by the’ Coun01l for this flscal ‘
_'-year. : . :

Attachment

cc: Ray Barker, Council Assistant



 METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

METRO  MEMORANDUM

Date: November 10, 1983

"16:"_ Donald E. Carlson, Deputy Executlve Offlcer
From: AJennlfer Slm:j€§;r., Budget & Admin. Services
Regarding: General Fund Projected Ending Fund .Balance

‘Table A attached provide the summary data for a budget basis
;prOJected endlng fund balance. '

Reading left to. rlght Table A Resources displays the budgeted -
_.resources to the fund, projected net changes and, finally, the
-estimated total resources to be received for the year. The

prOJected net change is the difference between unbudgeted windfall

- revenue (extra fund balance, higher interest earnlngs and rent) and
budgeted overhead that may not be reallzed. A net increase of
$81,531 in resources is projected. ' '

‘ Table A, Planned ‘Expenditures; shows the amount budgeted for
' “spending (does not include contingency), projected net changes in
-expenses and total estimated expenses for the year. A net increase

of $85,353 in expenses is prOJected This assumes that all budgeted
costs w111 be expended. _ : :

- The dlfference between progected total resources and expend1tures
equals the progected Ending Fund Balance on a budget basis - .
($85,862). It continues to be our management policy to maintain a
contingency/ending'fund balance of at least three percent of the
fund's budgeted resources. . Under this policy the target amount is

- $67,677. This leaves a net difference between the ‘minimum de31red
,fand prOJected endlng fund balance of. $18 185,

:Js/gl“a .
0292C/D2

- Attachments



TABLE A

‘ GENERAL FUND PROJECTED ENDING FUND BALANCE
) (Budget Ba51s) -

Projected | ‘PrOJected
- . ‘ E Net Year End
Budget , Changes ) Totals
 Resources . '$2,255,896 +$81,531  $2,337,427
 planned Expenditures  $2,166,212. +$85,353 $2,251,565
Pfojected Difference : . ‘ :
Resources/Expendltures. . ' B $85,862
Pro:ected Endlng Fund ‘ "‘ S : v _ o -
Balance FY 1983-84 : : ' . §$85,862
Mlnlmum ‘Target Endlng , _ o E
Fund Balance e 3% - ‘ : o $67,677
leference Between Progected , : o _
& Target Ending Final Balance o R $18,185

Js/gl . -
10279C/361



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. /-1

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 83-165 FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A DISADVANTAGED
BUSINESS PROGRAM, AND RESOLUTION NO. 83-435
FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING FY 1983-84
GOALS FOR UTILIZATION OF DISADVANTAGED AND
WOMEN OWNED BUSINESSES.

Date: November 2, 1983 Presented by: Donald E. Carlson and
: Sue Klobertanz

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In March 1983 the Metro Council expressed a need to review
existing minority business enterprise policies and created the MBE
Policy Review Committee, an ad hoc committee, to review Metro's
existing MBE policies (Committee make up shown in Attachment A).
Subsequent to that time, Metro also received revised federal
regulations dealing with utilization of disadvanaged businesses.

The ad hoc MBE Committee met for five consecutive weeks in May
and June, reviewing Metro's current MBE Program, potential problem
areas and recommending a general method for resolution.

From the Committee recommendation and revised federal
regulations, Metro staff drafted a proposed Disadvantaged Business
Program which was reviewed and further changed per Committee
recommendation in October 1983. The attached draft Ordinance (DB
Program) and draft Resolution (FY 1983-84 DBP Goals) were released
on October 28, 1983, for review with a first reading and public
hearing scheduled for November 22, 1983.

The essential features of this Ordinance are as follows:

ik The DB Program applies to all Metro contracts.
(Intergovernmental Agreements, revenue producing contracts
and agreements for receipt of pass-through funds are not
included in the definition of contracts for purposes of
this program.)

20 The Council is required each June to establish overall
program goals for each type of contract (i.e.,
construction, DOT assisted, procurement, personal service
and labor and materials) for the ensuing fiscal year.

35 For each construction contract over $50,000 the annual
goal shall be the contract goal (i.e., if the annual goal



is 10 percent, the contract goal is 10 percent). Cont act
goals for such contracts must be met through
subcontracting work only or through the best effort
clause. The best effort clause is essentially the same as
now exists except the publication deadline requirement in
a minority newspaper is reduced from 20 days to 10 days
and language has been revised to be more specific.

4. For all other applicable contracts (construction contracts
under $50,000, DOT assisted contracts, labor and materials
contracts, personal services contracts and procurement
contracts), there are no contract goals unless so stated
in writing by the Liaison Officer prior to the
solicitation of bids. If a goal is set for such a
contract, it must be complied with through either the main
contractor, subcontractors or a best faith effort made.

5 A Liaison Officer must be designated by the Executive
Officer to carry out the objectives of this program. The
Liaison Officer is required to report directly to the
Executive Officer periodically on the administration of
this program. The Liaison Officer has the responsibility
to assist Department Heads and project managers in the
implementation of the program.

The proposed Program has been developed to be clear, concise
and easy to administer. It is anticipated to be administered with
existing staff (no additional staff is proposed). .

A listing of major issues and a comparison of Committee
recommendations with the draft Ordinance is included as Attachment B.

The attached Resolution No. 83-435 establishes the DBP goals
for FY 1983-84. Because of the timing of the program revision,
Metro did not set new goals in June 1983. Instead, this Resolution
would, in fact, set goals retroactively to July 1, 1983.

Attachment A to the Resolution restates the goals and provides
the methodology for setting the goals.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoptionof the Ordinance and Resolution.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

On November 14, 1983, the Council Coordinating Committee unanimously

;ecoggezded Council adoption of Ordinance No. 83-165 and Resolution
O. -435.




ATTACHMENT A -

'MBE POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE
' (as appointed) ‘

" Mr. Charles Crews
~ National Business League
6939 N.E. Grand Avenue, Suite 4
‘Portland, OR 97211

Ms. Grace Gallegos

' IMPACT . -
8959 S.W. Barbur Blvd.’
‘Portland, OR 97219

: * Mr. Ron Anderson
Associated General Contractors
9450- S.W. Commerce Circle
Wilsonville, OR 97070

, 'Mr. Don Matsuda
Small Business Administration
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Mr. Harold Vaughan

City of Portland
1220 S.W. 5th Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

: Mr. Kay Rich
Metro's Washington Park Zoo
4001 S.wW. Canyon Road
Portland, OR 97221

(also participating)

: Mr. Jim Cason
CA-SUN Solar Mechanical
5036 N.E. Holman Street

Portland, OR 97218



‘ ‘ ATTW{ENT

' COMPARISON OF COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
TO DRAFT DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PROGRAM

Committee

Draft

has "subcontracting possibilities.” who decides whether such

possibilities exist and how?

MBE gﬁesticns - Recommendation Program
© 1. Should the MBE.Program apply to all program areas or just those All Areas Same
areas required by federal law (USDOT and EPA assisted contracts)? S
2. Should the Program apply to all types of contracts (constructlon, ‘A1l Typés Same
consulting, procurement)? . :
3. Should certain types of contracts be exémpt (e.g.,'retention.ofA'  All Types ‘Same.
: legal counsel, retention bonding consultants, procurement of. -
materials under §$ » contracts which can or should be
. performed only by a single person)? :
4. Should subcontracting be réquired or can é prime MBE contractor Mdst subcontract‘ Must subccntract
- - meet the goal without subcontracting? Should certain types of on. all construction on all construction
contracts be exempt from subcontractlng? contracts over contracts over
$10,000. $50,000.
5. Should Metro performAcertification or continue to use Portland's Use Portland Use Portland and other
: ’ DOT approved programs.
- certification process?
6. Should "good faith effort" be aliowcd? If so, should "good - Use good faith; Same
faith effort" be the equivalent of goal compliance? Equivalent '
7. Should MBE goal information be provided by the bidders with 5 day-dela& Same
their bids, or at some later time? If at some later time, : '
should all bidders be required to submit the 1nformat10n or
only the apparent low bidder?
8. What should be the process and t1m1ng of overall goal-setting° Annual Same
Annually? Blennially? S ‘
9. Should Metro establish crera11~goals by project or only by year? Annual by type Same
10. Contract goals need be established only where a given contract » Liaison Officer  Saﬁe



- ’

Committee Draft
MBE Questions . Recommendation Proqram
‘-li,iAlternatives to good faith efforts' are allowed in lieu.of a good No alternatives Same
: faith effort requirement if the alternative is equally or more .
" effective.“ what altetnatives exist’ WOuld they be as effective? .
‘12; Should Metro establish an: MBE 'set aside prog:am? For what kinds i ) No . Same,
-of projects? . ‘ _ . o ' :
13. which types of efforts should be requiréd? How many of the efforts Use Portland List : Same ) :
listed in the DOT zegulatiohs must be proven to be eligible? . s . ’
14. Who should decide whether a minority women-owned firm should be Liaison Officer/ Same ' '!
- counted against the MBE goal or the WBE goal? Contractor
15. Is the exxsting MBE afflrmative action program adequate? If NA 5y
: not, how should it be revised?
16. Should Metro be able ‘to grant time extensions to contractors to !eé, S-day time - Same

show MBE compliance or good faith efforts (but not later than
the time for contract execution)?

17. How and where should Hetro locate- "plan oentets'?

18, Must joint ventures of two or more.already certified MBEs be
recertified as a joint venture?

19. Can Certification occur after bid opening?

J20. Should" the Council allow the Executxve Officer to adopt additional
regulations?

21. what is required for proof of subcontracting? When is proof submitted?

. 8400B/305 . . o
11/03/83 . . S

flexible.

Existing centers and as’

requested.

No

~No .

No

Signod letter of aéree;
ment required within

five days.

- Issue addressed by

administrative procedures.

Same

Same
Same

Same
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- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE.
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A ) ,ORDINANCE'NO. 83-165
DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PROGRAM )

RSP

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Purpose and Authority

(a) It is the purpose of this ordlnance to establish and ‘
~ implement a program to encourage the utilization by Metro of disad-.
._vantaged and. women-owned. businesses.

~Ab) This ordlnance ‘is adopted pursuant to 49 CFR 23 and is
.1ntended to comply with all relevant federal regulations.

(c) This ord1nance shall be known and may be cited as the

"Metro Dlsadvantaged Business Program," herelnafter referred to as
the “Program "

(d) . ThlS ordlnance supersedes the Metro "M1nor1ty Bu51ness

Enterprise (MBE) Program” dated October 1980 and amended
December 1982.

' section 2. Policy Statement
| '(a)f Through ‘this Program, Metro:

»(l)_ﬂexpresses its strong commitment to using disadvan-
. taged and .women- -owned businesses in contractlng,

(2) - informs all employees, governmental agenc1es and the

- 'general public of its intent to 1mplement thlS pOllCY
- statement; and

'h(3)- assures conformity with appllcable Federal regula-
- tlons as they ex1st or may be amended

e (b) It is- the pollcy of Metro to. prov1de equal opportunity to

_;all persons to access and participate in the projects, programs and
services of Metro. Metro and Metro contractors will not discrimi-
nate’ agalnst any person or firm on the basis of race, color,

national origin, sex, age, religion, physical handicap, political
affiliation or marital status. .

(c) The pollcles, practices and procedures established by this -
~ordindnce shall apply to all Metro departments and project areas
except as expressly prOV1ded in this ordinance.

ﬂ(d) The'object;ves4of‘the program shall.bez

 page 1 - ORDINANCE NO. 83-165



(1) to.assure that provisions of this ordinance are_
: '~ adhered to by all Metro departments, employees,
subrecipients and contractors.

'(2)’ to initiate and maintain efforts to increase program
a _participation by disadvantaged businesses.

(e) Metro accepts and agrees to the statements of 49 CFR
§23.43(a) (1) and (2), and said statements shall be. included in all
~agreements with subrecipients and in all DOT assisted contracts’
between Metro or subrec1p1ents and any contractor.

' Section 3. Definitions

For purposes of this Ordinance, the follow1ng definitions shall
apply:- :

(1) - APPLICANT -- one who submits an application, request or’
. - plan to be approved by a DOT official or by Metro as a
condition to eligibility for Department of Transportation
. (DOT) financial assistance; and "application" means such
an application, request or plan.’

(2) ‘CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT -- means a contract for construc-.
-~ tion of buildings or other facilities, and includes

reconstruction, remodeling and all-activities which are"
appropriately associated with a construction project.

(3) CONTRACT -- means a mutually binding legal relationship
~ or any modification thereof obligating the seller to
furnish supplies or services, including construction, and .
- the buyer to pay for them. For purposes of this ordi-
‘ nance, a lease or a purchase order of $500.00 or more is
) a contract. - : :

(4) CONTRACTOR -- means the one who participates, through a
~ " . contract or subcontract, in’ the Program and includes S
'»1essees._ o

(5)‘"fDEPARTMENT or "DOT" -- means’ the United States Department,'
- - of Transportation, 1ncluding 1ts operating elements.

(6) . DOT ASSISTED CDNTRACT -~ means any- contract or modifica-v
tion of a contract between Metro and a contractor which
" is' paid for in whole or in part with DOT financial :
.assistance or :any contract or modification of a contract
- between Metro and a lessee.

(7)  DpoT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE -- means financial aid provided
' by DOT or the United States Railroad Association to a
-recipient, but does not include a direct contract. . The
‘financial aid may -be provided directly in the form of -
actual money, or indirectly in the form of guarantees‘
authorized by statute as financial assistance services of
Federal personnel, title or other interest in real or '
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(8) .

(9)“:fJOINT VENTURE'—— is defined as an assoc1at10n of two or

(10)

- (11)

personal property transferred for less than fair market
value, or any other arrangement through which the"
recipient benefits financially, including licenses for

- the constructlon or operation of a Deep Water Port.

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS -- means a small business concern',

‘(a) which -is at least 51 percent owned by one -or more

soc1a11y and economically disadvantaged individuals, or,
in the case of any publicly owned business, at least .51.
percent of the stock of which is owned by one or more

'>Qsoc1ally and economically disadvantaged individuals; and

(b) whose management and daily business operations are

- controlled by one or more of the socially and economi-

cally disadvantaged individuals who own it. Unless: the
language or context of this ordinance prov1de otherwise,
"disadvantaged business" includes Women-Owned Bu51ness
Enterprlses (WBE) . :

more businesses to carry out a single business enterprise

- for profit for which purpose they combine the1r property,

capltal, efforts, Skllls and knowledge.

LABOR AND MATERIALS CONTRACT —- 1s a contract 1nclud1ng a

" combination of personal service and prov151on of

materials other than construction contracts. . Examples
may include p1umb1ng repalr, computer. malntenance or
electr1ca1 repair, etc. : :

;LESSEE -- means a business or person that leases, or is

negotlatlng to lease, property from a recipient or the
Department on the rec1p1ent s or Department's facility

. for the purpose of operatlng a transportatlon-related '

.. activity or for the provision of goods or services to the

(12)

a3

fa0111ty or to the publlc on the fac111ty.

PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT -- means a contract for
serv1ces of a personal or profe8551ona1 nature.,

‘PROCUREMENT CONTRACT -~ means a contract for.the purchase

or sale of -supplies, materlals, equipment , furnishings or

" other’ goods not associated w1th a constructlon or other

o contract. ‘

(14)

as)

- (16)

RECIPIENT -- means any entlty, publlc or prlvate, to whom
DOT financial assistance is extended, d1rectly or through

“another re01p1ent for any program.

SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN -- means a small business as
- defined pursuant to section 3 of the Small Business Act
. and relevant regulations promulgated pursuant thereto.

SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED INDIVIDUALS OR
DISADVANTAGED INDIVIDUALS -- means those individuals who

are citizens of the United States (or lawfully admitted
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permanent residents) and who are Black Americans,
Hispanic Americans, Native Americans, Asian-Pacific
Americans or Asian-Indian Americans and any other
minorities or individuals found to be disadvantaged by-
.the Small Business Administration pursuant to section

~ 8(a) of the Small Business Act. Certifying recipients -
shall make a rebuttable presumption that individuals in
the ‘followng groups are socially and economically disad-

- vantaged. Certifying recipients also may determine, on a
‘case-by-case basis, that individuals who are not a member
‘of one of the following groups are socially and economi-

cally disadvantaged:

(a) _"Black Americans," which includes persons haVing
origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa;

"(b) - "Hispanic Americans," which includes persons of - -
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South ;
American, or other Spanish culture or origin,
regardles of race; ' . ' a

(c) "Native Americans," which includes persons who. are
American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, or Native
Hawaiians; R ' ‘ :

(d) "Asian-Pacific Americans," which includes persons
- whose origins are from Japan, China, Taiwan, Korea,
- Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the Philippines, Samoa,"
, Guam, the U.S. Trust Territories of the Pacific,
*.. - and the Northern Marianas; and ‘

(e) '  "Asian-Indian Americans,"” which includes persons
' .- whose origins are from India, Pakistan, and '
- Bangladesh. - . o : '

~(17)  WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE or WBE -- means a small
business concern, as defined pursuant to section 3 of the
Small Business Act and implementing regulations which is
owned and controlled by one or more women. "Owned and
-~ controlled" means a business which is at least 51 percent
owned by one or more women or, in the case of a publicly
owned business, at least 51 percent of the stock of which
is owned by one or more women, and whose management and

‘daily business operations are controlled by one or more
women. ' - e

Section 4. Notice to Contractors, Subcontractors and Sﬁbredipients

. Contractors, subcontractors and subrecipients of Metro accept-
ing contracts or grants. under the Program shall be advised  that :
failure to carry out the requirements set forth in 49 CFR 23.43(a)
shall constitute a breach of contract and, after notification by
Metro, may result in termination of the agreement or contract by
Metro or such remedy as Metro deems appropriate. ‘
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.

Section 5. Liaison~0fficer‘

-(a) The Executlve Officer shall by executive order, designate
a.Disadvantaged Business Liaison Officer and, if necessary, other
staff adequate . to administer the Program. The Liaison Officer shall
report directly to. the Executlve Offlcer on matters pertalnlng to
the Program.,. '

‘ (b) The Liaison Offlcer shall be responsblle for developlng,
managing and implementing the program, and for disseminating
information on available business opportunities so that disadvan-
‘taged businesses are provided an equitable opportunity to bid on
Metro contracts. 1In.addition to the responsibiliites of the Liaison
Officer, all department heads and program managers shall have

respon51b111ty to assure 1mplementat10n of the Program.

(c) - The p051t10n descrlptlon of ‘the Liaison: Offlcer is

"attached to this ordinance as Appendix "A," .and may be altered from

time to time by the Executlve Offlcer con51stent w1th ‘the requlre-,
ments of th1s sect10n.~

Sectlon 6. Dlrectory

A d1rectory of certified dlsadvantaged bus1nesses and certlfled
‘women-owned businesses shall be maintained by the'Liaison Officer ‘to
facilitate identifying disadvantaged and women-owned businesses with
"capabilities relevant to general contracting requirements and
- particular solicitations. The dlrectory shall be available to
contract: bidders and proposers in their efforts to meet Program

requlrements.

‘Section 7. Mlnoritykowned Banks

Metro will seek to identify m1nor1ty-owned banks and make the
‘greatest fea51b1e use of their services. In addition, Metro will
encourage prime contractors, subcontractors and consultants to
ut111ze such servxces. : .

,Sectlon 8. Afflrmatlve Actlon and Equal Opportunlty Procedures

. E Metro shall use affirmative action technlques to facllltate
”dlsadvantaged and women-owned business part1c1pat10n in contractlng
=act1v1t1es. ‘'There techniques 1nclude- o

(a) Arrang1ng solications, time for the presentation of blds,»
‘quantities specifications, and delivery schedules so as to facili-
tate. the part1c1pat10n of disadvantaged and women-owned bu51nesses.

(b) Prov1d1ng assistance to disadvantaged and women-owned
businesses in overcoming barriers such as the inability to obtain
bondlng, financing or technical assistance. :

(c) Carrying out -information and communications programs on
contractlng procedures and specific contractlng opportun1t1es in a
,tlmely manner" W1th such programs being b111ngua1 where approprlate.
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Section 9.' Certification of Disadvantaged Business Eligibility'

(a) To participate in the Program as a dlsadvantaged or
women-owned business, contractors, subcontractors and joint ventures
must have been cert1f1ed pursuant to 49 CFR §23 51 through §23. 55.

(b) Metro will not perform certification or recertlflcatlon of
businesses or consider challenges to socially and- economically °
- disadvantaged status. Rather, pursuant to 49 CFR §23.45(f) and 49
- CFR §23.51(c)(2) and (3), Metro will rely upon the certification and
recertification processes of the City of Portland, Oregon, the State
of Oregon (ODOT), the metropolitan area transit d1str1ct (Tri-Met),
and the Small Business Administration (SBA) and will utilize the
certlflcatlon lists of said agencies in determ1n1ng whether a. .
prospective contractor or:subcontractor is certified as a disadvan-
taged business. A prospective contractor or subcontractor must be.
certified as a. dlsadvantaged or women-owned business. by any one of
the above: agenc1es, and appear on the respective certification list
.of said agency, prior to the award of a contract in order to be
considered by Metro to be an eligible disadvantaged or women-owned
bu51ness ‘and ' be counted toward meeting goals. :

. (c) Prospectlve contractors or subcontractors wh1ch have been
denied certification by one of the above agencies may appeal such
denial to the certifying agency pursuant to 49 CFR §23.55 and .
appllcable agency regulations. However, such appeal shall not .cause
- a delay in any contract award by Metro.

: (d). Challenges to cert1f1cat10n or to- any presumptlon of
social or ‘economic disadvantage, as prov1ded for in 49 CFR 23.69, .
‘shall conform to and be processed under the procedures prescrlbed by
each agency indicated in paragraph (b) of this section.

ySectlon 10. Annual D1sadvantaged Bus1ness-Goals

(a) - The Metro Counc1l shall, by resolut1on each June,
‘establlsh annual dlsadvantaged bus;ness goals, and separate WBE
goals, for the ensuing fiscal year. Such annual goals shall be

- established separately for construction contracts, labor and -
materials contracts, personal services contracts, procurement
contracts, and DOT assisted. contracts regardless of type.

(b) Annual goals will be establlshed taklng 1nto‘con51deratlon
'the follow1ng factors- .

(l) .progectlon of the number and types of contracts to be:
- awarded by Metro; . : :

(2) " projection of the number, expertize and types of
- .disadvantaged businesses likely to be avallable to
compete for the contracts;

(3) past results of Metro's efforts under the Program; and
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(4) existing goals of othér local DOT recipients and’
- the1r experlence in meetlng these goals.

: (c) .Annual goals must be approved by the Un1ted States
Department of Transportatlon. 49 CFR §23.45(g) (3).

(d) . Metro w1ll publlsh notice: that the overall goals are
available for inspection when they are submitted to DOT or other
federal agencies. They will be made available for. 30 days following
publication of notice. Public comment will be accepted for 45 days
following publ1catlon of the notlce. .

Sectlon 11. Contract Goals

(a) The annual goals establlshed for constructlon contracts'
‘over '$50,000 shall apply as individual contract goals and shall be
met’ pursuant to Sectlon 11 (b) of this. ord1nance..

(b) Contract goals for constructlon contracts over - $50 000 may
be complled with by prime. contractors only by. subcontracting-a.
percentage of the contract work, equal to or exceeding the _contract .
goal, 'to one or more disadvantaged business subcontractors or by

showing of good faith efforts to comply pursuant to. Sectlon 13 of
thlS ordlnance. .

(c) The Llalson Officer may set a contract goal for any
contract other than construction contracts over $50,000. The
setting of such contract goal shall be made in wrlting prior to- the
.solicitation of bids for such contract. - Contract goals for
“contracts other than construction contracts over $50,000 shall be
set at the discretion of the Liaison Officer and. shall not be tied
~to the annual goal for such contract type. Contract goals for such
- contracts may be complied with pursuant to Sectlon 16(a)(2) or
'Sectlon 13 of this- ordlnance.‘

'7Sect10n 12 __Contract Award Criteria:

G
(a) Efforts will be made to assure that prlme contracts are
, awarded: to competltors that meet applicable disadvantaged business
‘goals. 1In order to be‘eligible for award of contracts containing a
‘disadvantaged business goal, prime contractors must either meet or
;exceed ‘the specific goal for disadvantaged businesses, or prove that
;they have made good fa1th efforts to meet ‘the goal.

i (b) - All sol1citatlons on contracts for which goals have been
" established shall requlre all bldders/proposers to submit with their
'bids and proposals a statement indicating that they will comply with
_ the contract goal. To document the intent to meet the goals, all

bidders shall complete and endorse a Disadvantaged Business Utiliza- -
“tion form and include said form with bid documents. - The form shall
““be prov1ded by Metro w1th bid s011c1tat10ns.l .

(c) Agreements between a bldder/proposer and a dlsadvantaged
“business in which the disadvantaged business. promises not to provide

tsubcontractlng quotatlons to other bidders/proposers are prohibited.
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~ (d) - Apparent low bidders who indicate compliance with the goal
shall, within five (5) working days of bid opening (or bid
- submission date when no public opening is had), submit to Metro
signed Letters of Agreement between the bidder and disadvantaged
business subcontractor and suppliers to be utilized in performance
of the contract. A form Letter of Agreement will be provided by
Metro. - ' . T S '

(e) -An apparent low bidder who states in its bid that the goal
will be met but who fails to meet the goal or fails to provide o
Letters of Agreement with disadvantaged businesses in a timely

.~ ‘manner, may, in lieu thereof, submit evidence of good faith efforts
~ to meet the goal as provided in paragraph (f) of this section. ’

(£)  Apparent low bidders who will not meet the goal but who
state in their bid that they have made good faith efforts to meet
the goal shall within five (5) working days of bid opening (or bid .
submission date when no public opening is had) submit to Metro '
evidence of such good faith efforts. Evidence of good faith'
efforts, and Metro's determination of the sufficiency of such
efforts, shall be in accordance with Section 13 of this ordinance.

_ (g) In very limited situations the Liaison Officer may in. .
writing, at his/her discretion, extend the five (5) working day
‘deadline noted in paragraphs (d) and (f) above to allow for . ‘
additional positive efforts to utilize certified disadvantaged or
‘women-owned businesses prior to contract award. Such extensions
shall not exceed a total of ten (10) additional working days. o

. (h) Except as provided in paragraph (i) of this section, = .. .
_apparent ‘low bidders who state in their bids that they will meet the
goals or will show good faith efforts to meet the goals, but who
fail to comply with paragraph (d) or (f) of this section, shall have
their bids rejected and shall forfiet any required bid security or..
-bid-bond. 1In that event, the next lowest bidder shall, within five
days of notice of such ineligibility of the law, submit evidence of .
‘goal compliance or good faith effort as provided above. This
process shall be repeated until a bidder is determined to meet the
-provisions of this section or until Metro determines that the
. ‘remaining bids are not acceptable because of amount of'bid or
" otherwise. Lo B o -

(i) The Liaison Officer, at his or her discretion, may waive

minor irreqularities in a bidder's compliance with the requirements
‘of ~this section. _ ' ‘ : -

Section 13. Determination of Good Faith Efforts
- (a) Pursuant tofSection 12 of this ordinance, bidders on _f‘ _
contracts to which disadvantaged business goals apply must, to'be ' -

eligible for contract award, comply with the applicable goal or show
that good faith efforts have been made to comply with the goal. -
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-(b) A shbWing

of good faith efforts must include'writteﬁ

evidence of at least the following:

(¢S

(2)

‘proposals are due.--

Advertisement in a trade'associationvnewslettéf'or
general circulation newspaper and through a minority-
owned newspaper at least 10 days before bids or . ..

Written notification to no less than three (3).
disadvantaged businesses that their interest 'in the
contract is solicited. Such efforts should include
the segmenting of work to be subcontracted to the
extent consistent with the size and capability of

‘minority-owned firms in order to provide reasonable

subcontracting opportunities. Each bidder should
send solicitation letters inviting quotes or

+ . -proposals from disadvantaged businesses, segmenting

(3)

‘portions of the work and specifically describing, as

accurately. as possible, the portions of the work. for

~ which quotes or proposals are solicited from minority
~firms and encouraging inquiries for further details.

Letters that are general and do not describe specifi-
cally the portions of work for which quotes or o
proposals are desired are discouraged, as such
letters. generally do not bring responses. It is
expected that such letters will be sent in'a timely
manner so as to allow disadvantaged firms sufficient

‘opportunity to develop quotes or- proposals for the’

work described.

'Evidence of follow-up to initial soliciations of

interest, ‘including the following:

‘A. ,thefnames,-addresses} telephone'numberslof.éll']-

-;disadvantaged businesses contacted;.

'B. a description of the information]provided'to-'

disadvantaged businesses regarding the plans and
- specifications for portions of the work to be
- performed; and ’ . : IR

'C.4> a statement of the reasons for non-utilization

of disadvantaged businesses, if needed to meet:
. the goal. . - : : :

i

" Section 14. Replacement of Disadvantaged Business Subéohtractors

‘ Prime contractors shall not replace a disadvantaged business
subcontractor‘with,another-subcontractor, either before contract -
award or during contract performance, without prior Metro approval.
Prime contractors who réplace a disadvantaged business subcontractor
‘shall replace such disadvantaged business' subcontractor with another

certified disadvantaged business subcontractor or make good faith
. efforts to do so. . - .. : o : _
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Sect1on 15.

‘Records . and Reports

(a) Metro shall develop and ma1nta1n a recordkeeplng system to ‘ »
identify and assess disadvantaged and women-owned business contract

awards, prime contractors' progress in achieving goals and affirma- .
tive action efforts., Spe01f1ca11y, the followrng records will be -

malntalned-‘

(1)

(2)

(3)‘.

‘Awards  to disadvantaged or women-owned bus1nesses by
jnumber, percentage and dollar amount._

,A descrrptlon of the types of contracts awarded.

,The extent to which goals- were exceeded or not met
‘and reasons therefor. : .

“(b) All dlsadvantaged business records w111 be separately

maintained.

.Required drsadvantaged business information will be

- provided to federal agenCLes and adm1nlstrators on request.

“(c) The Liaison Offlcer shall prepare seml-annual reports on

disadvantaged
(1)
(2)

l‘é)d

ts;

Section 16.

bu51ness participation to include the follow1ng.
~the ‘number of contracts awarded; -
‘categories of contracts aWarded-

dollar value of contracts awarded-._

‘percentage of the dollar value of all contracts
awarded to disadvantaged businesses in the reportlng
-perrod- and e g

the extent to whlch goals have been met or exceeded

Countlng Dlsadvantaged Bus1ness Part1c1pat1on Toward
Meetlng Goals o :

(a) D1sadvantaged business partlclpatlon shall be counted
toward meetlng the goals ‘'on each contract as follows-

(1)

(2)

On constructlon contracts of $50 000 or more, the
total dollar value of a contract subcontracted to
~disadvantaged businesses is counted toward the.

'.appllcable goal. On such contracts, the dollar

amount to be performed by a dlsadvantaged business or
~joint venture which is also the prime contractor will.
not be counted toward the applicable goal for.
- contract award purpose, but will be: counted for.
purposes of Metro compllance with annual goals.

On contracts other than those 1ndlcated in paragraph
(1) above, and except as provided below, the total

.., dollar value of a contract to be performed by ' .
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dlsadvantaged businesses is counted toward the
- applicable goal for contract award purposes as well
as annual goal compliance purposes.

+{3) .The total dollar value ‘of a contract to a disadvan-

- taged business owned and controlled by both -disad-

. vantaged males and non-disadvantaged females is
_counted toward the goals for disadvantaged businesses
and women,.respectively, in proportion to the _
percentage of ownership and control of each group in

" the business. The total dollar value of a contract
with a disadvantaged bu51ness owned and controlled by
disadvantaged women .is. counted toward either the
-disadvantaged business goal or the goal for women,
but not to both. Metro shall choose the goal to '
.wh1ch the contract value is applled

'(4)"Metro ‘shall count toward its goals a- portlon of - the
" total dollar value of a contract with an eligible
joint venture equal to the percentage of the owner-
ship and control of the disadvantaged bu51ness
~partner 1n the 301nt venture.

- (5) Metro shall count toward its goals ‘only expendltures
. 7.7 to disadvantaged businesses that perform a
i . - .. commercially useful function in the work of a
contract. A disadvantaged business is considered to
perform a commercially useful function when ‘it is
- responsible for execution of -a distinct element of .
the work of a contract and carrying out its respon51-
" bilities by actually performing, managing and
supervising the work involved. To determine whether
a.disadvantaged business is performing a commercially
. useful function, Metro shall evaluate the amount of
- work subcontracted, 1ndustry practlces and . other
'relevant factors.

- (6) ;Con51stent with normal 1ndustry pract1ces, a :

: ~disadvantaged business may enter into subcontracts._
I1f .a disadvantaged business contractor subcontracts a
significantly greater portion of the work of the
‘contract than would be expected on the basis of
normal . industry practices, the disadvantaged business
shall be presumed not to be performlng a commercially
useful function. The disadvantaged business may
present evidence to Metro to rebut this presumption. .

. Metro's decision on the rebuttal of this presumption
. is subject to review by DOT for DOT—ass1sted
contracts. .

(7) A disadvantaged business which prOV1des both labor
- and materials may count toward its disadvantaged
business goals expenditures for materials and
supplies obtalned from other disadvantaged bu31ness
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'suppllers and manufacturers, prov1ded that the
‘disadvantaged business contractor assumes the actual
and contractual responsibility for the provision of
-the materlals and suppl1es. :

. -(8) Metro shall count its entire expendlture to a
: ~dlsadvantaged business manufacturer (i.e., a suppller
that produces goods- from raw materials or substan-‘
'=t1ally alters them before resale) .

~(9) Metro shall count agalnst the goals 20 percent of 1ts
. expenditures to disadvantaged business suppliers that
_-are not manufacturers, provided that the disadvan-
taged business suppl1er performs a commerc1ally
useful function in the supply process. .

(b) D1sadvantaged or women-owned business part1c1pat10n shall
be counted toward meeting annual goals as follows- ,
[§
- (1) Except as otherW1se provided below, the total dollar
’ ‘value of any contract which is to be performed by.-
disadvantaged or women-owned businesses is counted -
"~ toward: meetlng annual goals.

H,(2) The - provisions of paragraphs (a)(3) through (a)(8) of.
- this section, pertaining to contract goals, shall
. apply equally to annual goals. , .

‘SeCtionAl7; Compllance and Enforcement

: (a) Metro shall reserve the rlght, at all times durlng the -
~perlod of any contract, to monitor compliance with the terms of this
ordinance and ‘the contract and with any representation made by a
contractor prlor to contract award pertalnlng to dlsadvantaged h

: bu51ness part1c1pat10n in the contract. . '

‘ (b) The Liaison officer may requ1re, at any stage of contract
completlon, ‘documented proof . from: the contractor of actual dlsadvan-
taged - bu31ness partlclpatlon. :

ADOPTED by the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Serv1ce D1str1ct

" this = day of 'A ' ’ ' ' 1983.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

'=Clerk of the COun011

AJ/q1/0094C/366 - ,“ I ' I
. 11/14/83 ' ' ‘ o '
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‘APPENDIX "A"

I POSITION DESCRIPTION
. DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS LIAISON OFFICER

I. Principal Duties and Responsibilities -

‘The Liaison Officer is responsible for developing, managing and
‘implementing the Disadvantaged Business Program; for carrying
out technical assistance activities and for dissemination of

. information on available business opportunities to ensure that

_disadvantaged business enterprises-are provided an equal
opportunity to bid or make quotes on Metro projects. He/She is
the primary person responsible for .implementing Federal

l;requirements‘for federally ass'sted projects under 49 CFR 23;A

~1Ii.' Reporting Relationship

The Liaison Officer will report to the Executive Officer on
Program matters, and will work closely with contracting -
personnel and others who are responsible for making management
decisions on procurement and contracting..

III. Specific Responsibilities

“A. Analyzes available planniné tools to project priority
: ~areas for disadvantaged business efforts. o

B. Develops, monitors and services. the disadvantaged business
affirmative action program. . o : : 0

,C. ) PrOposes-annual_overall goals for Council adoption and
. publishes public notice announcing them. Determines
contract-goals designed to achieve annual goals.
D; | Maintains'a directory of minority businesses.

E. Publicizes business bpportunities to diSadvantaged
businesses. = ' '

F. = Provides disadvantaged businesses with information in
. sufficient time to prepare bids and quotations.
G. Attends pre—bid and pre-construction conferencésvto
‘explain disadvantaged business requirements and responds
.to questions. L - -
e H} Participates on bid and proposal review panels.

I.. Mainfains~accurate and;up#to-daté records demonstrating -
' disadvantaged business efforts and accomplishments.

' J. Monitors contractors' and subcontractors' compliance with
~ disadvantaged business requirements and commitments.
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

. FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING )
FISCAL YEAR 1983-84 GOALS FOR USE ) -
OF DISADVANTAGED AND WOMEN-OWNED )

_BUSINESSES i . )

RESOLUTION NO. 83-435
‘Introduced by the'éouncii
Coordinating.Committee

WHEREAS, The Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct has adopted )
‘Ordlnance No. 83 165 which establishes a program to encourage the
Tutlllzatlon by Metro of dlsadvantaged and women—owned bu51nesses- and
WHEREAS, The Metro Dlsadvantaged Bus1ness Program requlres_
vestabllshment of annual dlsadvantaged business goals and separate
women~owned bu51ness goals, and

WHEREAS An analy51s ‘of the number and type of contractlng
Aopportun1t1es has beenAcompleted as shown 1n Attachment A; now,
'therefore, .‘-

- BE IT RESOLVED,‘

That the Counc11 of the Metropolitan- Serv1ce Dlstrlct shall

. use for the perlod July 1, 1983, through June 30, 1984, the

follOW1ng annual goals by contract type'

' DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE

: _ _ Annual
Contract Type , - v Goal -
Constructlon E - . ¢ 10%
Labor and Materials ' : 5%
Personal Service R - 3%
Procurement . . ' " 5%
'DOT Assisted (All Types) ' 108

Overall Annual Goal - © 6.12%
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WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS

o A Annual
-Contract Type o . - _Goal
-Labor and Materials T . 5%
Personal Service ' ’ . 3%
Procurement ' . ; 5%
DOT As51sted (All Types)v o 3%,

VH:‘0vera11 Annual Goal . . . ~ 3.25%

'4ADOPTED by the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct,

this _ day of , 1983.

PresidingVOfficer

SK/gl
0196C/355
11/07/83
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ATTACHMENT A

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS PROGRAM

FISCAL YEAR 1983 84 GOALS "AND METHODOLOGY

I. FY 1983~ 84 Annual Goals by Contract Type.

:A. Dlsadvantaged Bu51ness Enterprlse

f Contract Type ' | S R Goal-
.-Constructlon a RPN ‘,'»;“‘;AlO%A
Labor and Materials . e o 5%
Personal Service o ~ - 3%
Procurement ' : -~ 5%
VDOT A551sted (A1l Types) , ‘ o0 lo% .-
' overall Annual Goal | LT  6.12% -

B."Women-pwned'Bueinessv‘

dentract'Type . ‘ :‘ . Goal
Labor and Materials . - . - - 5%
~Personal Service : : : . 3%

- Procurement : ~ .+ 5%

DOT Assisted (All Types) SR ;3%
Overall Annual Goal ] . ‘ . h -'~3;25% -

B & P Methodology

3“A; ;PrOJectlon of Number and Type of Contracts to be Executed
% during FY 1983 84

. Based" prlmarlly on data for FY 1982- 83 and. the first

". . quarter of FY 1983-84 the estimated number and dollar
value of contracts to be executed July 1, 1983 through
June 30, 1984 1s as follows-

'Estimated ' Estimated"t

- , ,  Total Dollar.  Number of

" Type : .~ Value- Contracts
_ Construction $2,000,000 . 5
Labor and Materials 1,000,000 - 105
Personal Service 1,500,000 . ‘100
Procurement _ - 3,000,000 .. 275
- DOT A551sted ' .. -__ 358,000 - - 15

' Total -“~"4 . 7..$7,858,000 500 .

- ' . RESOLUTION NO. 83-435



Comparison with Previous Years

Past efforts'iﬁdicate that some contract types‘eXeCUteG“by
Metro afford more opportunities for contracting with ,
disadvantaged or women-owned businesses than others. For

- example, the large dollar amounts spent in the area of
. procurement are items for sale at the Zoo stores and
concession stands.: These items-~things such as stuffed

animals or soda pop-—are'usually'acqulred from large

-national firms which specialize in such items.
. Conversely, almost all large construction contracts have

met the 10 percent goal because of the. ava11ab111ty of
dlsadvantaged businesses doing such work.

_The actual goal attained for FY 1982 83 is shown in
comparison with the FY 1983-84 goals below. '

Actual .

“ - Goal Attained . FY '1983-84
Contract Type FY 1982 83 3 »'.Goal
Construction  MBE 30. O%A‘- DBE  .10.0%

: . ' © WBE 0% " . WBE 0%
Labor & Materials v a -a | DBE _ 5.0%
Personal Service MBE  1.4% ' DBE 3.0% -
Procurement = - | MBE  6.9%8  DBE  5.0% °

| o WBE ~ 15.1% WBE 5.0%

DOT Assisted o MBE -~ -2 -~ I DBE  10.0%

' L WBE < -2 WBE - 3.0%

The major dlfferences between the goals atta1ned in
"FY 1982-83 and those set for FY 1983-84 are .two--a) the
' DBE goal for construction contracts; and b) the WBE goal

for procurement. The reduction in goals for. construction

‘contracts is due to an estimated reduction. in the number

and size of construction contracts to .be executed,
therefore, reducing the number of subcontractlng
opportunities; and unusual circumstances in FY 1982- 83

where a joint venture of two certified minority business

 'was awarded one large contract, thus affectlng year end

“goal attalnment results.

These contract types were not traCked'separately.' Dollar Qalues
and goal achieved has been included in the appropriate previous’

category of - constructlon, personal serv1ce or procurement._

RESOLUTION NO. 83-435
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-The large WBE goal attined in FY 1983 for procurement
‘contracts was due to the execution of one large, long-term
" service contract. It is not antlclpated that any such '
~opportunity would be available in FY 1983-84.

iII. AComparlson w1th Other Agencies
In settlng the FY 1983 -84 overall goals, goals of other
agenc1es within the .metropolitan area- were rev1ewed. Other
agenc1es have set goals as follows-, : ' a

'State

. City of Tri- Port of of
- Portland Met Portland Oregon
DBE - Overall _ : 8.28% 10% 10% ___
Construction : los - - ) 0%
. Labor & Materials 20% - ‘ -
© Personal Services 9% - - ‘
Procurement. : 1% - -
DOT Assisted - _ - -
‘WBE - Overall 2.65. 138 3% .
- Construction o 2.5% . - _ L 1%
- Labor & Materials 2.5% - -
Personal Services 9% . - T -
Procurement - : - 1l.5% - -

‘DOT Assisted . - - -

1t appears, glven Metro's geographlc p051t1on in the
metropolitan area, the large number of Zoo-related procurement
contracts and the lack of labor intensive service related -
contracts, that the FY 1983-84 goals appear. con31stent w1th
'other agenc1es.

SK/srb .
0196C/366
°11/07/83 -
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. T2

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE NO. 83-166 FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING THE METRO EQUAL
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
POLICIES, AND APPROVING RESOLUTION NO. 83-436
FOR ADOPTING AFFIRMATIVE ACTION GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

Date: October 25, 1983 Presented by: Jennifer Sims and
Dick Karnuth

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The proposed Ordinance will establish Metro policies on Equal
Employment Opportunity and Affirmative Action and set the policy
framework for a program. The Ordinance requires designation of an
Affirmative Action Officer. The Executive Officer is directed to
establish staff responsibilities and a complaint procedure.

Finally, contractors, subcontractors, and subrecipients are required
to comply with the policies.

The proposed resolution will establish a long-term goal and
annual goals and objectives for the current year. As provided in
the Ordinance, annual goal setting will occur in June each year
beginning in 1984. The proposed goals are detailed separately for
minorities and women by job category and operating fund. 1In short,
the objectives are to maintain the current status where the goals
have been achieved and to reach the goals where they have not been
met.

A separate document titled "The Affirmative Action Plan
Narrative and Support Documentation" provides the plan
documentation. It includes a work force utilization analysis as the
basis for goal setting and an assessment of employment practices

The proposed policies and goals and objectives combined with
the technical report conform with federal requirements. Metro's
"cognizant federal agency" for civil rights purposes is the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA). As such, UMTA has issued
Circular 1155.1 which stipulates the general contents .and
requirements of an Equal Opportunity Opportunity (EEO) and
Affirmative Action program.

On July 2, 1982, Metro was informed that UMTA had previously

inappropriately exempted Metro from the need to submit an
Affirmative Action Program consistent with the Circular. With



technical assistance from UMTA's Civil Rights Officer sections of an
Affirmative Action Plan were drafted and submitted to UMTA on
October 7, 1982 and October 28, 1982. Conditional approval,
including suggested revisions, was received on March 31, 1982. This
put the organization in compliance with UMTA requirements and
allowed Metro to continue development and finalization of the Plan.
Final approval will be sought from UMTA when the Council adopts the
policies and goals.

Daily and ongoing personnel functions have and continue to
include attention to equal employment opportunity through
affirmative actions. Based upon the assessment of employment
practices conducted in plan preparation, it was determined that
recruitment and selection should receive more attention and
emphasis. As a result, community outreach has been stepped up, with
personal contacts being made, informational brochures developed and
distributed, follow up agency contacts made and a career day ad
placed in a local minority newspaper. Recent internal actions
include development and implementation of recruitment procedures,
monthly status reports from the Personnel staff, redesign of the
employment application form, and monitoring of the screening and
interviewing process.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of the Ordinance
No. 83-166 and Resolution No. 83-436 .

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

On November 14, 1983, the Council Coordinating Committee unanimously
recommended Council adoption of Ordinance No. 83-166 and Resolution
Resolution No. 83-436.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE .
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

- AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING AN )
EQUAL.EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - )
AND .AFFIRMATIVE ACTION POLICY )
STATEMENTS =~ )

ORDINANCE NO. - 83-166

" THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

 section 1. Purpose and Authority

(a) It is thévpurpose of this ordinahce-to establish policies
to encourage, enhance and provide equal employment opportunities and
to prevent discrimination in employment andape;sonnel_practices. '

. (b)- This brdinance'iéyadopted‘pursuant‘to'28 CFR, Part 42,
Dept. of Justice and 49 CFR Part 21 Circular Cl155.1, U.S.
Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation

Administration. (UMTA), and, is intended to comply with all relevant
federal and state laws. . S L

" (e¢) This ordinance shall be known and mag;bé“cited as the -
"Equal Employment Opportunity and Affirmative Action Program,”
hereinafter referred to as the "Program.” B

Section 2. Policy Statement

(a) Through this program, Metro:

(1) .expresses its strong commitment to provide equal’
- ‘employment opportunities and to take affirmative
“action to insure nondiscrimination in employment
- practices; . ‘ S T

" (2) -informs all employees, governmental agencies and the
... general public of its intent to implement this policy
~statement; and, . - o . ,

. (3) ;assﬁresfconformity'with'applicable federal
regulations as they exist or.may be amended.

© (b) It shall-be the policy of Metro to ensure that Equal
Employment Opportunities and practices exist for all applicants and
employees without regard to their race, color, religion, national
_origin, sex.or handicap. Equal opportunities and considerations
‘will be afforded in recruiting, selecting, hiring, transferring,

promoting, compensating.and_terminating employees. - - .
(c): It shall be the policy of Metro to implement and maintain

a plan of Affirmative Action to overcome the effects of .
discrimination in all areas and activities of employment. Plan

ORDINANCE NO. 83-166



goals w1ll ‘be developed, updated each flscal year, mon1tored and ,
_assessed to obtain and place qualified women. and minorities in
positions which réflect a realistic parity with the comparable
existing reglonal labor force and, to provide a uniform and equal "
application of established employment procedures and practices for
all employees.r All managers and supervisors shall be respon51ble
for acting in 'accordance 'with the affirmative actlon plan 'in the

”»Aproce351ng ‘and treatment of employees.

(d) The. p011c1es, practlces and procedures establlshed by thls
ordinance shall apply to’ all Metro departments and progect areas.

(e) The objectlves of the ‘program shall be-

‘(1) to assure that provisions of this ordinance are

' ‘adhered to by all Metro departments, employees,
“employment agencies, subrec1p1ents, contractors and
subcontractors of Metro.

(2) to 1n1t1ate and maintain efforts to insure equal
. .employment opportunltles to all appllcants and
employees. .
(£) Metro accepts and agrees to: the statements of,28 CFR and
49 CFR, and, to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 et §gg and Oregon
Antl-Dlscrlmlnatlon Law ORS. chapter 659. R B

~Sect10n 3. Deflnltlons

. For purposes of th1s ordlnance, the follow1ng deflnltlons shall
~apply: - :

- (a) “Afflrmatlve Actlon" - a positive program to e11m1nate
- discrimination and. noncompllance and to ensure nondlscrlmlnatory
practlces and compllance in the future. -

. (b) “Equal Employment Opportunlty means employment act1v1t1esp
bconducted on an. equal opportun1ty basis without discrimination as to
race, sex,. religion, national origin, marital status or . '

mental/phys1cal handlcap not . shown to prevent performance of work "

- available. - .

- (ec) - “M1nor1ty or “Mlnorlty-Groups" means-

_ (1)‘ "Black Amerlcans, whlch 1ncludes persons hav1ng
S orlglns 1n any of the Black: rac1a1 groups of Afr1ca~

: (2) _ "Hispanic Americans,” wh1ch 1ncludes persons of
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South
American,. or other Spanish culture or orlgln,
'regardles of race; .

(3) "Amerlcan Indlans" or "Alaskan. Natlvesj"'uh1Ch

- includes persons who are Amerlcan Indlans, Esklmos,
Aleuts, or Native Hawa11ans- and -

ORDINANCE NO. 83-166




(4) "A51an-Pac1f1c Amerlcans,“ which 1nc1udes persons
- whose origins are from Japan, China, Taiwan, Korea,
Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, the Philippines, Samoa,
- Guam, the U.S. Trust Terrltorles of the\Pac1f1c, and
~ the. Northern Marianas. ..

- (4d) "Protected groups" or "class status" means. women,
~hand1capped persons, those persons c1ted in #3 above..

(e) "D1scr1m1nat10n means that act or fallure to act,
- intentional or unintentional, the effect of which is that a person,

jbjbecause of race,. color, or national origin, has been excluded from

‘part1c1patlon in, ‘denied the ‘benefits of, or has been otherwise
~subjected to unequal treatment.

' Sectlon 4, Notlce to Subrec1p1ents, Contractors and Subcontractors

Subrec1p1ents, contractors and subcontractors of Metro
accepting contracts or grants under.the Program shall be advised
that failure to carry out the requirements set forth in this =
ordinance shall constitute a breach of contract and, after
notification by Metro, may result in termination of the agreement ‘or
~contract by Metro or such remedy as Metro deems approprlate.

f‘Sectlon 5. Afflrmatlve Actlon Officer

The Executive Offlcer 'shall by Executlve Order, des1gnate an

-~ affirmative Action Officer and, if necessary, other staff adequate

[ -a. work force study and analy51s._

to administer the Program. The Affirmative Action Officer shall
report directly to the Executive Officer on matters pertalnlng to
-the Program and con51stent with this ordinance.

aSectlon 6. Affirmatlve Actlon Goals

. (a) The Metro Council shall, by resolutlon each June,
establish Affirmative Action: Goals 'to ensure equal employment

opportunities. Such annual goals shall be established separately- by:
ufund and JOb category for minorities and women. .

(b) Annual goals w1ll be establlshed taklng 1nto consxderation.

MY

'}Sectlon 7. espon51b111t1es and Procedures

The Executive Offlcer shall, by Executlve Order, ‘assign
- responsibilities for the administration and implementation of the
‘Program. He shall establish measures to ensure compliance and
record progress toward meetlng the goals. and objectlves. The

~ ORDINANCE NO:. 83-166



Executive Officer shall éstablish a procedure for réceiving and , A
responding to complaints against Metro and its subrecipients, ' .
~contractors and subcontractors for violations of this Ordinance.

4"ADQPfED*by.the¢Coqncil of thevMetrOpOIitan.Service Dis#;ict '

this __~ day of - .~ ', 1983..

. Presiding Officei .

'ATTEST: °

Clerk of‘the~Councii

0235C/366
11/07/83

ORDINANCE NO. 83-166



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

' FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE RESOLUTION NO. 83-436

)
- GOALS AND'OBJECTIVES IN THE . )
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PLAN AS THE ) Introduced by the
 APPROVED GOALS FOR FISCAL YEAR ) Executive Officer
1983~ 84 o ) .

.WHEREAS The Metro Equal'Employmeht Opportunity Ordihahce'.
' Nc; 83-166 and Afflrmatlve Action Pollcy Statements have been |
idadopted 1n Ordlnance No. 8&dﬁ6 and
. WHEREAS An analy51s of the reglon s work force and
comparlson to the Metro work force has ‘been' completed as contained
';nhthe document tltled "Afﬁlrmatlve Actlon Plan,Technlcal Report;”
and_thatmanaleiS hae provided the basis for establishing goals; and
WHEREAS, The goals are an integralApart'of-the Affirmative
‘Actioh Plan to ensare Equal Employment Opportuhities; now, therefore,
BE.IT RESOLVED, | | ._ |
_ That the'council.of the Metropolitan Service District shall
‘use forlthe'period July 1, 1983, through: June 30, 1984,'the

Affirmative'Action Goals and Objectives attached in-Exhibit A,

ADOPTED by the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct

1ithis Ad' day of ., 1983,

Presiding Officer

" DK/srb

 0235C/366

11/07/83"
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EXHIBIT A
- METRO AFFIRMATIVE ACTION GOALS

Long-Term Goal

To attaln and malntaln a Metro employee work force proflle which -

reflects the representation of women and minorities in the Portland

Metropolitan Statistical Area (PSMA) by the job categories of

. officials/managers, professional, technician, office clerlcal,-and
serv1ce/ma1ntenance by the end of FY 1986-87. ‘

FY 1983-84 Annual Goald

To. attaln a‘Metro employee work. force profile which is refleetive.of
the 1982 reported representat1on of women and m1nor1t1es within the
work force of the PMSA. -

Action Objective 1

By. the end of FY 1983-84 maintain the‘percentage‘bf women
and minority employees in the job categories and funds in
wh1ch the goal has been achieved or exceeded.

Action Objectlve 2 -

By'the end of FY 1983 84 increase the percentage of women '
and minority employees in the job categories and funds in .
‘'which the goal has not been achleved

S

Overall Metro Status, Goals & Objectlves by Job Category

Percent Women . Percent: M1nor1t1es

. Job Category = Status Goal ObjectiveP Status Goal . ObjectiveP
. Officials/Managers . 13.6 20.1  Incr. . 0 2.9 Incr.
Professional : © 36.2 31.6  Maint, - 2.1 4,2 Incr.
Technician o 0 62,4 15.7 ~ Maint. @~ 6.3 4.4  Maint.
Offlce/Clerlcal »4" - 89.1 < 80.5 Maint. -15.2 . . 4,3  Maint.
. Service/Maintenance . '46.4 66.9 Incr. 6.5 8.7 Incr.
: 6.6 5.1 - Maint.

Total S R 50.0 58.0 1Incr.

aGoals are promulgated as 1f there were no 11m1tat10ns on’ job
avallablllty. Measurement of objectlves w1ll reflect ‘the actual
. vacancies. - : _

'b;' Maint. = Maintain.
- Incr. = Increase

0235C/366 -

- 11/07/83 .
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METRO' AFFIRMATIVE ACTION STATUS,

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES BY FUND AND JOB CATEGORY . FOR WOMEN | ‘
Genéral Fund _ | "Planning Fund . . :
. - ‘Status Goal Objective - Status Goal Objective

~ Job Category _ I (Pgrcent Women) . : . (Percent women) -
Officials/Mahageré.i - '25,6 A20.l' .Méint.-‘f 020, 1  Incr.

' Professional“ A '8;ﬁ " 31.6 = Incr. - Lo21.4 31.6' Incr;'

"'Techn1c1an vi . 33,3 15.7 Maint..'AO‘ - 0 15.71 Incr.
office/Clerical 193.3 80.5 Maiﬁt,';' '100.0  80.5 S'Maiﬁt;

: SerV1ce/Ma1ntenan¢é_ - | 0  66.9 Incr. . ﬁ/A . N/A N/A

Total . . 51.2 58,0 Incr. 38.1  58.0 Incr.
:Sélid Wéste Fund‘ ‘ | ‘4.'Zoo FundE?
S : Status Goal Objective Status Goal . Objective

Job .Category o o (Percent Women) " B (PvercentIWomen) .
Officials/Managers A ”"30' - 20.1 'Incr; S 14.3 20,1‘7'Incri
~P:ofessionai S ~ 57.1 31.6 " Maint. 72,7 31.6r, Maint.
Technician . 100.0 = 15.7 Maint.  50.0 15.7 Maint.
dffice/Clerical R 76.9  80.5 Iner. . '.92.3" 80.5 - Maint.

i Serv1ce/Ma1ntenance S:f , ‘ﬁ/A __ N/A ‘N/Ab . 87.7 66.9 ° Méint.

| Total . 55.5 50.0 Maint. - 50.4 58.0 Maint.
bK/srb' - -
0235C/366-8
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. Job Category

Officials/Managers
.;Professional.
Technician

'QOffice/Clericai

‘Service/Maintenance

-Total

‘ob Category

Off1c1als/Managers
\_Profe551onal |
Pechnician

Office/Clerical

Serv1ce/Ma1ntenance .

Total

* DK/srb :
0235C/366-9
11/07/83

METRO AFFIRMATIVE ACTION STATUS,

General Fund

Status Goal Objective

(Percent .Minorities)

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES BY FUND AND JOB CATEGORY FOR MINORITIES |

Planning Fund

Status Goal -Objective

0o . . 2.9 Incr.
6.6_v 4.2 Maint.
O 4.4 Incr.

13.3 4.3 Maint,.

0 - 8.7 TIncr.

(Percent Minorities)

0 2.9 Incr.

) 4.2 Incr.

0 . 4.4 - Incr.
"d 4.3 Incr. .

N/AT‘ ‘N/A _ N/A

7.3 5.1 Maint. -

Solid Waste Fund
Status

- Goal Objectivé

(Percent Minorities)

0 | 5.1 Incr.

. %00 Fund -
Status Goal Objective

0 2.9 Incr.
0o - 4.2 Inér.
0 . 4.4 Incr.

N/A°  N/A  N/A.

(Percent Minorities)
4.2 iIhcr.

4.4 v.Maint.

8.7 Incr.

'14.8 . S.l'f Maint:

0
6.9

. 7.6 4.3 Maipt.
6.6 ‘
6.2

5.1 T Mainto

- 'RESOLUTION NO. 83-436



STAFF REPORT Agenda Ttem No. __ '*3

Meeting Date: Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DISPOSAL RATE
STRUCTURE TO BE CHARGED AT THE ST. JOHNS LANDFILI, AND
THE CLACKAMAS TRANSFER AND RECYCLING CENTER

Date: September 1, 1983 Presented by: Ed Stuhr

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The 1984 rate study for solid waste transfer and disposal has examined
the cost of operating the St. Johns Landfill and the Clackamas Transfer and
Recycling Center (CTRC). A rate schedule was calculated in accordance with
Metro rate policy set last year. Under that policy, base rates are the
same at both facilities. The cost of operating CTRC is borne by all users
in the region by means of a regional transfer charge, and by CTRC users
by means of a convenience charge which is added to CTRC base rates. In addition
to the new rate schedule, the study recamended that the convenience charge be

changed as needed to accomplish flow control, independent of the yearly rate
revision process. '

The study and schedule were presented to the Rate Review Cammittee for
a recamendation. The camnittee recaommended that the rate study be accepted
with the provision that the convenience charge not be allowed to increase
during the year.

The rate study and the recamended rate schedule were presented to
the Metro Solid Waste Policy Alternatives Committee. Upon consideration of
the rate schedule, some members of the committee expressed dissatisfaction with
the regional transfer charge approach to funding CTRC. Upon this basis, a
motion was made to reject the 1984 rate study. The motion was defeated on a
tie vote, and the committee adjourned without making either a formal recammen-
dation or specific plans for further consideration of the matter.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recamends that the rate structure be adopted
as proposed in the 1984 Rate Study. Additionally, it is recommended
that RSC authorize the executive offiecer to analyze the rates for
considering adjusting the convenience charge to monitor flow.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Services Committee made no formal recommendation
on the proposal. Staff was directed to develop alternatives to
the proposal: .

(1) Effects on rates if commercial regional transfer charge

was not changed.

(2) Effects on rates if commercial convenience charge was not

changed.

(3) Effect on CTRC revenue requirements at tonnage rates from

650 to 800 tons per day, in 50 ton steps.

bl



STAFF REPORT

The Regional Services Committee met again on October 11

to consider proposed language in the rate ordinance which
would waive minimum charges for those bringing in recycl-
ables to CTRC and St. Johns. The committee recommended to
the council that the waiver be included for the public in
the 1984 rate ordinance, provided that one-half cubic yard
of acceptable material is recycled. As recommended, the
paragraph would read:

The minimum charge for commercial vehicles shall be
for one ton of solid waste. The minimum charge for private
trips shall be two and one-half cubic yards for pickup trucks,
vans and trailers and two cubic yards for cars. The minimum
charge for private trips shall be waived for any person de-
livering one-half cubic yard or more of acceptable recyclable
materials. Such persons shall be charged for the actual a-
mount of waste delivered at the extra yardage rate.




" METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 527 SW HALL ST, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 503 221-1646
Prowdlng Zoo, ﬁansporrat/on Solid Was!e and other Regional Services

" Date: 3 . November 14 1983
o ’MetrovCouncil
From: - - Everlee Flanigan,dClerk of the Council
" Regarding: ~ ORDINANCE NO. 83-163-~SOLID WASTE RATES

Included in the Agenda Packet for the meeting of November 22, 1983 are two
Ordinances relating to Solid Waste Rates. Exhibit A is the originally pro-

. posed Solid Waste Rate ordinance. During Council discussion on September.29,
“the follow1ng motions were made regarding .the ordinance.

Motion 1: To adopt Ordinance No. 83-163 (Hansen/Williamson)

" Motion 2: To amend the main motion to delete the last two
: senténces from Section 1(b) and Section 2(d):
' (Deines and Etlinger) :
_ _ o
'On October 27, 1983, Exhibit'B was introduced as the revised Ordinance No.
© 83-163. The changes reflected in the ordinance are as follows

——As proposed by staff,- the base rate is changed from the originally'
proposed $9.64 to $9.70 to reflect the costs of the CTRC Truck
Wash Facility.v This. change would occur in Sections l(a) and 2(a).

~-The Serv1ces Committee- recommendation to amend the last two.
sentences in Section 1(b) and Section 2(d) from the o

. originally proposed language in Exhibit A to the. following.
"The minimum charge.for private trips. shall be waived for -
" any person delivering one-half cubic yard or more of waste ,
delivered at the extra yardage rate." - '

Motion 3: To substitute the motion made by. Councilors Deines
- and Etlinger on October 6, 1983 with the Services-
. Committee recommendation and the change in the
 base rate charge. (Hansen/Kirkpatrick)

‘None of'the motions‘have'been acted upon. If Motion 3 carries, then Motion
.2 has been substituted. If motion 3 fails, the Council will have before
it Motion 2. : '



- BEFORE THE COUNCIL'OF THE
METROPOLITAN - SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO SOLID ) ORDINANCE NO. 83-163
WASTE DISPOSAL CHARGES AND USER ), : : '
FEES; AMENDING METRO CODE SECTIONS )

5.02.020,. 5.,02.025 AND 5.02.050; ) .

AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY )

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY‘ORDAINS;

Section 1. Metro Cdde_Section 5.02.020 is Amended £0‘Read as . -
Follows: |

. . "(a) A base disposal rate of [$10.33] $9.64 per ton of solid
waste delivered is established for disposal at the St. Johns '
Landfill. Said rate shall be in addition to fees, charges and -
surcharges established pursuant to Sections 8, 9 and 10 of this
ordinance. [The minimum charge for commercial vehicles shall be for
.one ton of 'solid waste.] : ' : - - ’ '

. "(b) The minimum charge for commercial vehicles shall be for

~ one ton of solid waste. - The minimum charge for private trips shall
be two and one-half cubic yards for pickup trucks, vans and trailers

and two cubic yards for cars. The minimum volume shall be waived.

" for any person delivering one-half cubic yard or more of recyclable

" materials. Such persons shall be charged for the actual amount of
"waste delivered at the extra yardage rate. o - o

. - [()]" (c) The following disposal Charées shall be coilected
- by the Metropolitan Service District from all persons disposing of
'solid waste at the St. Johns Landfill: ' S :

ORDINANCE NO. 83-163
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€91-€8 "ON- JIINYNICYO

CHART DELETED - *. .

‘[Base. Rate. ..

”'-Metfo User Fee

Régional 
Transfer Charge

Vehicle Category . » .. $/ton S/cy
- COMMERCIAL R o
~ Compacted . $10.33  $3.05
_ Uncompacted _ . 10.33° " 1.30
Base Rate
IR . Per Trip
PRIVATE | “ A
_'CarsI - - $3.36
Station Wagonsl : L 3.36
 Vans?2 . - 4011
Pick-ups2 _ : 4.11
Trailers2 - - 4,11
Extra Yards o 1.68
oL Base Rate
TIRES3 . -
Passenger (up to 10 ply) - $0.20
Passenger Tire (on r1m) - $0.90
Tire Tubes ~$0.55

Truck Tires o : $2.00
(20" diameter to X ;
48" diameter on ,
greater than 10 ply) _
Small Solids = o $2.00

Truck Tire (on r1m) e - 87.00
" Dual " $7.00
Tractor - $7.00
- Grader S - $7.00
‘Duplex o $7.00

Large SOlldS L - $7.00

. lpased on a m1n1mum load of two cublc yards.

$/ton- ..§/cy

$1.68  $0.43
"1.68 .  0.25

'$/ton S$/cy

$1.47  $0.38

1.47 . 0.22

1Regiona1

Metro Fee

Based on a minimum load of two and one-half cubic yards.

3Cost per tire is 1lsted ]
0014C/353-A :

: Metro User Fee Transfer Charge
Per Trip - Per Trip .-
$0.54 $1.60
- 0.54 1.60
0.54 1.60
0.54 1.60
- 0.54 - 1.60
0.27 0.80
Regionalr

Transfer Charge .

Totél'Rate

Séton- Sgcx

$13.48 - $3.88

13.48 © 1.77.

' Total Rate
Per Trip-

'$5.50
5.50

. 6.25

6.25
6.25 -

2.75

' Total Rate -

$0.20
$0.90
$0.55
. $2.00

$2.00
$7.00
$7.00
$7.00
$7.00°
$7.00




YV ITqTUXd. -

- €91-€8 °"ON 3JONVNIGYHO

cma ADDED .

Vehicle Category

COMMERCIAL
Compacted
Uncompacted

PRIVATE

cars:

,Statlon Wagons1
Vans

Pickups?2
Trailers

Extra Yards

TIRES3

~ Ppassenger (up to 10 ply).

Passenger Tire (on r1m)
. Tire Tubes
- Truck Tires
(20" diameter to
48" diameter on
- greater than 10 ply)
Small Solids
“Truck Tire (on r1m)
Dual
Tractor
"Grader
Duplex
Large Solids

ST. J OHI‘,LANDFILL

$13.32
13.32

BaseARate Metro'Fee'
$0.25 N
~1.00

0.25

2.75 '

2.75
7.75
7.75

- 7.75
7.75
7.75
7.75

'__1Based on a minimum load of two cubic yards.

2Based’ on a minimum load of two and one-~half cubic yards.

3Cost per tire is -listed.
0014C/353-C .

- o : : S : Regional _
'~ Base Rate. ' Metro User Fee . Transfer Charge
$/ton §/cy ~§/ton  S/cy = §/ton .  S/cy
$9.64 $2.85  $1.68 $0.43  $2.00 $0.52
9.64  1.21  1.68 0.25 £ 2,00 -0.30
T - »  Regional
Base Rate Metro User Fee  Transfer Charge
Per Trip Per Trip Per Trip '
 $4.62 $0.54 - $1 34
- 4.62 0.54 1.34
5.37 0.54 1.34
5.37 0.54 ~1.34
5.37 0.54 1.34-
2.30 -+ 0.27 0.68
'Regional

Transfer Charge

Total Rate

$Zton Sécy

$3.80
1.76

‘Total Rate
Per Trip

$6.50
6.50
7.25
7.25
7.25
3.25

"Total Rate

$0.25
1.00
.0.25
2.75

2.75
7.75
7.75
7.75
7.75
7.75
-7.75



'Secticn'ZT_ Metro Code Section 5.02.025 is Amended to Reaﬂ_as3

~ Follows: = °

"(a) ‘A base disposal rate of [$10.33] $9.64 per ton of solid
waste delivered is established for solid waste dlsposal at the
Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center.

_(b) ”A_convenience charge of [$1.49] $2 25 per ton of" solid .
- waste delivered is established to be added to the base dlsposal rate'
at Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center..

(c) The base dlsposal rate and convenience charge: establlshed
by this section shall be in addition to fees, .charges and surcharges
- established pursuant to Sections 8, 9 and 10 of this ordinance.

[The minimum charge for commerclal vehlcles shall be for one ton of
_solid waste ] \ .

,”(d) ‘The minimum charge for commercialvvehicles shall be for

- one ton of solid waste. The minimum charge for private trips shall
be two and one-half cubic yards for pickup trucks, vans and trailers
and two .cubic yards for cars. The minimum volume shall be waived
for any person delivering one-half cubic yard or more of recyclable
materials. Such persons shall be charged for the actual amount of
waste delivered at the extra yardage rate.

1(d)1] (e) The follow1ng dlsposal charges .shall be collected
by the Metropolitan Service District from all persons dlsp051ng of
:SOlld waste at the Clackamas Transfer & Recycl1ng Centeér:

" ORDINANCE NO. 83- 163“4
Exhibit A



CHART DELETED

vehicle Category ”

COMMERCIAL
_Compacted
Uncompacged

PRIVATE
cars .
Station Wagons1
Vans

" Pickups?
Trailers<
Extra Yards -

TIRES3
Passenger (up to 10 ply)
Passenger Tire (on rim)
Tire Tubes
Truck Tires
(20" diameter to
48" diameter on
greater than 10 ply)
Small Solids
Truck Tire ‘(on rxm)
Dual '
Tractor
Grader
Duplex
Large Solids

lpased on a minimum load of two

‘[Base Rate

Metro User Fee

Regional }
Transfer Charge

Convenience
Charge

$/ton . S/cy

Total Rate

'S/ton $/cy

$10.33  $3.05

$/ton S/qy

$1.68 "0.43 7

_S/ton . S/cy

$1.27  '$0.38

$1.49 $0.38

cubic yards.

Based on a minimum load of two and one-half cdb1c Yards.

3cost per tire is l1sted ]
0014Cc/353-B

10.33 1.30 1.68 0.25 1.47 0.22 1.49 - 0.22
. Regional Convenience
Base Rate Metro User Fee ' Transfer Charge Charge
Per Trip Per Trip " Per Trip Per Trip
$4 86 $0.54 $1.60- $0.50
4.86 0.54 1.60 0.50
5.61 0.54 1.60 0.50
5.61" -0.54 -1.60 - 0.50
5.61 0.54 " 1.60 0.50
2.43 0.27 0.80 0.25.
. . Regional
Base Rate Metro Fee Transfer Charge Total Rate
$0.20 $0.20
0.90 0.90
0.55 0.55
2,00 2.00
2.00 2.00
7.00 7.00
7.00 7.00
7.00 .7.00
~7.00 . 7.00
7.00 7.00
7.00

7.00

- §/ton S/cy

$14.97  $4.24
“14.97 1.99

Total Rate
Per Trip

$§7.50
7.50
8.25
8.25
8.25°
3.75



' CHART ADDED

Vehicle Category

COMMERCIAL
Compacted
Uncompacted

PRIVATE
cars
Station Wagons1
vans
P1ckups2
Trailers?2
Extra Yards

TIRES3

Passenger (up to 10 ply)
Passenger Tire (on rim)
Tire ‘Tubes -

Truck Tires . .
(20" diameter to

48" diameter on
greater than 10 ply)
Small Solids -

Truck Tire (on rim)
Dual

‘Tractor

Grader

Duplex

Large Solids

lpased on a minimum load of two

cubic yards.

2Based on a minimum load of two and one-half cub1c yards.

Cost per tire is listed.
'0014C/353-D .

' CTRC
o T -Regional: VConveniehce . )
Base Rate Metro User Fee .Transfer Charge Charge - .Total Rate
$/ton . S$/cy $/ton s/cy $/ton S/cy $/ton - S/cy A $/ton” ° S/cy
$9.64 $2.85° $1.68 0.43 .$2.00 - $0.52 $2.25 $0.57 ‘-$15.57. $4.37
9.64 1.21 ' 1.68. 1 0.25 2.00 - 0.30 2.25 . 0.33 15.57 2,09
: : - : Regional ) COnveniehcerv : e
Base Rate Metro User Fee ' Transfer Charge Charge Total Rate -
Per Trip Per Trip .. Per Trip Per Trip Per-Trig
$4.62 $0.54° $1.34 $0.75 $7 25
4.62 0.54 1.34 0.75 7.25 .
5.37 0.54 1.34 '0.75 © 8.00
5.37 0.54. ‘1.34 0.75 -8.00
5.37 0.54 "1.34 0.75- 8.00
2.31 0.27 .0.68 0.35 3.60
‘Regional. ] .
Base Rate Metro Fee - Transfer Charge Total Rate !
- $0.50 $0.50 )
1.25 1.25
0.25 0.25 »
3.75 3.75
3.75 3.75
8.75 8,75
8.75 8,75
8.75 8.75 -
8.75 8.75
8.75 8.75 .
. 8.75 8.75




Sectlon 3. Metro Code Section 5.02.050 is Amended to Read as
Follows: ‘

"(a) There is hereby established a regional transfer charge
which shall be a charge to the operators of solid waste disposal
facilities for services rendered by Metro in administering and
-operating solid ‘waste transfer facilities owned, operated or
franchised by Metro. Such charge shall be collected and paid in the
form of an add-on to user fees established by Section 8 of thls
ord1nance. .

' "(b) The following regional transfer charges sha11 be collected
and paid to Metro by the operators of solid waste disposal
facilities, whether within or without the boundaries of Metro, for
the disposal of solid waste generated, originating or collected
within Metro boundaries: _

(1) For noncompacted solid waste, [$0.22] $0.30 per cubic
' yard delivered; [$1.47] $2.00 per ton delivered.

{2) For compacted solid waste, [$0.38] $0.52 per cubic
yard delivered; [$1.47] $2.00 per ton delivered.

(3) For all material delivered in private cars, station

: wagons, vans, single and two wheel trailers, trucks
with rated capacities of less than one (1) ton,
[$0.80] $0.68 per cubic yard with a minimum charge of
[$1 60] §l 34 per load." ’

Section 4: The Council finds that, in order to recoup
sufficient revenue to operate disposal facilities and programs for:
FY 1984, it is necessary that the rates established herein be
. effective by January of 1984. Therefore, an emergency is hereby
declared to exist pursuant to ORS 268.515(7), and the ‘rates, fees
and charges established by this ordlnance shall be effectlve on and
after January ‘1, 1984.

ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metr0p011tan Service District
_thls : day of = ' r 19 .

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

‘Clerk of'the‘Council
AJ /gl |
+0014C/353"

ORDINANCE NO. 83-163
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- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO SOLID ) ORDINANCE NO. 83-163
WASTE DISPOSAL CHARGES AND USER ) o ’ S :
FEES; AMENDING METRO: CODE SECTIONS )
5.02.020, 5.02.025 AND 5.02.050; )
AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY )

- PHE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT -HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section l. Metro Code Section 5.02.020 is Amended to Read as-
‘Follows: - | | | - _
"(a) A base d1sposa1 rate of [$10.33] $9.70 per ‘ton of solld
waste delivered is established for disposal at at the St. Johns.
Landfill. Said rate shall be in addition to fees, charges and
”surcharges-estab11shed pursuant-to Sections 8, 9 and 10 of this

ordinance. [The minimum charge for commer01al vehicles shall be. for
one ton of solid waste ]

/! "(b) The minimum charge for commerc1a1 veh1cles shall be for
one ton of solid waste. The minimum charge for private trips shall
‘be two and one-half cubic yards for pickup trucks, vans and trailers -
“and two cubic yards for cars. - The minimum charge for private trips
shall be waived for. any person delivering one-half cubic yard or

more of acceptable recyclable materials. Such persons shall be
charged for the ‘actual amount of waste de11vered at the extra -
yardage rate. o :

4 [(b)] (c) The following disposal charges shall be collected
“by the Metropolitan Service District from all persons disp051ng of
VSOlld waste at the St. Johns Landflll-

ORDINANCE NO. 83-163--Exhibit B
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£9T-€8

" COMMERCIAL

CHART A(.TD‘ -

Vehicle Category

. Compacted _
' Uncompacted :

PRIVATE
Cars
Station Wagonsl ,
Vans< '
' Picku932
Trailers? )
Extra Yards

-mws3

Passenger (up to 10 pIY) _

~ Passenger Tire (on rim) .
Tire Tubes '
Truck Tires

(20" diameter to
48" diameter on
greater than 10 ply)
-‘Small Solids
Truck Tire (on rim)

. Dual

Tractor .
Grader
Duplex

~ Large Solids

0014C

3cost per tire is listed.

ST.

JOHNS LANDFILL -

7.75

*lBased on a minimum load of two cubic yards. ‘
" 2Baged ‘on- a minimum load of two and one-half cubic yards.

: - c "Reglional - ‘
Base Rate Metro User Fee Transfer Charge Total Rate
$/ton $/cy - $/ton  S$/cy $§/ton . $/cy $/ton $/cy -
- $9.70  $2.87 $1.68 $0.43 $2.00 - $0.52 - $13.38 $3.82
- -9,70  1.22. ° 1.68 0.25 - 2,00 0.30 13.38
B ) . : S -Regional
Base Rate Metro User Fee Transfer Charge ‘Total Rate
" Per Trip Per Trip Per: Trip _Per_ Trig
$4 62-v $0.54 $1.34 $6 50
4.62° 0.54 ~ " 1.34 6.50
5,37 - 0.54 - ‘1.34 - 7425
5.37 0.54 1.34 " 7.25
5.37 '0.54 1.34 7.25
2.30 0.27 0.68 3.25
. Regional .
Base Rate Metro Fee . Transfer Charge . Total Rate
$0 25 $0.25
1.00 1.00
-0.25 0.25
2,75 2.75
2.75 2.75
7.75 7.75
7.75 7.75
o 7.75 7.75
. 71.75° 7.75
7.75 7.75
7.75

1.77




~ Section 2. Metro Code Section'5;02.025 is Amended;tc Read as

Fo;lowsi

"(a) A base disposal rate of [$10. 33) $9.70 per ton of solid
waste delivered is established for solid waste disposal at ‘the
Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center. ,

(b)' A convenience charge of [$1.49] $2.25 per ton of solrd
waste delivered is established to be added to the base dlsposal rate
- at Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center.-

(c) The base dlsposal rate and convenience charge established
by this section shall'be in addition to. fees, charges and surcharges
established pursuant to Sections 8, 9 and 10 of this ordinance.’

[The minimum charge for commerc1a1 vehlcles shall be for one ton of
' solld waste.] :

: " (d The minimum char e for commerclal veh1c1es shall be for
one ton of solid waste. The minimum charge for private trips shall
be two and one-half cubic yards for plckup trucks, vans and trailers
and two cubic - yards for cars. The minimum charge for private trips
shall be waived for any person delivering one-half cubic yard or
more of. acceptable recyclable materials. Such persons shall be
charged for the actual amount of waste delivered at the extra .
y;rdage rate.

’

[(d)] ge) The follow1ng dlsposal charges shall be collected
by the Metropolitan Service District from all persons disposing of
solid waste at the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling. Center-

ORDINANCE NO. 83-163--Exhibit B -
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| CHARﬂz‘ﬂDED‘

Vehicle Category

COMMERCIAL
Compacted
: Uncompacted

PRIVATE

_Cars+

" Station Wagonsl
Vans?

: Pickups2

Trailers?
" Extra Yards

TIRES3
Passenger {up to 10 ply)
Passenger Tire (on rim)
Tire Tubes
Truck Tires
(20" diameter to
48" diameter on
greater than 10 ply)
© Small Solids . =
Truck Tire (on rim)
Dual -
Tractor
Grader -
. Duplex - A
Large Solids

1paged on a minimum load of

3cost per tire is listed._

0014653-D

$/ton -

-Base Rate

$/cy

$2.87 .
1.22

- $9.70
9. 70

23aSe Rate .

Per Trip
$4.62
5.37
5.37 -

5.37
2,31

Base Rate

$0.50

© 1.25
0.25 -

3.75

- 3.75
8.75
8.75
'8.75

8,75 -
8.75
8.75

fwoicubic yaids.

i'zBased on a minimum load of two and one-half cubic yards._- o

8.75°

crde
S , . Regional - . Conveniencef' : :
Metro User Fee. Transfer Charge . _ Charge Total Rate
- §/ton $/cy - $/ton $/cy S/ton - $/cy $/ton $/cy
$1.68  .0.43  $2.00 $0.52  $2.25 $0.57 $15.63 $4.39
" 1.68 - 0.25 2,00 a0.30» - 2,25 - 0.33 15.63 Z,LO"'
T ,hRegionai . Convenience P ‘
Metro User Fee Transfer Charge Charge . Total Rate
. Per Trip Per Trip Per Trip .. _Per Trip
$0.54 $1.34 $0.75 $7.25
0.54 . 1.34 0.75 7.25
0.54 1.34 0.75 "~ 8.00
- . 0.54 - 1.34 0.75 8.00
0.54 "1.34 0.75 8.00
0.27 '0.68 0.35 3.60
- . _ Regional L
Metro Fee - Transfer Charge Total Rate
$0.50 -
1.25
0.25 .
) 3.7
'3.75
. 8.75
8.75
8. 75 N
8.75
8.75 -




Section 3. Metro Code Section 5.02.050 is Amended to Read as
Follows: |

'(a) There is hereby established a regxonal transfer charge
which- shall be a charge to the operators of 'solid waste disposal
facilities for services rendered by Metro in administering and
operating solid waste transfer facilities owned, operated or :
franchised by Metro. .Such charge shall be collected and paid 1n the
‘form of an add-on ‘to user fees established by Section 8 of this
. ordinance. :

“(b) The followlng regional transfer charges shall be collected
and paid to Metro by the operators of solid waste disposal
facilities, whether within or without the boundaries of Metro, for
the disposal of solid waste generated, or1glnat1ng or collected
w1th1n Metro boundaries:

(1) For noncompacted SOlld waste, [$0. 22] $0. 30 per cubic
yard delivered; [$1 47] $2.00 per ton delivered.

- (2) . For compacted solid waste, [$0.38) $0.52 per cubic
yard delivered; [$1.47] $2.00 per ton delivered.

(3) For all material delivered in private cars, station

- wagons, vans, single and two wheel trailers, trucks
with rated capacities of less than one (l) ton,
[$0.80) $0.68 per cubic yard with a minimum charge of
[$l 60] §l 34 per load."

, Section 4: The Council finds that, in' order to recoup
'sufficient revenue to operate disposal facilities and programs for
FY 1984, it is necessary that the rates established herein be
.-effective by January of 1984. Therefore, an emergency is hereby

~ ‘declared to exist pursuant to ORS 268.515(7), and the rates, fees

and charges established by this ordxnance shall be effect1ve on and
after January 1, 1984.

ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metropolitan Service Dlstrict

thls ____ day of 1.

Presiding Officer

 ATTEST:

. Tlerk of the Council
" AJ/ql. | ‘
0014C/353

ORDINANCE NO. 83-163
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iSéction: 1

'INTRODUCTION

'yhPURPOSE

This study has been conducted to determlne the sol1d waste dlsposal
rates which will yield sufficient 1984 revenue to operate the

- St. Johns Landfill ‘and the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center
(CTRC). These facilities are operated by the Metropolitan Service
District (Metro). The dlsposal rates are reviewed and adjusted

- annually to reflect changes in operating costs in accordance w1th

iestabl1shed budgetlng pr1nc1ples.

:METHODOLOGY

»1vRate adjustments are determlned by the follow1ng process-

S 'Determ1ne hlstorlc solid waste quant1t1es for the per1od
: from July 1982 through June 1983.

2. Pro:ect solid waste quant1t1es for calendar year 1984.
3. 'Estimate'costs:related to each facility.;'

4, Allocate costs to commercial and publlc users of the solid -
S waste system. _ ‘

5. ‘Calculate dlsposal rates for commercial wastes, publlc '
: wastes and vehicle tires.

The balance of thlS study is arranged in th1s order.




1.
2.
3.

4,

.5,
'60
7.
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Sectidn: 2

: QUANTITIES OF SOLID WASTE

‘Metro assumed operatlon of the St. Johns Landflll in North Portlahd
from the City of Portland in June 1980. Since. the closure of
Rossman's Landfill in Oregon Clty in June 1983, St. Johns is the
only . general purpose landfill in the Portland Metropolltan area.
About 72 percent of the solid waste generated in the Metro area is
dlsposed of at the St. Johns Landfill. :

The CTRC was' opened by Metro in Aprll 1983 to make up part of the
loss of disposal. capac1ty resulting from the closure of Rossman's
Landfill. The CTRC receives solid waste from the: southern portion
of the region. Waste is loaded into large .trailers for transport to
the St. Johns Landfill. The CTRC's operating capacity has been

" limited by the Oregon City Planning Commission to 800 tons per day.

HISTORIC QUANTITIES - .

St. Johns’Landfill

The monthly quantities of solid waste delivered to St. Johns
Landfill from July 1982 through June 1983 are shown in Table-
2-1 (p. 5). The total amount of solid waste landfilled dur1ng
that period was 356,619 tons, which includes 49,317 tons of
' sludge. These tonnage figures were determlned from actual net
‘weights of commercial vehicles and public transfer station drop
boxes, as calculated and recorded by an automated computer-—
weighing system. For convenience, the public is charged on a
volume basis, rather than their vehicles being weighed in.and
out as are commercial vehicles.. The public dumps into drop
boxes at a transfer station. Filled boxes are hauled to the -
working area via ‘the scale, which records the weight for the
purpose of the operatlons contract  payment. This allows for an
. accurate conversion from volume to weight. 'The sludge
quantities. were entirely comprised of treated wastewater sludge
from the City of Portland's Columbia Boulevard Sewage Treatment;
‘Plant.  The 1ast sludge dellverles were 1n April 1983.

' Clackamas Transfer & Recvcllnq Center and . Rossman s Landflll

'Rossman s Landflll, which disposed of about 50 percent of the
region's waste, closed on June 10, 1983. During the period
after CTRC opened -on Aprll 11 until June 10, waste that
normally went to Rossman's was divided between the two

~ facilities. Local commercial haulers and the public used CTRC
and haulers from other parts of the region continued to use
Rossman's. This enabled the landfill to be completed according
to approved plans. - Waste delivered to CTRC was transferred to
the St. Johns Landfill. The amount of waste 901ng to these two
sites during the last 12 months is presented in Table 2~ 2 .
(p- 6) '



: ThlS data w1ll assist in pro;ectlng future waste flows, -
expected to be delivered to the CTRC. The quantities of waste
delivered to,Rossman's by the public are estimated from the
number' of trips based on an average load of 500 lbs./trip. The
publlc quantities at CTRC during the three months operation are

. based on the difference between tonnage transfered and measuted
_commerc1a1 tonnage. , .




 TABLE 2-1

‘ - : _ ST, 'Jom_vs LA'I\.IDFILI'.‘
| e ‘HISTQRIC SOLID WASTE QUANTITIES
" - Traﬁsfef c . -
Commercial Tons from Public Sludge Total
_ . Tons " CTRC__. - Tons . - Tons _ " Tons
 guiy 1982 . 20,655 S0 1,717 . 3,925 26,297
f August o " 25,349 0 1,620 - 4,463 31,432
‘September 22,250 0 1,671 . 4,753 28,674
october 20,774 0 1,434 - 4,939 27,147
November 20,381 0 1,079 5,120 - 26,580
. December 25,874 0 ‘1,000 7,304 " 34,269
January 1983 18,602 0 1,505 5,916 26,023
'Fébruari I ”15,206 0 1,439 5,170 " 23,815
o  Mareh '20,279 ) 2,100 . 5,790 28,169
'Ap£i1 . 18,923 - 7,389 | 2,177 1,937 . 36;426
May 19,518 . 9,234 2,584 0 31,29
© June 1983 23,076 17,165 . 2,250 - 0 42,401
;iptai.Tonsl‘- 252;887"-{7' 33,788 . - '20,627”9; 49,317 356,619
":Atax Trips 61,753 v 49,744 R




TABLE 2-2

CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTERL
4 , "AND S
ROSSMAN'S LANDFILL2 . e

HISTORIC SOLID WASTE QUANTITIES

'COMMERCIAL = - ~ .- PpUBLIC

Rossman's CTRC Trips3  Rossman's ~CTRC Trips3
July . 20,531 0 - 4,303 3,414 0 12,715
‘August - 21,121 0 4,282 3,182 0 12,000
" September | 21,128 0 4,086 >'~':2,791 0 10,037 .
‘October © 18,917 o 3,809 . 2,353 | ‘o_ .18 908"
. November - 19,393 o 3,860 1,848 0 6,991
| Decgmbé;," ' 20,214 0 4,070 1,834 0 - 6,866
 Janvary 18,586 o 3,779 2,129 0 7,607
Februa;{. 17,344 0 3,571 1,922 | 0 6‘,927‘
March - . 21,269 0 4,177 2,665 0 9,518
‘mpril  .15,318 5,274 4,030 . 860 2,115 8,282
May 15,404 6,501 4,220 - 0 2,733 - 7,174
gune . _4,999 14,357 3,914 0 2,808 1,824
Total 214,224 26,132 48,101 . 22,908 7,656 104,844

(tons)  (tons) o (tons) ~(tons) .

 1 CTRC began 6perating»on April 11, 1983.

2 Rossman's Landfill closed on June 10, 1983. Total waste
landfllled durlng the previous 12 months was 237, 132.

.3 . Total trlps ‘at both sites.




PROJECTED QUANTITIES

The. total amount of waste generated in: the Metro reglon durlng :
FY 1982-83 was about 745,000 tons. Based -on an analy81s of recent
reglonal flows, it is reasonable to expect that the 1mprov1ng
economy will increase the waste flow to 755,000 tons. It is
estimated, based on historic records, that of the total waste to be
disposed of at landfills, 86% or 649,300 tons will be delivered by
commercial ‘haulers. - The remaining 14% or 105, 700 tons will be
brought 1n by the publlc.

'The amount of. waste dlsposed of at St. Johns Landf1ll will increase

.. substantially because of the Rossman's closure. PrOJected

quantities are shown in Table 2-3 (p. 8). Of importance is the

- amount of waste that is directly hauled to St. Johns by haulers
rather than by transfer trailers via CTRC.: Direct haul is assumed
to .increase by almost 52, 000 tons. This waste was prevlously 901ng
to Rossman's. . - . v

Projected: quantltles ‘for CTRC are presented in Table 2-4 (p. 9). A
total of 216,600 tons are prOJected to be delivered and processed at"
CTRC.‘ The - amount brought in by commercial haulers is 182,400 which
is less than went to Rossman's and CTRC last year. (See Table 2-2,
p. 6.) The public quantities are based on the actual weight data at
“CTRC, pro:ected for one year.



TABLE 2-3

" ST. JOHNS LANDFILL

PROJECTED SOLID WASTE QUANTITIES

Transfer .

- cCommercial . Tons from- - Phbli@a' . Total"
1984 . Tons CTRC -~ -_;' Tons ' .  Tons
Januaty - 23,870 16,940 ¢ 1,520 . 42,330
February - 23,430 16,630 1,500 41,560
March 26,360 18,700 1,680 46,740
april . 25,430 18,050 1,620 - 45,100
oMay 25,760 -~ 18,280 1,640 45,680
Cgune - 26,410 18,740 - 1,690 - 46,840
suty . 27,420 - 19,450 1,750 48,620
August . 26,250 18,640 . 1,680 46,570
éeptémbéfi ) ": '-26,530 . 18,840 " 1,690 . 47,060
_Octobér   : S 25;320‘r - 17,970 1,620 . _44,910'
November. - 23,270 16,520 1,490 B 41,280
December . - _25,140 17,840 1,600 44,580
Tota; Tons "},' 305,190 216,600 19,480 - 541,270
Total Trips 61,340 . . | . 54,290 - |




. TABLE 2-4
N } ' CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER
PROJECTED SOLID WASTE QUANTITIES.
Total

. Commercial. = Public Transfer -
1984 . - Tons ~ ~ ~ -~ Tons ~  Tons

Janwary ' 14,260 2,680 16,940
'Febrdary‘ , _; '"_A - . 14,000  f‘2,53pf 16,630
Margbiff't‘ 1/‘ f;’ﬁ_‘ L. 15,750 ',: '2;950*; - 18,700

CApril oo | 15,200 2,850 1?' 18,050
“;May_;" R K _is,koo - 2,880 18,280
'June,.f  j_” ‘; f"'.‘ o 15,780 29960 18,740

Cswy . 16,30 3,060 19,450
August 1 R . 1s,700 0 2,040 18,640

‘ " _’AS_Aepte‘mb.er, o I ,' 15,860 - - 2,980 18,840
| “October‘ o 15,130 2,840 17,970
November 13,010 2,6100 16,520
December ; "'ff; o .151620; D _nggg - 17,840

Total Tons - 182,400 - 34,200 216,600
'Totaer#iPS'[:..' EA 36,660 - 95,316 131,976

- “'Tétal Transfér}Trips’(at 24 tons per.ﬁrip) S 9,025




~Section 3

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER COST FACTORS

ST. JOHNS LANDFILL EXPENDITURES

The‘expendltures releting to the St. Johns Landfill are summarized
in Table 3-3 (p. 15). The following paragraphs discuss each type of
'expendlture. ' : : : . . :

1. Operation Contract
Disposal'Expense.

Genstar Conservatlon Systems, Inc., through a bid process, was

- awarded a five-year contract to operate the St. Johns Landfill -
by Metro. in June 1980. Genstar performs most of the refuse

o handllng ‘tasks, including the operation of the public transfer
station and the commercial dumping area. The determination of
payment to Genstar is based on a variable scale of per ton
disposal rates. As the volume of waste handled increases, the
cost per ton generally decreases. Conversely, lower dlsposal

‘ volumes entail higher disposal rates.

The Genstar .Conservation Systems, Inc. operatlons contract
disposal cost for 1984 is projected to be $3,457,320 (see Table
3-1, p. 11). The operations contract is adjusted .annually on
.October 1 to reflect inflationary effects. Based on trends of
the index used, adjustments of 8% in October 1983 and;8% 1n
October 1984 have been progected

510-»’



1984

‘January '

Febrﬁary‘

March -
' Aprii -
‘May
Jpne
5uly

August

_Séptémber

‘October

November

~ December

TABLE 3-1

ST. JOHNS:LANDFILL

'OPERATIONS CONTRACT

PROJECTED DISPOSAL COSTS

Tbtal
Tons

. Disposal

42,330
41,560
46,740

45,100

45,680

46,840

48,620

46,570

47,060
‘44,9i0
41,280
' 44,580

541,270

Disposal

Rate

~Per Ton

6.47

6.56

© 6.16
6.23
6.23

' 6.16,

N6,03‘

. 6.16

6.10
6.81%

S 7.08

6.81%

' Disposal‘
- Cost

273,875

1 272}634
287,918
280,973
284,586
288,534
293,178
286,871
287,066
305,835
292,262
303,590

3,457,320

"% Includes ptpﬁected 8% increase in operations contract -

;11;



‘_'It is’ expected that by January 1, 1984, the final cover w111 be ’ ‘

Flnal Improvements

completed in subarea 2 and approximately 14 acres of subarea
3. During the period covered by this rate study, the balance
of subarea 3, representlng 40 acres will receive final covet) .

‘seedlng and final road improvements. ‘Based on the contract

prices to perform this work the total expendltures will be -
$1,050,000. 'The fund balance at end of 1983 is estimated to be
$530, 000 which includes $190,000 obtained from the. City of ‘
Portland. Therefore, the balance of $520 500 needs to be
recovered through rates in 1984. -

Total Expenditures (1984) - $1,050,500
Final Cover Fund Balance ‘ - 530,000

Total Revenue Requirements '$ 520,500

~ Other Expenses

a. QLand Lease

" Metro. leases the land for the St. Johns Landf111 from the
City of Portland. Currently Metro and the City are
revising the lease payment as per our agreement. For the
purpose of establishing the rates the lease payments for -
1984 are estimated to total $227,400. This represents an
increase of 15%. ' ' S

‘b. Env1ronmental Control Slnklng Funds

- Two 51nk1ng funds have been established to accumulate'

. reserve funds during the remalnlng operating life of the .
*landfill. ~ Their purpose is to -finance post-closure. :
“.expenditures. at the landfill site. The Annual Maintenance

fund will be used for grading, compacting and reseeding

: portlons of the landfill after its anticipated closure in -
.'1988. = The Perpetual Maintenance fund will be used for the
. operation and maintenance of leachate pretreatment .

- .equipment and for the transportation of leachate effluent
"~ to the C1ty of Portland wastewater treatment plant.

: The s1nk1ng fund contrlbutlons are calculated to: prov1de
sufficient resources 'over the period that the maintenance

~'will be required, and are unchanged from last year. The
"Annual Maintenance fund payment of $51,800 will ensure '
that enough will be available to meet costs over the life
of the activity (1987 1992). The costs are expected to
rise from $51,000 in 1987 to $81,000 in 1992. The -
Perpetual Maintenance fund payment of $120,000 will -
provide enough resources to support expenditures r1s1ng
from $32 000 1n 1989 to $163,000 in the year 2004

-12-~



3vGeneral Fund Transfer

»Debt Serv1ce

sMetro has a long-term 1oan/grant agreement with the State

of Oregon:Department of Environmental Quality for St.
Johns capital improvements. The terms of the loan
contract require two payments.in. 1984, one on April 1 and

- one .on October 1. The total 1984 payment -is '$209,940.
- The proceeds from, this. loan: were used to offset the cost
of constructing the landfill expansion area, gatehouse,

public vehicle ‘transfer station, and related englneerlng'
fees. ~ Until the expansion area comes into -use in
approximately May 1984, its portion of the debt service °

'will be paid by user fees. The amount to be recovered by
rates, therefore,. is $198 480.

"This expendlture is to cover Metro and SOlld Waste
vDepartment expenses which support operatlons at the
" St. Johns Landfill. Overhead services include personnel
~time and materials provided by other divisions or .
',udepartments, 1nclud1ng ‘accounting, personnel, printing,

word. proce351ng and general administration. The cost of
these services 1n 1984 is estimated to be $97 520.

Contractual Serv1ces

rofess1ona1 services are. expected to requlre $42,400 in
1984. These include such services as site life update,
periodic landfill 1nspect10n reports, perimeter design
study, engineering services, land appraisals, legal

‘services, brldge inspections and other miscellaneous -
- consulting services.

Metro Operatlng Costs

The St. Johns Landfill gatehouse is operated by Metro

"employees 24 hours a day. They issue commercial and
public transaction receipts and perform commercial
.accounts receivable billing. In addition to gatehouse -

operations, some staff activities can be assigned directly
to St. Johns. These include administration of the '

~operations contract and the land lease contract with the
.City of Portland, water quallty mon1tor1ng and operation
of the recycllng center. :

'Metro operating costs assigned to St. Johns include

$220,000 for personnel expenses,. $27,000 for equipment
maintenance and repair, $87,100 for materials and serv1ces
and $7,500 for capital acqu151tlon.' The personnel
expenses include funds for three full-time and three
part-time gatehouse attendants, and partial funding of - the

_facilities supervisor, operations manager and other

engineering, technical and administrative support. The

-13-



maintenance and repair funds will be applied to the
landfill access bridge, the weighing system, water
monitoring boat, the expansion area, jan1toria1 services
and gatehouse equipment. Materials and services expenses

- include printing of transaction invoices, automobile
. expenses, permits, Utllltles, telephone costs, office

supplies, data processing and insurance. The capltal

funds will be applled to welghlng and b1111ng system
‘1mprovements. :

In addltlon, DEQ will be establlsh1ng ‘a fee to be pa1d by -
- St. Johns as a result of this past legislative session.
.The fees will cover monitoring and inspection cost. Fees

are estimated to be $5,000 for six months. This fee

.1'schedule will not be levied until July'l, 1984.

_Contlngency

In order to protect the 1eve1 of service at the St. Johns
Landfill from unforeseeable changes in 'its operating
environment, an amount equal to 6% of revenue needs is set
aside. Risks which this is intended to protect against
include possible changes in compliance regulations that

- would require substantial improvements or modifications to
. the site, damage to the site or facilities or a reduction

in waste volumnes which would increase the un1t cost of
the SOlld waste disposal contract.

~14-




TABLE 3-3

ST. JOHNS LANDFILL

_PROJECTED 1984 EXPENDITURES

Ope;ationstohEragtf

' pisposal Expense
Final Improvements

‘ Subtota1 o

Land Leaée

vEnbironmentai Control -
Sinking Funds

Annual Maintenance

- - Perpetual Maintenance .

-_Subto£é1 

{Debt Service

$3,457,320
520,500

~ $51,800
120,000

General.Fund=T:ansfer (S.W.‘Overhead)

Recyciing"

Contractual Services

‘Metro Opéréting Cost
Personnel _
Maintenance & Repair

" Materials & Services

DEQ Fees :
Capital Outlay

Subtotal

- Contingency .

Toﬁal Expenditures

220,000
27,000
87,100
5,000

7,500.:

-15-

$3,977,820

"227,400

171,800

198,480
97,520
3,730
42,400

346,600

.300,000
$5,365,750



CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER EXPENDITURES

The expendltures relatlng to the CTRC are summarized in Table 3-5,
p. 20. The follow1ng paragraphs discuss each type of expendlture.

1. Operatlng Contract

'Genstar-Conservation Systems, Inc. was awarded the CTRC -

" operations contract by Metro in July 1982. Genstar operates
the transfer station and transfers the collected waste to the
St. Johns Landfill, and operates the CTRC. The determination
of payment to Genstar is based on a variable scale of per ton
‘transfer rates. As the volume of waste increases, the cost per
ton -decreases. Conversely, lower transfer volumes entail
‘hlgher transfer rates.

The. Genstar Conservatlon Systems, Inc. operations contract cost

for CTRC is projected to be $1,671,850 in 1984 (see Table 3-4,
‘17). . The operations contract is adjusted annually on.

Apr11 1 to reflect inflationary effects. Based on trends of ‘

the index used, an adjustment of 8% in 1984 has been progected.

I

1
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1984
-Jahuary |

February

"Maréh 
. Apri1.
May
June ;“

July

_ fAuéust ,
”f’SéptembefT
joéﬁoberA
‘ NéVémber '

December

TABLE 3-4
CiaCkamas Ttansfer & Recycling Center  '
Operating Contract -

Transfer costs

'Tota17 . ;, . fransfer L '
Transfer . Rate S Transfer .
-Tons -~ = Per Ton B . Cost
16,940 - 7.96 134,842
16,630 7.9 . 132,375
18,700 7.6 141,372
18,050 7.56 - 136,457
.18,280 7.6 138,196
18,780 7.6 141,674
19,450 7.5 . 147,042
'18,640* . 7.56 140,917
118,840 756 . 142,430
17,970 7.96 ~ 143,041
16,520 7.9 131,498
17,840 . . 7.96 142,006
216,600 -  $1,671,850
i

-17-



2.

Other.Expenses

a.

Debt'Service '

- . Metro has a long-term loan/grant agreement with the State
of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality for
' preparation of the CTRC and Energy Recovery Facility site,

and for construction of the CTRC facility. The terms of
the loan contract require two payments in 1984, one on -

' February l°and one on August 1. The total 1984 payment is
. $403,139. The portion related to CTRC site development
"and construction ($258,000) will be recovered by rates.

The remainder will be recovered through user fees. Site
development costs were assessed on a per—acre basis: CTRC
is developed on 3.2 acres of the 10 1l2-acre 51te. —

'-General ‘Fund Transfer

| »ThlS expendlture is to cover Metro and SOlld Waste

Department expenses which support operations. at CTRC.
Overhead services include personnel time and materials

"=prov1ded by other divisions or departments, 1nc1ud1ng
"accounting, personnel, printing, word proce531ng and -

general administration.  The cost of these serv1ces 1n

1984 is estimated to be $97,560.

Metro Operatlng Costs

The CTRC gatehouse is operated by Metro employees 12 hours
a day. 1In addition to gatehouse operations, some staff

‘activities can be assigned directly to CTRC. These

include administration of the operations contract, and
operatlon of the recycllng center,

."oMetro operatlng costs a551gned to- CTRC include $112 580
. for personnel expenses, $25,140 for equlpment maintenance

and repair, $41,070 for materials and services and $4, 000

ﬁt-for capital acquisition. The personnel expenses include
. funds for one full-time and two part-time gatehouse
.gattendants, and partial funding of the facilities

supervisor, operations manager, and other englneerlng,
techn1ca1 and admlnlstratlve support.

DEQ fees will ‘also be levied against the CTRC operatlon.
However, because it. is not a landfill, the fees are -

‘expected to be substantially less: $1,000 for the
" six-month period. : ‘

.'Contlngency

In order to. protect the level of service at CTRC from
unforeseeable changes in its operating environment, an

. amount equal to 4.5% of revenue needs is set aside. Risks

which this is intended to protect against include possible

-18-




changes in compllance regulatlons that would require

. substantial 1mprovements or modifications to the facility,
.. damage to the facility or an increase in waste flow that
would result in higher cost to transport to St. Johns.

-19-"



'TABLE 3-5

CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER -

 PROJECTED 1984 EXPENDITURES

Operations-Conﬁtact' S - . »A R $l;671}85b4

DebtASérVicé"_' 0 o L © 258,000
l Genefél:Fund Transfer (S.W. Overhead) ".' I | 97:55d

Recyciing ' ;'590

Metro Operating Costs .

Personnel . = S $112,580
Maintenance & Repairs = - 25,140
Materials & Services S 41,070
DEQ Fees : o : 1,000
Capital Outlay L - 4,000
Subtotal. R 183,790
Contingendy - | 100,000
Total Exp,ehditures_"‘ U _ _ ‘ $2,314,6.60 ‘

_20_



' OTHER COST FACTORS -

The préceeding sections described the - expendltures which are covered
by disposal fees. 1In addition to these fees, Metro imposes a
region-wide user fee. A region-wide Regional Transfer Charge is

~  also collected to pay most of the cost of the CTRC. Users of the
" CTRC pay an additional "convenience charge", and out-of state users

- of Metro SOlld waste fac111t1es pay a surcharge.,
User Fee

‘The user fee is collected at all SOlld waste fa0111t1es in the
Metro region. Proceeds from the user fee are applied to debt.

service and to fund solid waste programs at Metro. No new debt

. has been 1ncurred th1s year.
\Out-of State Surcharge

,.The State of Oregon has provided support for Metro's solid
. waste activities through the State Pollution Control Fund. The .
State generates revenue for the Pollution Control Fund through
‘the sale of general obligation bonds. The money from this fund

has been distributed to Metro in the form of a 70% 1oan/30%
. grant. package. The loan portions are repaid, with interest, to
~the State. The grant money, of which Metro. has received -~
- $2,506,;530 to date, ‘is not repaid to the State. Therefore, the
‘State funds the grant portions. It does this .through income
" tax collections. : ” - : :

Metro received $583,230 in grant money from the fund for
expansion at St. Johns, for the development of the Energy
Recovery Facility and -CTRC site and for the construction of
CTRC. If the State had not granted these funds Metro would
need - to. pay.$280,000 every year through 1987 to generate an
equlvalent amount of capital. From 1988 to 2001, the annual

- .amount would drop to about $190,000. These estimates assume

- the same retirement schedules and interest rates as the two

" loan agreements. .When the $280,000 -annual amount is. allocated
to the total volume to be received at Metro facilities during
11984, it can be determined. that the State subsidizes each ton‘
by $0 54.° This means that Oregon residents are actually

_paying less through rates at Metro facilities than what it.
actually costs to dispose of the solid waste. The State's |
“grant money is subsidizing them. Therefore, users who
transport out-of-state waste to Metro facilities are charged
$. 54 per ton -as an out- f-state surcharge. -

-21-



. Section 4° o
In order to calculate solid waste dlsposal rates, it is necessary to
allocate the costs incurred by Metro to specific user: classes

(commercial and public), in.a manner by which each user pays for as
much and only. as -much as is requ1red to ‘serve that user class.

cost ALLOCATIONS |

Costs that are 1ncurred as a functlon of volume of waste handled
(such as the disposal cost at the landfill) are allocated according
to the volume contributed by each user class.” Other costs are
related to the number of vehicles handled. They are allocated
according to the number of vehicle trips by each user class.

. Another group of costs can be identified spec1f1cally to a 51ngle
user and are allocated accordlngly._ :

In the follow1ng sectlon, costs to be met by rate revenue are
described for each of the Metro facilities. The results are

- summarized in terms of total dollars in Tables 4-2 and 4-5 (p. 24

and p. 27) and in terms of dollars per ton in Tables 4-3 and 4-6
(p. 25 and p. 23)., .

. ST. JOHNS LANDFILL COST ALLOCATIONS

All of the projected expenses for St. Johns Landfill are allocated
‘on the basis of tons received from each user class, with the
exception of a few costs which can be isolated and d1rectly
‘allocated to a 51ngle user class. The results are summarized in
Table 4 2, p. 24. . ' '

Of the 541 270 tons expected at St. Johns Landfill, commercial
wastes comprise about 96 percent and public waste about 4 percent..
The expenses not. d1rectly allocated are apportloned by these
percentages., . .

Metro operates a publxc rece1v1ng area where all. waste .is dumped

‘into drop boxes and hauled to the worklng face of the dumplng area.

- This receiving area is necessary both for' safety and .for ’

‘efficiency. The cost of the public receiving area is progected to
be $115,590, and is allocated exclusively to public’ users, as is
$8,285 in -debt service for thlS facility.

The weighing system costs of $44 840 are allocated entlrely to
.commerc1al users. , : ,

Recycllng expenses are allocated d1rectly to the publlc.f '
Costs related to hauling the glass, tin, newspaper and. other paper
boxes are recovered by .marketing the recycled material. The tire
box hauling costs are allocated according to the number and size of
tires (see Table 4-1, p. 23). The larger truck and heavy equipment
tires displace about the same volume in the tire box as four
passenger vehlcle t1res, so the haullng costs are allocated

—-22-



accordlngly.v'Rims inside tlres'do not displace.any more volume than
a tire off-rim, so hauling -costs are not allocated to mounted rims.
~ Disposal costs are allocated according to the t1re disposal fees

charged by the proce551ng facility.
| | . TABLE. 4- 1
' ST JOHNS LANDFILL
~ TIRE COST ALLOCATION

Car>,€ Car , Truck

| Tires-  Rims Tires
Hauling"Coéts.L  - $849 -~ $0 | $111
Disposal Costs o 375 - 210
'Amounts to be | , ' ;
Recovered by Rates 849 375 321
. Quantity - . 3,670 500 120
'Unit:Cost"}7'~- 024 0.75 B 2;68f

Unit Rate © © . 0.25  0.75  2.75

-23-

A Trhékl
‘Rims
-$0
150

150

.30
 5.00
5.00

:  Total

. §960.

735
1,695
4,320



TABLE 4-2

ST. JOHNS LANDFILL

COST ALLOCATIONS IN DOLLARS

. ‘Commercial L L
. _ - & Transfer Public Total Basis

operations Contract - $3,707,741  $270,079  $3,977,820 3
‘Land Lease - 218,304 9,096 227,400 1
sinking Funds 164,928 | s.6,872; 171,800 1

Debt Service . . 182,587 15,893 198,480 4
' Genl. Fund Transfer 93,619 3,901 97,520 1

_Recycling _’n‘ | . - 3,730 ‘ﬁ_ 3,730 2

Contract..services 40,704 » ,1,696 42,400 1

Metroloperating'Costs | : 3341532:, "»12,068 o 346,600n | 5

Contingency : .. _.288,000 iz;ooo ' 300,000‘ 1

Total T 1 $5,030,415  $335,335 ° $5,365,750 |
.:Projected Tonnage ' v'> 521,790 . J19,480'. 541,270

- Bases::
S 1. tTonnage:';v9.6% Commercial & Transfer, 4% Public
2. Identified .to a single user all;related to cost to7pubiic;

_ 3.u.‘$115 590 to publlc for transfer statlon expenses, remalnder by
‘ ‘tonnage

4. $8,285 to publlc for transfer statlon debt serv1ce, remalnder.‘
" by tonnage _

5. $44,890 to commerc1al & transfer for welghlng system costs,
remalnder by tonnage '
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TABLE 4-3
'ST. JOHNS LANDFILL

' COST ALLOCATION IN DOLLARS PER TON

Commercial

& Transfer - Publie
'Operaeiqns:Contieeti o L $7.10°   f | | A$13.8§;_
© Land Lease : - - 0.42 | 0.47 -
Sinking Funds S 0.32, 0.35
Debt Serv1ce | o - . ' 0.35 _. 0.82
Genl. Fund Transfer” L 0.18 0.20
Recycling . S ! . - 0.19
Conﬁréc;_serVice . 0.08 ~0.09-
Metro_Operating Costs SRR -_>0.64 .,‘ : L 0.62
',Contingency ‘.”. "_ - . 6;55 o ).‘e | 0.62“ -
- Totelhébst:per;Ton j :$9.64'- - $17.211 :l

1. :The cost of serv1ce fee for the publlc is converted to a rate
per trlp. , :
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CTRC COST ALLOCATIONS

The projected expenses at CTRC are allocated in a variety of ways. - ‘
The results are summarized. in Table 4-5, p. 27. The operations

contract and General fund transfer expenses are allocated according
‘to.the relative tonnage of commercial and public wastes. The:

" operations contract was bid on a per-ton bas1s, and it is allocated'
accordlngly.

‘The recycllng expenses 1nc1ude hauling and dlsposal of vehicle -
-tires, and are recovered by tire d1sposa1 rates (see Table 4-4).

TABLE 4 4
CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER
: .TIRE COST ALLOCATION .

Car Car . Truck _ ~ Truck

| Tires ~ Rims  Tires  Rims Total
Hauling'casts»f . $5,412 . s0 708 Y | $6,120A
Disposal coétsf'» ,-A‘ "o 1,125 " 630 ” 450 2,205
_Amounts to be ‘ o : 4 | o o | SN

‘. -Recovei:ed_ by Rates ’ 5 412 | 1,125 - 1,338'v - 450', E ' ‘,8,32"“
Quantity 1,010 1,500 o 360 90 12,960
Unit cost 0.50 0.5 3.72. 5.00

"Unit‘Rate'f ) o 6.s0 . 0.75 L 3,75 . 5.00

Slnce thls fac111ty is des1gned to accommodate a large’ number of
vehicles at 21 dumping ‘stalls, the Debt Service for construction is
allocated based on the number of trips by each user class. The

. Metro operating costs are also allocated by number of trips because
the cost of the service provided (e.g., the gatehouse operation) is
.-more closely related to transactions than to tons. Because the .
public is expected to make 95,316 of the 131,976 trips (Table 2-4,
pP. 9) made in 1984, they'are allocated a higher share of the‘costs;

The commer01al weighing system cost of $18 760 is dlrectly allocated -
to commercial users. :
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TABLE 4-5
CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER

COST" ALLOCATION IN DOLLARS

S | | Comﬁercial’. Public - A'ggggll Basis
" Operations Contract ' $1,404,354 ~ $267,496 $1,671,850 ‘;_.i
..Debt~Seryice o 72,240 185,760 * 258,000
Genl. Fund Tramsfer 81,917 15,603 97,520 ~ 1
Recycling - - 3,500 - 3,500 . 3
Meﬁro:Ope:ating”Costs . 64,968 '118,622 183,790 . 4
Contingencyy | . ___ 84,000 16,000 = __ 100,000
Total o . $1,707,479  $607,181 “$2,3l4,660
projected Tonnage " 182,400 34,200 . 216,600

- Projected Trips o 36,660 - 95,316 . 131,976

iBeses:
i .Tonnage} - 84% eommercial, 16% public

2. Tripei 28% commer01a1, 72% publlc

‘3.:'Ident1f1ed to a 31ngle user |

4. $18,760 to commerc1al for weighinglsystem cosﬁe,'remaind§r~by4

trips A . ; e R

* this - number w1ll be used in CTRC public rate. calculatlon only -
- not in. reglonal transfer charge calculatlon.
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' TABLE 4-6

CLACKAMAS TRANSFER & RECYCLING CENTER

' COST ALLOCATION IN DOLLARS PER TON

~ Commercial ' Public
Opefations.Coﬁttact | ' | $i.69» 5, _  '7.82"
Debf_sérvice' DT :A ; 70,40,.;-. .. 5.43
Géﬁl..Fund T:ansfer - o 0.45 - | .;0.45
_RecyclinQIA- :. rf:i- o S - | 10.10
, Metro'0peréting Costs | ‘.- -0;36 N  ‘ “ 3.47
Contingehéy" , } ‘ . 0.46 E _ : 0.47'
| Tofai CQst pgf,Ton o .-'$9.36 - | $i§.75

These are the cost QfAseEVige rates at CTRC.-
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Section 5

RATE COMPUTATIONS

.Solld waste dlsposal rates for Metro facilities are determlned in a
. 'seties of steps designed to charge users in as equitable a mannet as
"poss1b1e. The calculations which follow express ‘the Metro policy
- that base rates at Metro facilities should be unlform, and that the
operatlonal cost of CTRC should be paid by all users in the region.
Discussions will be presented in the following order for each rate
element: commercial rates, convenlence charge, Reglonal Transfer
Charge and publlc rates. C )

1.'- Commer01a1 ‘Rates

.- The commercial rate at both facilities is calculated by
dividing the costs allocated to commercial users of the
- 8t. Johns facility (Table 4-2, p. 24) by the projected’
- commercial and transfer tonnage (Table 2-3, p. 8, first -
two columns) : A ‘

A - Commercial

V-Net Revenue Requlrement' : .$5,030,415
;uPrOJected Waste Flow (tons) . 521,790
Uniform Rate = . . $9.64

It has been recommended that the construction and
operation of the truck wash rack at CTRC be charged to all
‘Metro facility commercial users. These costs, estimated
- at $15,000 for operation and $15,000 for debt service -(for
~each of five years), would result in an increase to the
"commerc1a1 rate of $0.06 per. ton ($9 70 per ton total).

2. 1,Conven1ence Charge

Users ‘of the CTRC facility are’ charged an extra fee in
recognition of the cost savings they realize by not being
. required to transport their waste to St. Johns. For the

© initial year of operatlon at CTRC, the convenience charge
‘was $1.49 per ton. In spite of. the cost difference that.
was created between CTRC and St. Johns, commercial flows
to CTRC have been substantially higher than predicted.
ThlS has increased the overall cost of disposing of the"
area's solid waste and so has placed upward pressure on
,dlsposal rates and on the Reglonal Transfer Charge for
‘commercial users. It is recommended that the convenience
" charge at:CRTC be. raised to $2.25 per ton to adjust the
flow patterns between the Metro facilities to a more

~ efficient balance. It is also recommended that .it be
made possible to raise or lower the convenience charge at
"times independent of the yearly rate adjustment so that it
can be effectively used as a flow control device as needed
- to provide the lowest cost overall service.
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3. Regional Transfer Charge (see.Table 5-1, p. 32)

The Regional Transfer Charge is the means by which all
waste disposal facility users in the Metro region are
charged to pay equally for the operation of the CTRC. _The
. debt service for the public portion of the CTRC is not’
. included in the costs to be recovered through the Regional"
- Transfer Charge, nor is the convenience charge (described

on the preceeding page). '
- Net CTRC expenses. identified to commercial and public
users are divided by the expected tonnage of waste to be
generated by each user class. = . SR
-Because of flow restrictions anticipated last year,
commercial .flow was limited in the rate study. These
‘restrictions have been lifted, and an additional 80,000
. tons of commercial waste is expected at CTRC as a result.
"~ Therefore, -the Regional Transfer Charge for commercial
‘users.is higher than last year, and the Regional Transfer
: Charge for public users is lower than last year. .~ —
4. ~ Public Rates o ‘ ‘

The public base rate at both Metro facilities is equal to.
“the net expenses assigned to the public at both Metro

facilities, ‘divided by the number of public trips made to
those facilities. = o T

Calculation of the public base rate is described as : ’
follows. The net expenses assigned to the public are
those which remain after the amounts covered by the public

‘Regional Transfer Charge and the public convenience charge
are taken out. The public convenience charge is then
added to the base rate to arrive at the CTRC public rate.

- While all rate calculations are done using tonnage as the
base units for the sake of consistency, rates for the
public are administered in. terms of trips. The . . .
translation from tons to trips has historically been based
on the assumption that it took four average trips for the

- public to deliver one ton of waste. . More recent data
indicate a trend toward heavier loads, and so fewer trips
per ton. ‘A multiple of three trips per ton is now ‘a more

- correct measure. - . ’ ‘ . SRR

‘Calculation of the public rates in accordance with the above
discussion follows. s :

The net CTRC operating cost is calculated thus:

Total CTRC Cost . - o o $607,181

Less: Regional Transfer Charge - ° - ~(349,740)
Less: Convenience Charge - = .~ ‘ . _(71,487)

(0.75 x 95,316 trips)

Net CTRC Operating Costs _ i ' 1 $185,954
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The net CRTC cost is then combined with the cost of disposal and
divided by total publ1c trlps to derive the Metro publlc rate:

St. Johns Public Disposal ' $335, 335

CTRC Public Disposal . —_— 329,688

- Net CTRC Operating Costs _ . 185,954

_Total Public Cost B  $850,977

E D1v1de by Publlc Trips 149,606
' Metro Publlc Rate (average) . L '.$5368

The last step in the process is to recognlze the revenue which will

-come from charges for extra yards. The result is a recommended
.publlc rate of $4.62 for cars and $5.37 for -trucks.

This is accomplished by reducing the revenue to be generated 4
through public rates by the amount anticipated to come from extra
yard charges ($57,730), and then reducing the average public rate

-t0 meet the lower revenue needs. Actual rates to be charged
. to the public are then set, recognizing that about 90 percent
-of publlc trlps are by plckup or similar vehicle.



" TABLE 5-1

REGIONAL TRANSFER CHARGE

"Commefciali -_ »Public
© CTRC Expenses | C $1,707,479 . $607,181
aness:: Pﬁblic Débt.SefviQev o 3  . _ . | A(185(160)
Less: Convenience Charge @ 2.25/ton = (410,400)  ~ (71,500)
Net CTRC Expenses - . ... 1,207,079 . 349,921
| biyidé by:x'Reéidnal Tonnage/rtips: 4"-;649,300._' s ]261,000
'kegional'Tranéfer“éharge- . -»$2;00vpe% gon $1.34 pér trip';
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" section: 6.

' St. Johns Landfill
'Comﬁe;cial' f |
. Publict

_Car#
(2 cu yds)

i

Trucks, etc. -
(2-1/2 cu yds)

Ektra Yards
B — Commergial'.‘,
‘ Y Public: - “’

Cars

Trucks,'etcgrvi

Extra Yards

" User

Base.
Rate Fee
$9.64  $1.68
- 4.62  0.54
5.37  0.54
2,31 0.27
' $9.64  $1.68
4,62 0.54
© 5.37  0.54
©2.31

1 0.27

RECOMMENDED RATES (commercial per ton, public per trip)

' Regional , ‘
Transfer Convenience Total

~Charge ‘Charge Rate
' $2.00 - 1$13.32
1.34 - 6.50
1.34 - 7.25
10.67 - 3.25

© $2.00 $2.25°  $15.57
1.34 0.75 7.25
1.34 0.75 - 8.00
1 0.67 0.35 3.60

‘User fees in the above‘récommendation.areluhChanged from 1983. The -
following are the recommended tire disposal rates:

Car Tires -
Car Rims

. Truck Tires
Truck. Rims

i

 St. Johns -

- -$0.25
0.75
2.75
5.00 -
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‘Section: 7

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

The purpose of this sectlon is to demonstrate that, given the
proposed rate structure.and projected solid waste flows, enough
revenue will be generated to satisfy the requirements created by
Metro. facilities. Rate-derived revenues are generated by three . .
major mechanisms: disposal charges, regional transfer charges and
convenience charges. Some revenue can also be predlcted from '
charges for additional yards of solid waste brought-in by the
public. Within each category, waste flows (1n tons or trips as
appropriate) are multlplled by proposed rates for the category to
“derive revenues.  Total revenues are then compared with total.

requirements. As can_be seen
.requirements closely match.

?Disgosaln'
~ACommerciél (tons)
L Public (trips) -

Cars"
Plckups, etc.

Reglonal Transfer Chafgevf

Commerc1a1 (tons)
Publlc (trlps)

"Convenience Charge'

Commerc1al (tons)
Public (trlps)

"Additional Yards

- Public

ES/gl’
9107B/357
8/16/83

Units

487,590
149,606

14,961

134,645

649,300

'261,000

182,400

- 95,316

25,100

'Rate

$9.64

2.25

.75

2,30

Total Revenue

Total Requirements -
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in the following.chart, revenues and

Revenue

$4,700,368
69,120 .
723,045

1,298,600
349,740
" 410,400
71,487

- 57,730
$7,680,490

$7,680,410

$80




STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 7.4

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO
THE SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE
STRUCTURE: AMENDING METRO CODE SECTION
5.01L:170

Date: November 14, 1983 Presented by: Cindy Banzer

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

This Ordinance has been prepared in accordance with a motion
passed by the Regional Services Committee at its November 8, 1983
meeting. The motion was to recommend increasing the membership
of the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee by one member from the
public. The Committee would then have six members: three from
the public and three from professions relevant to the Committee's
activities. This change requires an amendment to the Metro Code.

Should this Ordinance pass, amendments to the Bylaws of the
Rate Review Committee will also be necessary. These amendments
must be made by the Metro Council.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION ON SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW
COMMITTEE STRUCTURE ORDINANCE

The Executive Officer recommends against this Ordinance. The
issue of changing the structure of the Rate Review Committee should
be carefully reviewed on the basis of a desired objective or some
criteria. To change the structure of the Committee for the appar-
ent purpose of accommodating an additional appointment does not
appear to be good public policy. Also, the change as suggested
would make the Committee an even number which could impede its
ability to make decisions and recommendations.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Services Committee recommends that Council amend
Metro Code Section 5.01.170 to allow three public members on the
Rate Review Committee.

The Committee also recommends that Rosalie Williams be nominated
to fill the third public member position if the Code is amended.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
' METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
' AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE )  ORDINANCE NO. 83-167
SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE )
)
)

STRUCTURE; AMENDING METRO CODE.
SECTION 5.01. 170 '

Introduced by the Reglonal
Services Comm1ttee

t‘THE COUNCIL OF THE ‘METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

'SectiOn°l.‘ Metro Code Section 5.01.170 is amended to read as

fOllowsr‘

J“(aY"The Councii shall appoint a [fiﬁe member] six member Rate_
‘Review Commlttee to gather 1nformat10n and prov1de recommendatlons
‘for the establlshment of rates.

"(b)". In1t1a11y, hree members shall serve two—year terms and
i[two] three members shall serve one-year terms, in order to prov1de

t-contlnu1ty in Rate ReV1ew Commlttee membershlp. Thereafter, Rate’
» Rev1ew Commlttee members . shall serve two-year staggered terms.

"(c) The members of the Rate Review Committee shall be.as

follows: |
'}ﬁ(ij. One Certlfled Pub11c Accountant with expertlse 1n
cost- accountlng and program audltlng.
.f“(2) OnevCertlfled Public. Accountant with expertisevin
‘_the 50116 waste 1ndustry or publlc ut111ty regulatlon.
"(3) Onezlocal government admlnlstrator.w1th expertlse‘in.'
'governmentaltfinancing,'agency bodgeting and/or rate |
regulation. | o |
n'_"(4) [Two] Three members of the'éublic.
"(d) No representative or affiliate of the solid waste

» ' imdustry and no employee of the Distr’i}ct‘ shall serve on the Rate

‘Page 1 - ORDINANCE ‘ ’ ' Ordinance No. 83-167



Review Commitﬁeelv (0rdinance No. 81-111, Sec. 18)"

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this - day of ___ . 1983.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

ES/gl. .
© 0304C/366
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. /-2

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 83-437 FOR
THE PURPOSE OF DIVERTING NEWSPRINT FROM METRO
SOLID WASTE FACILITIES

Date: November 14, 1983 Presented by: Councilor Etlinger

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Resolution No. 83-437 was introduced by Councilor Etlinger at
the Regional Services Committee meeting on November 8, 1983. The
resolution declares a regional disposal policy of discouraging the
disposal of unseparated newsprint at all Metro operated and
franchised solid waste facilities.

The resolution calls for the following actions:

- Metro's Solid Waste Department to commence a waste
reduction report to tabulate the gquantities and types
of materials recycled by haulers using Metro
facilities.

- Metro's Public Affairs Department to expand the
encouragement of newsprint recycling.

- The Executive Officer shall prepare an evaluation of
this voluntary program six months after adoption of
the resolution.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer does not support this resolution. While
the spirit of the resolution is laudable, the method of presenting
such a resolution which requires additional staff work not presently
budgeted or included within the Department's work program is not
good. The staff is not clear at this point how much time and effort
is necessary to meet the reporting requirements of this resolution.
The Executive Officer recommends that this resolution or the intent
thereof be considered for inclusion in the waste reduction component
of the Solid Waste Systems Plan.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Services Committee recommends Council adoption of
Resolution No. 83-437.

RB/gl
0265C/366
11/14/83



- NEWSPRINT .FROM" METRO SOLID WASTE

. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DIVERTING RESOLUTION NO. 83-437

)
) :
 FACILITIES : v ) Introduced by
: : : ) Councilor Etlinger
_WHEREAS, Newsp;int recycling is feadily accessible for
~tri-county residents using regular‘haulefs, depots or civic group |
cellecpidn_éfives;.end : .
| 'WHﬁﬁﬁAS,‘S§V405 requires that_by,1986.all materials more
veconomically_feesible th:euse than eollect and dispose be coilected
at all.hohsehblds-in the region- and ~
- WHEREAS, Oregon is currently a natlonal leader in the
newsprint recycllng 1ndustry, w1th major private 1nvestments
‘cont1nu1ng to 1ncrease the value of recycllng our flber resources,
and | '
WHEREAS New landflll space, as well as addltlonal
",dlsposal fac111t1es, will requlre 51gn1flcantly increased tlpplng
'fees;‘and | o _
| | ‘ WﬂEREAS, It ‘is elearly_in the public'interesthto conserve
and rehse neWsprinhbwhiie‘discouraging’hnwarrahted use of'seerce
‘landflll capac1ty, now, therefore, -
BE IT RESOLVED,
l.- That the Metro Council hereby declares .a reglonal
'disﬁosal poliey of discouraging the disposal of unseparated
newsprint‘af all Metro operated and £ranchised-selid waste

.facilities.

- Resolution No. 83-437



2. UThat the Solid Waste‘pepartment shall commenoena
maste rednction report’ to voluntarilf tabﬁlate the quantitiés and ‘
,types‘ofumaterials recycled by'hanlers,using‘Metro operated and
' franchised facilities} This report shall be‘inoluded»with montnIY‘
dlsposal b111q and ¢commence no later than . January 1, 1984.

:3Lg, The Metro Public Affalrs Department shall expand the
encouragement of newsprlnt recycling in concert w1th Metro s
Recycllng Informatlon Center, public educatlon program and publlc
service; announcements. .

, o 4,_‘ The Executlve Officer shall prepare an evaluatlon of
tnisuvoiuntary program, 1ncludlng suggested strategies for

improvement, six months after adoption of this Resolution.

‘ ' ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District =~
this : day of . ' » 1983. R Co v ’

- Presiding Officer

BE/gl '
0265C/366 -
'11/3/83

‘ Resolution No. 83%437



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.1

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE
MEMBER APPOINTMENTS

Date: October 17, 1983 Presented by: Ed Stuhr

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Solid Waste Rate Review Committee was established under
subsection 18 (1) of the Disposal Franchise Ordinance to advise the
Council on solid waste disposal rates. Three of the five positions
on the Committee have become vacant, and the term of a fourth member
is expiring.

The terms of Mark Gardiner and Robert Wynhausen expire
October 22, and they have elected not to seek reappointment.
James Dilworth has resigned due to ill health. George Hubel's term
also expires October 22, and he has expressed a desire to be
reappointed for a second term. The fifth member, Edward Gronke, is
now half-way through his two-year term.

To obtain candidates for the selection process, nominations
were solicited in August from Metro Councilors, local jurisdictions,
CPA societies and former Committee members. All those who were
nominated were then contacted and invited to send a resume or
qualification summary form as an indication of willingness to
serve. A total of 17 people responded positively: six local
government administrators, seven CPAs for the two CPA positions, and
four members of the public (in addition to George Hubel). A
complete list is attached. To select the best candidate for each
position, staff evaluated each person's qualifications from the
material submitted in terms of the position requirements (e.g., the
local government administrator should have experience in government
finance, budgeting and/or rate regulation). The results appear as
follows:

- staff recommends that George Hubel be appointed for a
second term as one of the two public members--his
enthusiasm for the Committee's activities and his
performance as its current chairman combine with his
technical credentials to produce an unqualified
recommendation.

- for local government administrator: David T. Chen.

- for CPA (solid waste, public utility experience):
- L. Parry Ankersen.

- for CPA (cost accounting, program auditing): Alexis Dow.



Mr. Chen is Finance Director for the city of Beaverton. He has
substantial experience in government finance and budgeting, and has
handled municipal utility rates for 15 years.

Mr. Ankersen is Assistant Controller for the Grantree
Corporation in Portland. He was previously an audit manager with
Coopers & Lybrand in Portland, with multiple clients in the
governmental area (including Metro for the year ended June 30, 1982).

Ms. Dow is a Senior Audit Manager for Price Waterhouse in

Portland. She has several years experience in municipal auditing
including nonprofit, local governments and CETA programs.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends reappointment of George Hubel
to the public position, appointment of David T. Chen to the
government administrator position, appointment of L. Parry Ankerson
to the CPA (solid waste) position, and appointment of Alexis Dow to
the CPA (program auditing) postion.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Regional Services Committee recommended that the candidates
be appointed, with the exception that Douglas K. Plambeck be
appointed instead of L. Parry Ankersen.

ES/gl
0224C/366
11/10/83




LOCAL GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATOR

RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE CANDIDATE LIST

October 17, 1983

1.

2.

'3-

4 L] '

: 5».
6.

Thomas M. Feely .
James P. Wilcox
Richard Dieterich
David T. Chen
Robert W. Rieck

“Neal Winters

CPA (Solid Waste, Utility)

1.
2.
3.
4.

L; Parry Ankersen
John C. Kelly

“Arlie P. Hutchens

Douglas K. Plambeck

CPA (Cost, Audit)

1.
2.
3.

" William L. Lockyear

Alexis Dow

- Susan K. Sause

PUBLIC MEMBER

1.
2
3.

4.

5.

George Hubel

- David M. Hudson

Rosalie Williams

- Raymond L. Miller
'~ Alan Goetz ‘

Multnomah County
Multnomah County
City of Forest Grove

City of Beaverton:
City of Portland

Tualatin Hills Park &

_‘Recreation District

Grantree Corporation
BPA

Laventhol & Horwath
PGE -

Moss Adams
Price Waterhouse
Susan K. Sause, P.C.



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. g2

Meeting Date Nov. 22, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF YARD DEBRIS DEMONSTRATION
GRANT REPORT

Date: November 14, 1983 Presented by: Dennis G. Mulvihill

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The problem is yard debris--limbs, brush, vines, leaves and
grass-—and how the 600,000 cubic yards which is generated each year
in the metropolitan area is disposed of. As can be seen in Figure 1
(see Executive Summary, Yard Debris Demonstration Project Report,

p. 2), most people either compost, give it to the garbage collector
or self-haul it to the landfill. But some people burn it.

Burning is a problem because the Portland metropolitan area is
designated a non-attainment area for National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for total suspended particulates and the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) has identified open burning of yard
debris as a significant controllable source of particulate air

pollution.

To address this the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC)
adopted a ban on backyard burning of yard debris in December 1980.
Faced with possible legislative action, they lifted the ban in March
1981. The Legislature concluded that local governments did not have
a reasonable means to dispose of the additional yard debris to be
generated by the ban and adopted SB 327. The Bill prevented the EQC
from re-instituting the ban until June 30, 1982. Thereafter, EQC
could only impose a ban if such prohibition was necessary to meet
air quality standards and alternative disposal methods were
reasonably available to a substantial majority of the population.

Subsequent to this action, Metro was awarded a $265,000 grant
from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in January of 1981.
The purpose was to "provide funding for the demonstration of usable
alternative uses of yard debris to prevent the resumption of
backyard burning and the loss of air quality benefits." "The
demonstration program would be managed and evaluated by a regional
coordinator and a Project Steering Committee made up of DEQ, Metro,
City of Portland and other pertinent jurisdictions."

In May 1983 the Steering Committee issued a report on the
Demonstration Program. "The purpose of this report is to evaluate
the Yard Debris Demonstration project and outline collection,
processing and market options which could be pursued in the



future."l Following this a public forum was held asking local
jurisdictions, the hauling industry and citizens to evaluate the
appropriateness of the report's findings and recommendations. (See
attachments.)

The purposes of this staff report are to assess whether the
goals and objectives of the grant project were achieved and to
discuss future actions by Metro.

The project goals established by the grant were to "demonstrate
publicly acceptable and feasible alternatives for the recovery of
yard debris in the Portland metropolitan area. Based on the final
evaluation of the project, to recommend an implementable regional
yard debris recovery program."

To meet this goal the grant established the following
objectives which needed to be achieved:

1L "Demonstrate that a total ban on backyard burning in the
Portland metropolitan area can be implemented without
placing an additional burden on the area's scarce landfill
capacity."

2 "Demonstrate that special processing techniques can
convert the yard debris waste stream into a valuable
usable resource."

3. "Provide a better information base to implement a viable
alternative program on a permanent basis."

Based on information found in the report and the results of the
public forum, it has been determined that the demonstration of the
goals and objectives was not totally achieved.

The information used to arrive at this conclusion is developed
below. It includes a discussion of what needed to be demonstrated,
what was demonstrated, economic factors to consider, and public
forum results and concludes with policy options.

A regional yard debris recovery program is composed of three
elements: collection, processing and markets/reclamation. The
information base created by the grant contains adequate information
on only two-thirds of the equation, collection and processing.

"According to the grant request work scope, the strategy was to
process the material into several possible products. Once the
products were established, markets would be developed and
(hopefully) the private sector would take over the operation with

1A Demonstration Project for Recycling Yard Debris, March 1983,
pla 3%




Metro supplying the waste material."2 Some buyers were developed
in the fuel, soil additive and ornament markets, but they were
either very limited in volume needs or a cheaper product became
available.

The processors involved in the Demonstration project have
suggested that the problem is one of volume, and claim that
"sufficient markets can be developed to move all the finished
product."”3 Supply and demand factors control this development.

The supply/volume of the material is dependent on public
participation, seasonal fluctuation, storage space and processing
time. The demand for the material relates directly to the
dependability of a specific supply, uniform content and the price of
competing products. Processors feel that if public participation
and a dependable supply are delivered by government, they can handle
the remaining factors and develop the markets. It was not
demonstrated by the yard debris project that diversion efforts or
other methods instituted by government could deliver an adequate
supply or that the effort would create a stable market.

The lack of developed markets limited achievement of the
project's objectives; consequently, the goals could not be achieved.

- Because the processors are not able to guarantee accepting
yard debris material for an indefinite length of time, a
burning ban's impact on the landfill could not be assessed
(objective 1). It is worthy of note that if the
13 percent (84,784 yd3) burned each year was diverted to

St. Johns its closure would be hastened by 25 days over
the next five years.

- Conversion of yard debris into a "valuable usable
resource" was partially accomplished. The converted
material is usable as a soil additive compost and fuel,
but it is not valuable enough to justify processing it on
a large scale; there is a limited demand for the product
at the price needed for processing (objective 2).

- The flow of yard debris that can be expected using
different collection systems does "provide a better
information base" (objective 3). It would provide some of
the information necessary to recommend an "implementable
regional yard debris recovery program."

The grants goals, objectives and work scope directed that a
supply of yard debris be created first then develop a market. This
strategy is at odds with information contained in Metro's Waste
Reduction Plan. The Waste Reduction Task Force in developing their
recommendations (which subsequently became Metro's Waste Reduction

2p Demonstration Project For Recycling Yard Debris, March 1983,
g. 2-=20.
Mark Hope, Waste By-Products, Memo, August 11, 1983.
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Plan) found from their studies "that the marketing of the material
(yard debris) defined the other system components of collection,
storage and processing."

This theme was repeated in the California Waste Management
Board's "Municipal Composting Handbook." "To ensure a successful
composting program it is essential to perform an end use survey in
the initial planning stage. The survey should identify how much
compost can be marketed and used by the community, the product
quality required for each designated end use and a realistic market
value for the product. The market survey will help define the size,
the processing requirements and the economic feasibility of the
operation."

Discussion and testimony at the public forum focused on the
issue of "publicly acceptable and feasible alternatives." There was
general agreement that yard debris should not be burned if there are
collection or other alternatives available. However, it was made
clear that "publicly acceptable and feasible alternatives" (see
grant goals) for the recovery of yard debris are, to a significant
degree, determined by cost, not just by the availability of a
collection system as suggested by the number 1 finding in the Report

(see Executive Summary, p. 4). As one county administrator
observed, "If our analysis (of the Report) is correct, the demand
for service is only generated by a free program with easy access
(see attachment). Those 'free' programs represent a significant
cost to the sponsoring public agency which is ultimately borne by
the taxpayer. Given the current economic health of most governments
in the Metro region, we doubt that yard debris will receive serious
consideration in any local government budget. You must ask yourself
whether or not the findings of the report suggest that there is a
public demand. We would suggest that it will be very difficult to
justify, based on the data gathered by the Steering Committee."4

Two other messages came out of the public forum:

- Collection and processing alternatives need to be more
adequately developed and priced before a required program
is designed and implemented.

. More promotion and public education of the yard debris
problem and solutions is needed.

A successful regional yard debris program must include the
cooperation of the local jurisdictions, so, the concern over the
adequacy of the information on collection and processing
alternatives issued at the public forum needs to be addressed. The
Yard Debris Steering Committee's Report's recommendations placed the

4Cclackamas County testimony at public forum on results of curbside
collection demonstration portion of Report. This statement was
corroborated by several local jurisdictions' and public testimony.




development of additional information and action on the local
jurisdictions. Given current fiscal pressures, Senate Bill 405 and
undeveloped markets for processed yard debris, their reluctance to
spend any money experimenting is understandable.

Three elements may change this attitude.

. A market contract that is contingent upon the delivery of
a certain supply for a certain price.

. The experience of having developed their own recycling
plan as required by Senate Bill 405.

. The March 1984 election on a sales tax.

This concludes the assessment of the grant, but a broader
discussion of yard debris is also necessary. Metro's responsibility
for yard debris is not limited to this grant. The Waste Reduction
plan states that the long-term goals will be met by "assuring the
handling, processing and reclamation of all separated yard debris."
In essence, the goals of the plan and of the grant are the same (see
attachment).

The information generated by the yard debris project was
incomplete for purposes of demonstrating achievement of the grants
goals and objectives. The results do suggest that a regional yard
debris recovery system is feasible and identified missing
elements/role options for Metro beyond promotion, education and
conducting the demonstration project.

The key policy question that has evolved out of the yvard debris

demonstration project is whether Metro should proceed immediately
with the development and implementation of methods to increase the
supply of yard debris (diversion ordinance, franchise ordinance,
rate incentives, technical assistance, support funds, promotion and
education) or conduct a feasibility study of the markets potential.
(How much might be marketed and used for what purpose and what the
prices of competing products are.)

Arguments for each option are developed below.
Immediate:

. The material can be processed into another usable form and
because the raw material is abundant, the markets will
develop if there is confidence in the supply. Even if the
markets fail, the material can be landfilled or the unsold
processed yard debris could be bought and used as final
cover.

. The fact that processors have spent over $100,000 for
equipment, is a demonstration of their belief in the
future of the product and intent to receive and process
yard debris and wood waste in the future.



Feasibility Study:

. The combined costs of collection, processing and marketing
will determine whether the material can be recycled on a
large scale. It determines the public's participation
level, resulting volumes and whether processed yard débris
will be purchased instead of a competing product. This
information is not available.

. Effective alternatives are available to increase the
supply, but the most significant question for all involved
is whether the market will be there in time also. A
feasibility study would remove as much of the risk as
possible.

An additional element to consider in either method described
above is found in SB 405, Oregon's 1983 Recycling Opportunity Act;
specifically, the definition of recyclable material. According to
the bill, recyclable material means:

"any material or group of materials that can be
collected and sold for recycling at a net cost
equal to or less than the cost of collection and
disposal of the same material."

A prospective market's interest in large volumes of processed
yard debris is, in addition to cost, based on their confidence in
the supply system; can a constant supply of yard debris be expected
for a reasonable length of time? 1Inclusion of yard debris as a
recycable material, under the rules for implementing SB 405, would
be one method of generating confidence. A market's interest should
be easier to develop and maintain because the price that has to be
met in order to receive a constant supply of yard debris is known.
DEQ has just begun their work on the necessary rules that must be
adopted by January 1, 1985.

There is a broader policy question that must be addressed
before concluding the yard debris question: If a limited amount of
money is going to be spent on increasing recycling, where is it most
effectively used? The Systems Planning effort will produce
information that allows a comparison of roles, costs and gains. If
the results of that process shows yard debris to be a high priority,
then the policy question developed by the preceeding anaylsis
becomes relevant. 1In the interim, there is a need to protect the
investment made in the present yard debris recovery system and
Metro's promotion and education efforts should be continued.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The results of this project will be useful to those agencies
responsible for air quality.

The information and supportive data produced by this project is ‘
excellent for use in Metro's System Plan development. It will help
determine how to address the yard debris issue.

- 6 -



- The burning ban is not the key issue for Metro. Yard
debris has a substantial impact on landfills. Landfill
life could be extended approximately 20 days per year if
all the material currently being buried were diverted. If
all the material being burned were diverted to the
landfill because of a burning ban, approximately five days
of landfill life would be lost each year.

- The collection/separation system and markets needed for a
diversion are not sufficiently developed.

- The project demonstrated effective promotion and education
methods of use. The FY 1983-84 yard debris budget is
aggressively applying this knowledge to support the
existing system and protect the investment made in this
issue.

All activities by Metro are consistent with the FY 1983-84
budget and the Waste Reduction Plan. No action is required.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

DM/gl
0150C/366/11/14/83



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



INTRODUCTION

. The problem is yard debris--limbs, brush, vines, leaves and
'grass--and how to dlspose of over 600,000 cubic yards (cu yd). which
is generated each year in the metropolltan area. As can be seen in
Figure 1, some people burn their yard debris and some 1llega11y dump
it on the side of the road.  Most people either compost, give their
yard debris to the garbage collector with the rest of the garbage,
or haul 1t themselves to a landflll. .

The Portland metropolltan area is designated a non-attalnment area
for National Ambient Air Quality Standards for total suspended .
particulates (TSP). The Department of Environmental Quality. (DEQ)
has identified open burning of yard debris as a s1gn1f1cant .
controllable source of particulate air pollution in the Portland
metropolitan area. Thus, a need has been identified to develop
alternatives to open burnlng. Landfilling is not an acceptable
alternatlve since capacity is strained at present.

In December 1980, the Env1ronmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopted
‘a ban on backyard burning of yard debris. Metro received an Air
Pollution Control Program Grant in February 1981 to develop
acceptable ways to dispose of yard debris which would have been
generated by the ban. The EQC lifted the ban in March 1981 because"
the Commission was faced with possible action by the Oregon
‘Legislature to lift the ban. The Legislature was concluding that’
‘local governments did not have a reasonable means to dispose of
additional yard debris. The Legislature then adopted Senate Bill

" 327 which prevented the EQC from re- 1nst1tut1ng the ban until June
30, 1982. Thereafter, EQC could only impose a ban if such
prohibition was necessary to meet air quality standards and
‘alternative disposal methods were reasonably available to a
substantial major1ty of the population.

fPROJECT SCOPE

The objectlves of thlS pro;ect were: 1) to demonstrate that a total
ban on backyard burning .in the Portland metropolitan area can be
implemented without plac1ng any additional burden on the area's
scarce landfill capacity; 2) to demonstrate that special-processing
techniques can convert the yard debris waste stream into a valuable,
usable resource; and 3) to provide a better information base to '
: 1mplement a viable alternative program on a permanent ba51s.

'The pro:ect goal was:
To demonstrate publlcly acceptable and fea51b1e alternatives
for the recovery of yard debris in the Portland metropol1tan
area and to recommend an implementable regional yard debris’
recovery program. ' :

The work plan was based on the following assumptions:



What happensﬁ to yard debris?
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Other -
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1. There is an immediate need for a cost-effective system to.
adequately. handle increasing amounts of yard debris due to
a pos31b1e yard debrls burning ban by DEQ.

-2, s'Pressures on existing landfills discourage the continued
- ' disposal of 1ncreased volumes of material.

3.."A workable solution must be based on proven examples of
- yard debris recovery programs, either locally é6r in other
parts of the U S.. A

4. There 1s a need to determine the volume and comp051tion of
yard debris as part of developing a comprehens1ve
long-range program and ‘market.

5. - If there is an educational campaign, there will be an
Aincrease in the level of participation by the general
public to do their own composting. Given either a =

- homeowner 's inability or unwillingness to compost/mulch.
green waste, a comprehensive program may have to address
both green waste and wood ‘waste (twigs, branches and tree’
'limbs). _

6. According to DEQ, open burning contributes to the
' particulate non-attainment status for the Portland Air-
Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA). According to the EQC and
the DEQ, if viable alternatives to open burning are not
available, -a burning ban would be difficult to initiate
and administer.

With a Coordinating and a Steering Committee of local officials, the
‘Yard Debris Demonstration Project was conducted from May 1981 to
‘September -1982. Metro was the coordinating agency for the pro;ect.

. Collection and processing alternatives were- demonstrated to recover,

process yard debris into marketable products. The demonstration

project was conducted in several phases and an evaluation was '

completed for each. The purpose of the Phase Evaluations was to -
. present the data on the collection and processing alternatives. The
‘Phase Evaluations are in Part 2 of" this report. The discussion and
analysis of. the alternatives are presented in Part 1.

" PROJECT DESCRIPTION

 The purpose of this report is to evaluate the Yard Debris
Demonstration Project and outline collection, processing and market
options which could be pursued in the future. The Demonstration of
recovery processes and collection systems occurred in several phases
over a 1-1/2 year period. The initial phase in May 1981 sought to-
recover only woody yard debris in a region-w1de clean-up week.

'-Shredding Systems, Inc., a processing service, demonstrated that

‘with minor modifications, a mobile shredder could produce a .
marketable fuel product. In Phases II, III and IV, Waste
.By-Products’, Inc., a waste recovery firm, showed that a
.Medallion 910 Grinder could process all types of yard waste 1nto



' salable fuel. McFarlane's Bark, Inc., a bark and wood products
firm, 1mproved their existing receiving site and purchased a
hammermill as part of their composting demonstration. Toward the
end of the pro;ect, Grimm's Fuel Co., a bark and wood products f1rm,

" sBtarted receiving yard debris and began producing a compost

material. The proceSSLng alternatives demonstrated are - outllned
below and summarized in Table 1.

Shreddlng Systems, Inc.: Moblle shreddlng to "hog" fuel (correct
’ usage is "hogged" fuel, but common usage is
~ "hog" fuel). .

Waste By-Products, Inc.: Mobile grinding to hog fuel.
' = ~ Pre-grinding, screening and magnetic
.separation, grlndlng to hog fuel and
compost.

McFarlane's Bark, Inc.: :Hammermilling, .screening and composting in
' : ' large stockpiles to compost products.

Grimm's Fuel Co.: - Hammerm1111ng, screening and compostlng in
: ' windrows to mulch/compost or hog fuel
products (proposed).

'Six collection alternatives were demonstrated in Phases. II, III and
IV. On-call and on-route curbside collection by private haulers and.
municipal crews were conducted. Two clean-ups were also held. A
summary of collection alternatives demonstrated are in Table 1.

- Case Study 1l: Oregon C1ty - On-route ‘curbside collectlon by c1ty
o . crews.

Case Study 2:  Lake Oswego - ‘On-call curb51de collectlon by
: : .~ - franchised hauler. '

Case Study 3: West Linn - On-call curbside collection by c1ty crews.
. Case Study 6: City of Portland - ‘Neighborhood clean-ups.
Case Study 7: City of Beaverton - City-wide clean-up by 01ty crews

~ . and franchised haulers.
Case Study 8: Southeast Portland - On-route curb51de collection by
: : -non-franch1sed hauler. -

FINDINGS

This section summarlzes the results of the analys1s of the Yard
Debris Demonstration Project.

General

l. It has been demonstrated that with an adequate collection
system, recycling of yard debris into hog fuel, mulch and
compost is a publicly acceptable and feasible alternative for
the recovery of yard debris in the Portland' metropolltan area.,
Although an area-wide collection is not now in place, it has
been demonstrated that feasible collection alternatives are
available, or can be made available. : '




It has been demonstrated that it is less expen51ve to process
and recover yard debris than 1andf111 the material.

Total costs for processing yard debrls, exclusive of revenues
from fees or marketed product, is $1.48-$3. 45 cu yd. The cost
to landfill is about $3. 00 per cu yd. - ‘

As a result of the demonstratlon project, three processing
centers were established as a viable alternative to burning or
landfilling of yard debris. The alternatives are available to

. citizens, commercial landscapers and collectors who want to

dispose of source separated yard debris and/or wood waste.

. The proceSs1ng demonstration .project was a success. Most of

the project effort was made in the processing alternatives and
as a result, Waste By-Products in North Portland, McFarlane's
Bark, Inc. in Clackamas and Grimm's Fuel Co. in Sherwood have
set-up sites to receive and process yard debris and wood waste.

It has been demonstrated that mixed yard debris can be
processed into marketable products. ) -

It has been demonstrated that mlxed yard debris can be
- processed and sold as hog fuel for use in industrial boilers.

It has been demonstrated that mixed yard debris can be

processed into a compost product. . The two processors who will
market the product expect to sell all the compost produced from .
their operations. Two hog fuel markets were identified in the
project--Weyerhaeuser Corp. in. Longview, Washington, and =
Willamette Industries in Albany, Oregon. They have pa1d for

-hog fuel produced in the project. Although McFarlane's and
~Grimm's market compost material at their sites, not enough

information has been generated to determine the levels of
demand for the product. McFarlane's and Grimm's are currently
developing products from the yard debris processed during the
demonstratlon. . _

The three proce581ng centers .conveniently serve a major1ty of
the reglon when convenience is defined as a condition where a
user 1s within a 20-minute one way tr1p of a processing center.

Three current proce551ng sites are convenlently located in the
reglon.. They are located on or near major hlghways and are

Author s Note: At the time of publlcatlon, a fourth site

started receiving yard debris. The Wood Yard,
Inc., a bark and wood products company in Aloha,
will contract with a processor to produce hog
fuel. The Wood Yard will deliver hog fuel to
the supplier of their unprocessed bark. They
- say .they could receive 10,000 cu yd of yard

-debris each month. This 51te would serve the
Aloha, Beaverton, H111sboro, Cornellus, Forest
Grove area in Washington County.- :



‘cu.yd of compost.

generally accessable to a majority of residents in the region.
However, according to traffic analyses, areas of Washington
County and East Multnomah County are- lacking convenient
processing sites. ‘ ' : :

It was found that the four processors were willing to to take
substantial risks (costs of equipment, site development, etc.)
to participategin-the'demonstration project. . o :

v

‘All proceSsors_who'participated in thé §rojéct purchased

equipment ‘and/or developed processing sites. All have spent
well over $100,000 for equipment with the intent of receiving

~.yard debris and wood waste in the future. In.addition, ° :

processors with sites committed labor and material from other

.parts of their operations, and risked having to dispose of

stockpiled material if products could not be marketed. - Some
reasons risks were taken: ' . S

* . . Processors were encouraged by EPA funding and DEQ support
. Environmentally conscious o - Lo o
. Processors were in wood or waste processing business

In 1983, the three‘established proceSSing centers will be
capable of receiving and processing all the yard debris

~generated in the region.

On the basis of on-site storage, unloading spaces, site access
and safety, the three processing sites could receive well over
600,000 cu yd of yard debris this year. Because of their small
site, Waste By-Products must continue to sell and remove their
material. McFarlane's and Grimm's, however, could accept and
process over 400,000 cu yd of yard debris and store over 20,000

To cover costs, Grimm's Fuel Co. must receive and process 5,350
“cu yd per month of yard debris (64,200 cu yd per year); Waste

By-Products needs 6,000 cu yd per month (72,000 cu yd per
year); and McFarlane's needs about 5,000 cu yd per month

(60,000 cu yd per year) for a total of 196,200 cu yd annually;_.

196,200 cu yd of material could be generated annually, if ‘the

following occurred:

. divert‘ail yard:debris_currently self-hauled by the public
to landfills (100,000-~115,000 cu yd) ; ' :

x ‘ divert all yard debris currently hauled by.lahds¢apers

(14,000-16,000 cu yd); and = . _
* - ~-divert all yard debris currently being burned
: (76,000-85,000 cu yd). R ' :

From the data and interviews, the three processors need

substantial yard debris and wood waste to continue operating.
Waste By-Products, who produces a hog fuel product, needs more
than just vard debris to sustain operations. They need wood

-7




10.

'l;.

12,

13,

waste from commerc1a1 sources to improve the fuel value of the
(sometlmes very wet) yard debris. -

Of the 31x collectlon<alternat1ves,demonstrated, on-route
curbside collection by the private hauler was most effective in
terms of economlcs, eff1c1ency and public convenlence.

Costs’ for a one-tlme p1ck—up of yard debris by a private hauler
including disposal varied from $4.50 - $5.25 per 1loose cu yd
and $2.50 - $8.00 per participant. The range of costs was

‘large because of the difference in collection methods, housing

density and yard debris generation per household of the
collection alternatives. City sponsored clean-ups with
voluntary labor and donated equipment were the least costly
collection alternatives demonstrated. Low resident voluntary
participation -and small quantities of yard debris recovered
were generally experienced when demonstratlng collection
alternatlves.

Yard debrxs was recelved un1form1y from March through November.

“W1th a few exceptlons, flows of yard debr1s were generdlly

consistent except in the winter months (December, January,

 February) when flows fell off. Quantities of yard debris in
Phase II (October-February) averaged over 1,000 cu yd per week
‘and in Phases III and IV (March-September), average quantities

increased to 1,400 and 1,700 cu yd per week (in first nine
weeks) respectively. High flows were experienced in 'July and
August when backyard burning was prohlblted. The current rate
is about 6,000 cu yd per month. : B

There were problems with contamlnatlon of yard debris during
the demonstration project and it was found that the best way to

. prevent contamination of the compost and hog fuel products was .
“to thoroughly inspect unloadlng of yard debris.

As a result of recoverylng over 65, 000 cu yd of Yard debris

during the demonstration project (10 months), over 8,000 cu yd

- of 1andf111 space was saved.

" This sav1ngs is equlvalent to 1ncrea51ng the St. Johns Landflll

1.

"2-

~life over four ‘days. Over $36,000 in disposal costs would have
been spent if the demonstratlon project had not been conducted.

- Promotion ..

Promotlon/publlc 1nformatlon efforts s1gn1f1cantly increased

calls to the Recycllng Switchboard.

\ . ~ X ) :
"Highest 1nterest (demonstrated by calls to the Switchboard) was.

generated when posters/brochures/flyers were widely distributed
during an intense campaign. Mass media by 1tse1f resulted 1n
lower level of interest. :



- 3. Accordrng to a questionnaire survey, . more partlclpants 1earned
of the program by radio ads than by newspaper ads.

4. The number of calls to the Recycling Swrtchboard 1ncreased just -
after new telev151on spots were aired. _

5. The number of calls to- Sw1tchboard ‘increased durlng sprlng and
_fall, and decreased ‘during winter and summer months.
6. 'Frequent news releases leading to news stories produced ‘an
increase in calls and a decrease of calls was expereienced
during periods when no news releases were issued. .

RECOMMENDATIONS

Citizens (generators, transporters, disposers)

All c1tlzens in the reglon should use available recovery
alternatlves to. recycle yard debris.

1. Cltrzens who generate yard debr1s should compost yard debr1s on.
‘thelr property rather than dlsp051ng of the materlal.

2. Citizens who generate yard debris, and ‘who do not have separate
collection alternatives available, should try to keep yard
debris separate from garbage and consider either contracting
with a hauler to collect separated mater1a1 or self haullng the
mater1a1 to a. proce531ng center.

- 3. Cltlzens ‘who need ground cover or soil additives for their
‘ gardens should purchase mulch or compost from the processing
centers producing this material from yard debris. '

4. Citizens who do not ‘have separate collection of yard debris
should encourage their local jurisdictions to provide service.

5. . Citizens who do not have separate collection of yard debris
- should consider  conducting small neighborhood projects and’
contractlng with a hauler to collect mater1al and take it to a
: proce551ng center. :

‘Local Jurlsdlctlons- (generators, transporters, coliection
. authorities, disposal and fire districts)

'All local jurlsd1ctions should identify options for the collection
of source separated yard debris and prov1de for those optrons if
feasible. .

1. Local jurlsdlctlons should thoroughly 1nvestlgate all :
collection alternatives to determine which would be most - :
effective for their local situation. -Local jurlsdlctlons who
start collecting yard debris should conduct the service on a
trial basis to get information on costs w1th1n theJ.r system. '




2, ‘-Local jurlsdlctlons which generate and transport yard debris
"~ should keep the yard debris separate from garbage and take it
to proces51ng centers.

3. Local jurlsdlctlons which are currently collectlng separated -
‘ yard debris using c1ty crews should con51der continuing this~
serv1ce.

4., Local 3ur15d1ct1ons which have collectlon franchlse authorlty

"~ should consider hav1ng their hauler collect separated yard
debris by sponsoring neighborhood clean-ups, or by conductlng
on—route or on-call collection pro;ects.

5. Local jurlsdlctlons with dlsposal authorlty should con51der
dlvertlng separated yard debris from solid waste- facil1t1es.

6. Local jur1sd1ct10ns with d1sposa1 author1ty should enforce
scavenger dumplng of yard debris and .open burning regulatlons.

7. Local jurlsdlct1ons w1thout franch1ses should con51der'
’ organizing neighborhood clean-ups and/or contracting with
private "‘hauler (s) to conduct on-route or on-call collection
projects. A

8. Local Jurlsdlctions which need ground cover or soil addltlves

: for public areas should consider purchasing mulch or compost

from the processing centers produc1ng this materlal from yard
debrls.‘ ‘ 4 .

-9, Local jurisdictions located far from proce531ng centers should
consider establishing temporary sites for receiving 'yard debris
during times of high generation. - Stockplled yard debris could A
then be processed by mobile processing equipment and

. transported to proces51ng centers or to markets.

- 10. .Local Jurlsdlctlons should. support regxonal and state public
- awareness efforts by assisting with the distribution of
promotxon and educatlon materlals.w

Regional. (dlsposal authorlty)

Metro should take approprlate measures to. keep ex1st1ng processing
‘operatlons viable. _ :

1. Metro should d1vert separated yard debrls from the1r solid
: waste fac111t1es.

2. Metro should enhance publlc awareness of compostlng, yard

: debris collection projects and the processing centers by ,
conducting a comprehen51ve promotion program. Metro should
con51der promotlng the use of yard debris garden products.'

3. Metro should conslder 1nc1ud1ng yard debrls as a material to be
recovered in re51dent1al recycllng programs proposed by Metro.‘

. =10-



4. Metro should -assist local Jurlsdlct1ons in locatln% and siting
temporary yard debrls receiving/processing sites i requested

by local Jurlsdlctlons.
. State (dlsposal authorlty)

" DEQ should take .appropriate measures to keep existing proce551ng
: 0perat10ns v1able.

1. DEQ should take steps to divert separated yard debrls ‘to
‘ process1ng faCllltleS. :

2. DEQ should enhance publlc awareness of compostlng, yard debris
‘collection projects and the processing centers by assisting
Metro in its promotion and education efforts. DEQ should
consider promoting the use of yard debris garden products.

3.  DEQ should periodically inspect processing centers to determine
whether they are safe and environmentally sound.

4. DEQ should prov1de financial 1ncent1ves (tax credlts, etc.) to
assist proce551ng centers. .

Commerc1al Haulers (transporters)

Commerc1al haulers should partlclpate in the- efforts of c1tlzens and

‘governments to recycle yvard. debris.

1. Commerc1a1 hauletrs’ w1th or without collection franchlses should

work with local 3ur1sdlct10ns to organize separate collectlon
of yard debris.

2. Commercial haulers who offer drop box service should inform
customers- that they could save money on the disposal charge if
only vard debrls or wood waste was dlsposed.

3. Commerc1a1 haulers should determine whzch regular customers
produce contamination-free loads of yard debris' and wood waste.

4. Uncontaiminated loads of yard debris should be taken to
- ,proce551ng centers rather than dlsposed at landfllls.‘

Processors (dlsposers)

Processors: should cont1nue to process and sell yard debris brought
to their sites and they should continue to develop and sell the yard
debris garden/fuel products.

1. Processors with s1tes should consider contractlng with

commercial haulers to receive loads of pure yard debris or wood

waste.

2. .Processors with sites should work closely with Metro, DEQ and
" local jurisdictons to inform them of progect needs.

-11-




TABLE 1

Prbéram summary

vard Debris

‘>Levei 6f

Phases Dates Collection Alternatives Processing Locations Quantities- Participation Promotion
_ I May.16-24 West Linn - Rdsémad's:Sanitary St. Johns Landfill 1,613 _ 610 News Releases
(woody waste 1981 ..~ Service " Rossman's Landfill . CYe Yds. giggﬁﬁres'
only)’ Troutdale - Edwin O. Ege : . . -
- . (1 week) ' »Sanitary Service Obrist ?1t  ggg gZdio
City of Portland - Clean-ups .~ Newspaper Ads
II October 23- Case Study 1 - Oregon City St. Johns Landfill 20,743 5,657 Radio Spots
iggguary 28 case Study‘z‘— Lake Oswego (Case Study 4) cu.’yds. g:z;h:r:i Ads
_ ) - “ (2 collections) McFarlane's Bark PSA gags
(19 weeks) Case Study 3 - West Linn (case Study'S) News Releases
III - March 1- Case Study 6 - City of Portland St. Johns Landfill 24,141 16,758 Radio Spots
: June 30 . : Clean—ups McFarlane's Bark cu. yds. . News Releases
1982 Case Study 7 - Beaverton Brochures
' : o " Clean-up Presentations
(17 weeks) : : ) ' SR
: Case Study 8 - Waste-Go Services
- (S.E. Portland)
v July 1- - St. Johns Landfill 18,336 . 6,608 Presentations
fss;ember 30 ) Waste By-Products cuf yds.
_ McFarlane's Bark
(13 weeks) Grimm's Fuel
WC:bb
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Processors with sites should ensure that their operations.ate
safe -and environmentally sound and are .in accordance with local
regulations. - - S :

Before makihg significant supply, commitments, processors who
produce compost or mulch products should be certain about the
compost process; product consistency (quality); and production

~

 Processors with sites should consider joint marketing of

products. . ;

~12-~



YARD DEBRIS FACTS

self-haul to landfill

26% 177746 picked up as garbage

-

19% 130219

‘.burned

put in street

13% 84784

. "1l 78871
other '

28% 186023

tota1-~676056 ~ composted

values in cublc yards
source: DEQ survey 1979

1

LANDFILL IMPACTS

If all yard debris currently landfilled were diverted from:

the landfill, the landfill life would be extended by 20 days

‘per year

"If the 84,784 yds3 of yard debris currently being burned
were diverted to the landfill due to a ban on'backyard
burnlng approxlmately 5 days of landflll life would be-
lost each year. ‘

l;15000 yds3 of yard debris is the equivelent of one days
refuse received at St. Johns landfill.
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WASTE REDUCTION GOAL .

The Metro waste reduction goal is to decrease solid waste volumes
by reducing the amount of solid waste generated by reclaiming
materials instead of disposing of them. '

" Long-term Goal -- Reduée ﬁhe amount of solid waste disposed by

83 . percent:

. by assuring the handling, processing and reclamation of.
all separated yard debris;

. By reducing the residential and commercial solid waste by
30 percent through the recovery of all available recycl-
able materials; and ' ‘ :

. by reducing the remaining residential and commercial pro-
cessible solid waste by 75 percent through resource recovery.

Short-term Goal -- Reduce the amount of solid waste disposed by 56
‘percent (in 1985): C . .

. by assuring the handling, processing and reclamation of 40
percent of all separated yard debris; - '

. by reducing the residential and commercial solid waste 2
percent per year by recovering one-third of ‘all available
recyclable materials (approximately doubling the amount of
recyclable materials currently being recovered) ;

. by reducing the remaining residential and commercial pro-
cessible solid waste by 66 percent. through reésource recovery.

YARD DEBRIS RECOVERY- PROJECT

The Task Force recognized that Metro involvement in a yard debris
recovery project was justified due to the potential impact of a

ban on backyard burning on the regional solid waste disposal system.
Several options are available in developing a project; however, the
Task Force realized that the marketing of the material defined the

other system components of collection, storage, and processing.

Recommendations by the Task Force assigned responsibility and
operation to the private sector and held the waste generator ac- .
countable for system costs. : ' s



‘Metro should befactive in the following project elements:

.. develop an educational program for c1tlzens in home
‘composting of yard vegetation;

.. promote collection by existing private haullng systems; -
develop convenient centralized facilities for material
storage, possibly offering a location at area disposal
sites for storage and processing;

. promote processing through composting and chlpplng in

- the following priorities: 1) utilization at the
residence; 2) neighborhood utilization projects; 3)
central processing facilities; and &) dlsposal of- pro-
cessed material;

. ~assist in seeklng markets for the collected and processed

'~ material, possibly providing coordlnatlon for a ‘regional
effort

In order to utilize the material at the source, the Task Force
stressed the need to first undertake a household compost educa-
tion project.A The key to the use of the remaining material is
Metro's assistance in securing markets for the processed material.
In addition, Metro should develop convenient storage fac111t1es at
area d1sposal sites.

Waste Reduction Plan - Yard Debris PrOgrem




PUBLIC FORUMS

PUBLIC FORUMS FOR REVIEW OF THE STEERING COMMITTEES RECOMMENDATIONS

" WERE HELD AS FOLLOWS

DATE: ) - August 18, 1983
COTIME: 3:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m.
. PLACE : - ‘Metro .Council Chambers

NOTICES MAILED: 400 throughout region

.INDIViDUAL CONTACTS BY STAFF - 18 cities and counties administrators

SPECIAL INTERESTS CONTACTED - waste collectors materials processors
MEDIA RELEASES - 3 releases to 50 media sources each time

WRITTEN RESPONSES RECEIVED; FOUR FROM LOCALXJURISDICTIONS
: : NINE FROM PRIVATE CITIZENS

ATTENDANCE § APPROXIMATELY.SO



