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METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: May 25,2004 Time: l:00p.m. Length: 20 minutes

Presentation Title: Entering Into Agreements with U.S. Department of Agriculture
and Ducks Unlimited for the Restoration of Metro Open Space Property and Authorizing
the Chief Operating Officer to Release the Request For Bids and Executing the Contract

Department: Regional Parks and Greenspaces

Presenters: Jim Morgan

ISSUE & BACKGROUND

Proposed Resolution No. 04-3461 is to be considered by the Metro Council which will
allow Metro to establish an agreement with U.S. Department of Agriculture and Ducks
Unlimited Inc. for the restoration of Metro open space property.

Approximately 245 acres of floodplain of the former Lovejoy property in the Gales Creek
Target Area is currently in agricultural use. Farming was occurring at the time of
Metro's acquisition in 1999 and 2000 and has since continued. Given the disturbance of
agriculture use at this site, a restoration plan was developed that would restore former
wetland and floodplain functions.

A $220,000 grant from the Wetland Reserve Program, administered by Natural
Resources Conservation Service of U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), has been
offered to Metro for the implementing the re-vegetation portion of the restoration plan.
The USDA agreement received a "significant Impact" designation in the adopted FY 03-
04 Metro budget since it exceeds $50,000 and is a multi-year contract, requiring Metro
Council consideration for approval.

Ducks Unlimited, Inc. (DU) applied, with Metro support, and was awarded a $150,000
grant from Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) to support the restoration of
the Lovejoy site. The OWEB funds with contributions from DU of $30,000 are directed
toward land modification portion of the project, which includes disrupting drain tiles,
filling drainage ditches, and modiffing artificial levees. Though Metro is not the direct
recipient of the grant funds, an agreement is needed to allow DU to perform the desired
land modifications on Metro property. Essentially, this is a sole source revenue
agreement greater than $50,000, requiring Metro's Contract Review Board to review.

To implement the re-vegetation portion of the restoration project, a Request for Bids and

execution of a contract must occur. Because the contract amount exceeds $50,000, the
Metro Contract Review Board under Section 2.04.06 of the Metro Code must approve
prior to release for bid and execution of the contract.



OPTIONS AVAILABLE

l. Entering into both agreements with USDA and DU. accepting both grants. and
fully restoring the floodplain and wetland property. Restoration of the entire
wetland and floodplain with both contributing partners will cost Metro l3o/o or
less of the total project cost. Wetland and floodplain functions will be restored
and long-term maintenance cost will be significantly reduced. The Lovejoy
property was purchased for the protection and enhancement its natural resources
values, anticipating the current use will eventually cease. With restoration
occurring now, the site will prepared for public benefit early in anticipation for
opening to public access.

2. Entering into only one or neither agreement. and restoring the property. With
only one contributing partner, the total cost to Metro for restoration will range
from $238,000 to $270,000. With total restoration costs estimated to be $470,000,
restoration with neither contributing partner using only Metro funds is infeasible
due to limited revenue.

3. Accepting neither Crants and not restoring the property. The current agricultural
lease generates $16,000 annually. This compensates potential maintenance cost
of weed control. However, maintaining current management conditions means
the artificial levees will continue to negatively impact Tualatin River floodplain
function, continued degradation of existing and potential wetland functions, soil
erosion, and loss of habitat diversity'

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department suggest acceptance of the grant funds
dedicated toward the restoration of the floodplain and wetlands of the former Lovejoy
property. Restoration of the 245 acres of floodplain of the site will cost approximately
$470,000. Combining the USDA and OWEB grant funds and the DU contributions, the
project cost will be reduced by 87%. Metro staff resources that normally would be
needed for design and obtaining necessary permits will be conserved since DU will
assume those responsibilities according to the proposed agreement.

Not accepting grant funding from either source would result in restoration of this site
being infeasible at this time. Limited restoration funds within the adopted and proposed
Metro budgets are directed toward maintaining existing or higher priority projects.

OUESTION PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

l. Enter into agreements with U.S. Department of Agriculture and Duck Unlimited,
lnc. to receive grant funds and implement the restoration plan for 245 acres of
wetland and Tualatin River floodplain property.

2. Release the Request for Bids and authorizethe Chief Operating Officer to execute
the contract to fully implement restoration of the property.
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METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: May 25,2004 Time: l:20p.m. Length: 20 minutes

Presentation Title: Request for an Easement to City of Comelius for Non-Park Use
Through Metro Open Space Property Located at the Intersection of North 29th Avenue
and Hobbs Road

Department: Regional Parks and Greenspaces

Presenters: Jim Desmond and Jim Morgan

ISSUE & BACKGROUND

Proposed Resolution No. 04-3438 is to be considered by the Metro Council which will
grant an easement to the City of Cornelius for development of Metro open space property
for non-park use. The non-park use is a road widening and improvements project near
the intersection of 29th Avenue and Hobbs Road in Comelius. Because it is a non-park
use, Metro's easement policy requires Council consideration for approval.

As part of road improvements coinciding with adjacent new housing developments, City
of Comelius is seeking an assemblage oiwidth aiong the existing 29th Avenue alignment
for expansion of the road surface width, a slope cut, storm water drainage, and a fire
hydrant. The value of Metro property within ih, p.opot"d easement area of 16,447 ft.z
has not been appraised since the easement application requests waive of (1) easement
processing expenses and (2) the value of property within in the easement area. Based on
comparable sales for small lots with restrictive use, values range from $ 1.00 to $2.00 per
square foot. Thus, the value for the easement area would range $16,447 to $32,894. An
additional reduction in value may be warranted given the easement restrictions do not
limit full use of the Metro property for park uses. Without a complete appraisal, which
cost $2,000 to $3,000, the actual value of the easement is unclear.

As part of the of the road widening project, City of Cornelius has agreed to construct a

curb cut and driveway into adjacent Metro property, providing maintenance access that is
currently not available. The estimated value of this driveway is approximately $2,300.
City of Cornelius is requesting that Metro waive the easement process fee, estimated to
be $544 to date with more staff time needed to write the easement document, and the full
amount of compensation for the easement area.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE

I Grant the easement to Citv of Cornelius and waive part or alI easements process

charges and the value of the easement. Metro would absorb all staff time costs
associated with processing the easement application. Open space value would be
lost within the 0.37-acre easement area.



2.
process costs and the value of the easement area.

3. Do not grant the easement. .City of Cornelius could not meet collector road
standards for improving2gth Avenue within the current righfof-way due to lack
of space.

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department suggest that the easement be granted to the

City of Cornelius. A qualified appraiser chosen by Metro and City of Cornelius, the cost
of which is equally shared by both parties, should determine the value of the easement
area. Metro should be fully reimbursed for the land value of the easement area. Metro
should also be compensated for staff time expended processing the easement application.

OUESTION PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

While staff supports the granting of the easement, Metro Council must consider the
request by City of Cornelius for waive of the value of the easement area and the easement
process costs.

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIR-ED FOR COUNCIL ACTION LYes No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED X YES NO

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Department Director/Head Approval
Chief Operating Officer Approval

US
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METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: MaY 25,2004 Time:

Presentation Title: Regional Transfer Capacity

Department: Solid Waste & Recycling

Presenters: Michael Hoglund and Paul Ehinger

Length: 45 minutes

OPTIONS AVAILABLE

Council may request additional staffanalysis related to transfer facilities in the region

Regional Transtbr CaPacitY
Council Work Session
May ?5, 2004
Page I ol2

ISSUE & BACKGROUND

In 2003, the Solid waste and Recycling Deparlment determined the need to quantifu waste

transfer capacity in the region. The final report, "Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis"' is being

fr.r."r.a io Council in to"day's Work Session. The ieport is intended to provide Council with

information that may be useful in: (l) protecting the public investment in the solid waste system;

una fZl assessing the need for proposed new transfer stations in the region'

Key policy guidance on new transfer stations is found in chapter seven of the Regional Solid

Waste Management Plan (RSWMP)'
...anefficientdisposalsystemdependsonbothcapacityandaccessibilityIemphasis

added l. New transfer stations may be considered when the delivery of efficient disposal

services is negatively affected by eittrer of these two factors"' (Amended June 2000)

The attached report focuses solely on capacity. An accessibility benchmark is addressed in the

cun.ent RSWMP. Adequate u.r*' is defined as an avefage haul (travel) time between 18 and 23

minutes for each countY.

The conclusions of the Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis include the following:

oCumentcapacityofthesixtransferfacilitiesintheregion(MetroCentral,MetroSouth,
Forest Grove, p'id., WRI, and Troutdale) is over 2 million tons per year;

. In 2003, approximately 963,000 tons of waste were processed by these six facilities;

o Capacity currently exceeds demand by approximately l ' I million tons per year;

.By2ol5,capacityisexpectedtostillexceeddemandby84l,000tons.



IMPLICATIONS AN.D SUGGESTIONS

Information in the report can be used by staff and Council, in combination with Code-required

information 1om new transfer station applicants, to assess the need for new transfer stations in

the region on a case bY case basis.

OUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

N/A

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
-Yes 

x No

DRAFT IS ATTACHED : YCS X NO

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Depar-tment Director APProval

M Vern\od\projecLs\worksessiotrworlcshcclq\TSGpac ityO5 2504' DOC

Regional Transfer CaPacitY
Council Work Session
May 25,2004
Page 2 of2
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INTRODUCTION

Transfer stations located within the region are a critical component of Metro's disposal
system because all the solid waste landfills serving the Metro region are located outside
Metro's boundaries. The landfill that provides the majority of the region's disposal need
is located 150 miles to the east. Transfer stations allow commercial haulers and the
public to deliver their waste to a facility within the region for reloading and cost effective
transportation to distant disposal sites.

This analysis is intended to address the question of how much capacity the region's solid
waste facilities have to accept and load waste for transport to disposal sites serving the
region. The focus of the study is on the estimated capacity to transfer "wet" or
putrescible waste. Therefore, analysis is limited to those facilities that are permitted to
accept wet waste. The study is based on the current level of development of each facility,
including fixed equipment. The analysis also includes an estimate of the future need for
solid waste transfer capacity, based on Metro's solid waste tonnage forecasts.

Key Findings

The current capacity of the six transfer facilities authorized by Metro to accept
wet waste from the region is estimated to be 2.06 million tons per year.

These six facilities received approximately 963,000 tons of wet and dry solid
waste during 2003.

The region's transfer capacity for wet waste currently exceeds the needed
capacity by approximately 1.1 million tons per year.

By 2015, deliveries of solid waste to the facilities in the region are expected to
increase to about 1.56 million tons per year. Transfer stations serving the region
are expected to handle 1.22 million tons of waste and will still have 841,000 tons
of unused capacity.

Fufure policy decisions could change the region's wet waste transfer capacity.
For example, a requirement that all dry waste be processed prior to disposal could
reduce wet waste transfer capacityby utilizing a significant portion of the wet
waste capacity.

a

a

a

a
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THE METRO REGION SOLID WASTE SYSTEM

Metro estimates that the total of wet and dry solid waste generated within the Meho
district and ultimately disposed is approximately 1.2 million tons per yearr. The solid
waste system in the region that collects this waste is composed of many interdependent
parts - collection, recycling and processing, transfer, hansport and disposal, as well as

many waste reduction activities. The subject of this report - what capacity do solid waste
facilities have to transfer the putrescible or "wet" part of the waste stream to landfills - is
best understood as part of this overall system.

Within our region, private haulers provide solid waste collection services for businesses
and households. Individuals and businesses are generally allowed to haul their own
waste if they choose. Individuals and businesses "self-haul" approximately 10% of the
total tonnage delivered to facilities. With the significant exception of the City of
Portland's commercial sector,local govemments franchise the collection territories and
set the rates for both residential and commercial solid waste haulers. Regardless of the
method of collection, waste can be transported directly to a disposal facility or sent
through intermediate steps such as processing and transfer facilities.

Waste Flow: Seventy eight percent or about 963,000 tons of wet and dry solid waste
from the region, destined for disposal, is delivered to the six transfer stations located
within the Metro district. Wet waste received at these transfer stations is loaded or
compacted for long distance transport to any of a number of out-of-district landfills. The
non-putrescible or "dry waste" received at these facilities is generally processed to
recover materials and the residual is shipped to an out-of-district landfill.

Three of these transfer facilities are intended to serve the region: Metro Central, Metro
South, and Forest Grove. These regional transfer stations are authorizedby Metro to
accept unlimited amounts of wet and dry waste.

The three other transfer facilities are franchised to serve local areas: Pride Recycling,
Willamette Resources and Recycle America. These local transfer stations are authorized
by Metro to accept limited amounts of wet waste.

Most of the remaining 270,000 tons of solid waste from the region is dry waste that is
delivered to processing facilities or limited purpose landfills. Finally, a small volume of
wet waste is taken to facilities located outside the Metro boundary under non-system
licenses.

Five processing facilities in the region, Aloha Garbage, East County Recycling, Wastech,
Inc., Rivergate and KB Recycling, have been licensed by Meho for the recovery of
recyclable or otherwise reusable material from mixed-dry waste.

I Excludes materials subject to a special waste permit from the DEQ for disposal.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 2 of 18



Two limited-purpose landfills, Hillsboro and Lakeside Reclamation, are located close to
the Metro region but outside the Metro boundary.

The following pie chart identifies the percentage of the waste, both wet and dry, delivered
to these various facility types.

Fisure I Percentase of Delivered Waste

Other
1%

Major Non-System
Llcenses

Factors Determining Transfer Caoacitv.' To calculate and compare the transfer capacity
of the various facilities within the region, some basic rules or standards by which to make
those comparisons must be developed. It should be noted that there are no uniformly
accepted standards for determining the capacity of a hansfer station. The approach taken
in this study is to calculate a "transfer capacity" for each facility that reflects a reasonable
operating level for that facility. The study makes explicit assumptions about what
"reasonable" means (e.g. number of hours of operation per year) and looks at specific
constraints (e.g. storage space) that might impact transfer capacity. One should not infer
that the transfer capacity, as determined by this study, represents the maximum operating
level for any of the facilities. Changing how a facility operates or how waste is delivered
to the facility could significantly change the amount of waste that could be handled. This
report does attempt to define a "reasonable" capacity given a consistent set of operational
assumptions.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 3 of 18



The capacity of transfer stations depends primarily on three factors:

l. Recelyiag: Rate that waste can be unloaded from collection vehicles. This
rate depends both on the number of stalls for unloading waste and the amount
of maneuvering required to position a collection vehicle for dumping.

2. Load-out: Rate that waste can be loaded into transfer vehicles. Various
methods are used for loading transfer trailers. These vary from dumping
directly into the trailer to the use of large pre-load compactors. The load-out
rate depends on both the method and load size.

3. Storase: Amount of space available to stage waste for later loading into
transfer vehicles. Waste is generally not delivered to a transfer station at a
uniform rate throughout the day. Storage space permits a station to handle
peak delivery rates that exceed the rate that transfer vehicles can be loaded.
Storage also increases the reliability of the facility by mitigating the impacts
of equipment failures or other problems.

For this study, daily peak delivery rates have been estimated and the unloading capacity
and storage volume required to handle the peaks will be computed. Where the facility
does not have sufficient storage or reception capacity for the peak period, the rated
capacity has been reduced to match the available capacity.

Transfer capacity has been estimated for all waste received at these facilities. Wet waste
transfer capacity has been determined by deducting the tonnage of dry waste handled at
each facility from the facilities calculated capacity. Although the amount of dry waste
processed can impact the wet waste transfer capacitl?,determining the dry waste capacity
is a comple* p.obl.* beyond the scope of this studf .

Assumptions: This study's estimates of transfer station capacity are based on the
following assumptions :

1. Status quo facility: The facility is considered as it was in April2004. The
analysis presumes no additional capital investment to modify the facility or its
fixed equipment.

2. Operatine hours: Since most commercially hauled waste is delivered on
weekdays, the capacity of the facilities is based on a five day per week
operation. The rated capacity of the station is also based on a 12-hour
operating day for both accepiance of waste and loading of waste.a

' T*o important factors are: (a) the same equipment used to handle wet waste is typically used to
load out dry-waste residue; and (b) Meto requires that dry waste be processed to meet a
minimum recovery rate.

3 Fo, example, there are a variety of changes such as adding work shifts or rescheduling
deliveries of waste that could be made in operating procedures to accommodate more dry waste.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 4 of 18



3. Sufficient equipment: Station operators are assumed to have access to
sufficient rolling stock, such as transfer vehicles and wheeled loaders, to
operate the facility at its estimated capacity.

4. Load-out method: The estimated capacity is based on the primary means of
loading wet waste into transfer trailers. Other means of loading the waste that
are available due to the design of the facility will be considered as back-up in
the event of failure of the primary means of load out. For example, the
capacity of a facility that normally uses a compactor to load waste, but also
has the ability to top-load the waste, is based on the capacity of the compactor

5. Waste deliveries: Facilities receive waste in the same pattems and with the
same load sizes as observed for commercial waste delivered to Metro
facilities. Figure 2 shows the delivery distribution used for this study.

Figure 2
Transfer Capaclty Analysis

Waste Deliveries and Storage
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6. Averaee and peak loads: Storage capacity for average waste flows will be
provided without impacting other operations, such as dry-waste processing.
The previous figure graphically depicts how storage needs are determined.
Storage capacity to accommodate peak waste flows must be provided within
the facility, but other operations within the facility may be impaired under
peak loads.

o Th" 12 operating hours for the load-out operation may not be coincident with the receiving
operation. Some operators choose to leave some waste on the floor overnight and begin load-out
prior to opening for business, while others choose to begin loading some time after opening for
business and clearing the floor after waste acceptance is over for the day. The timing of load out
is normally based on ensuring that the waste can be delivered to the disposal facility during its
operating hours

Load0ut Rate
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7. Load-out capacity: The manufacturer's rated capacity for pre-load compactors
is used. Top loading rates are based on the specific method of loading used at
the facility.

8. Regulatory requirements: If there are torurage limitations imposed by local
land use reskictions or permit requirements, they are considered as limits on
the capacity of the facility. However, Metro's limitation on wet waste
tonnage is considered in this analysis.

The following table shows the basic design criteria used for this analysis.

Capacity Analysis Basic Design Criteria
Average Load Size (tons)
Loads per stall Hour
Peak Hour (% of daily total)
Peak Day (%o of averuge day)
Uncompacted Transfer Load (tons)
Compacted Transfer Loads (tons)
Storage Density (lbs/cyd)
Normal Operating Day (hours)

5.5
7

rs%
125%

25
30

600
t2

Capacity Analysis Basic Design Criteria (Cont.)
Load-Out Rates:

Direct Dump (loads/hour)
Top Load with Front End Loader (loads/hour)

Compactors:
SSI 4500 SPH (tons/trour)
SSI2500 (tons/hour)

3.5
3

100
65

Capacitv Suoolv Analvsis: Metro owns or franchises six solid waste transfer facilities in
the Metro region. These facilities are:

Forest Grove Transfer Station;
Metro Central Transfer Station;
Metro South Transfer Station;
Pride Recycling;
Recycle America Recovery Facility (Troutdale Transfer Station); and,
Willamette Resources, [nc.

The following is a facility-by-facility summary of the key elements that impact the
transfer capacity of the facility. The aggregate capacity of these six facilities represents
the regionrs wet waste transfer supply.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 6 of 18



FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION

Forest Grove Transfer Station (FGTS is located near the southwest edge of the City of
Forest Grove and has been in operation since 1985. A subsidiary of Waste Management
owns and operates the facility. The facility is located on a site of sliglrtly over six acres
and the transfer building has a floor area of about 5,000 square feet. The FGTS is thus
the smallest transfer station in the region. This facility is franchised as a regional hansfer
station and therefore has no caps placed on the amount of wet or dry waste that it can
accept.

The FGTS is a direct dump facility where waste is normally dumped directly from
collection vehicles into top-load trailers. The transfer building is currently configured to
allow two collection vehicles to dump at the same time. A stationary grapple is used to
tamp the waste in the trailer to maximize the load. The station is designed for hansfer
trailers to enter the lower level of the station from the west and to exit to the east. This
minimizes the maneuvering required for transfer trailers.

The majority of the waste handled at this facility arrives in commercial collection
vehicles. A small amount of public self-haul is also accepted. Most self-haul loads are
dumped into large drop boxes near the front of the station to avoid conflicts with the
commercial vehicles.

As is typical of a direct-dump facility, the FGTS has virtually no on-site storage capacity.
Therefore, using the criteria established for this study, the facility's capacity is limited to
the amount of waste that can be handled in the peak hours. The estimated dumping rate
for this facility, with trvo dumping stalls, is 78.5 tons per hour and the estimated load-out
rate is 87.5 tons per hour.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 7 of 18
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Based simply on the lesser of these rates, the transfer capacity of the station could be as

much as 249,000 tons per year. However, analysis of peak load periods at the facility and

the fact that there is no on-site storage results in an estimated capacity of 135,000 tons
per year based on the design criteria and assumptions established for this report.

METRO CENTRAL TRANSFER STATION

Located in northwest Portland, the Metro Central Transfer Station is the region's largest
solid waste handling facility. Metro Cenhal has about 180,000 square feet of tipping area
under its roof. The site is slightly over 10 acres in size. Metro Central began transfer
operations in 1991. The facility was initially constructed as a steel mill in the early
l-920's. Metro Cenkal is a regional transfer station and has no cap on the amount of
waste that it is allowed to accePt.

Metro Central is a flat-floor transfer station that uses pre-load compactors to load the
transfer vehicles. The facility has two SSI4500 SPH, single-bale compactors, and one

SSI2500, double-bale compactor. The model 2500 compactor is near the end of its
useful life and is used for reserve capacity in the event one of the primary compactors is
out ofservice.

Based on the load-out capacity of the facility's two compactors and the design criteria
and assumptions established for this report, the capacity of Metro Central is 624,000 tons
per year. Approximately 10 dumping spots are required to support this level of activity.
ttr" fucitity has substantially more dumping spaces than needed to handle the waste that
can be managed by the compactors. Sufficient storage is available to handle both peak
hours and peak days without adversely affecting station operations.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 8 of 18
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METRO SOUTH TRANSFER STATION

Metro South Transfer Station is located at the intersection of Washington Street and
Highway 213 in Oregon City. The facility is located on a 9.6-acre parcel of land, zoned
for industrial use. Metro South is a regional transfer station and has no cap on the
amount of waste it can accept.

Transfer operations take place in two structures on the site. Commercial collection
vehicles are unloaded in a 31,000 square foot pit-t1pe transfer building that was
constructed in 1983. Transfer trailers are loaded using two SSI4500 SPH pre-load
compactors.

Public self-haul customers are handled in a separate 25,000 square foot building where
the waste is top loaded into transfer trailers. These trailers are then dumped into the pit in
the main building. The public unloading area can be used to handle commercial solid
waste if the compactors are not available.

The two compactors give the station a nominal load-out capacity of 624,000 tons per
year. The station has substantially more receiving capacity than needed to handle this
volume of waste. However, operational experience at this facility has shown that transfer
operations, both receiving and load-out, are adversely impacted when the volume of
waste in the pit exceeds 500 tons. Based on this factor, the estimated station capacity was
determined by limiting the available storage on peak days to 500 tons. This results in an
effective station capacity of 525,000 tons per year.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 9 of 18
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PRIDE RECYCLING

Pride Recycling is a privately owned and operated transfer facility along the Tualatin-
Sherwood Highway in Washington County. The 25,000 square foot transfer building is
located on an 8.85-acre site. The facility is authorized by Metro to accept up to 68,250
tons per year of wet waste and an unlimited amount of dry waste as long as minimum
recovery requirements are met. The operations of Pride Disposal Company, a related
solid waste collection company are headquartered on this site.

Wet waste is brought into the upper level of the facility that is located on the west side.
Dry waste is tipped on the lower level where it is sent across a picking line for recovery
Solid waste destined for disposal is then top-loaded into transfer trailers using front-end
loaders. The facility has multiple front-end loaders to provide back-up capacity if one
of the front-end loaders fails.

The facility operator indicates that three trailers or more can be loaded every operating
hour. At an average load of 25 tons, this equates to a load-out capability of 234,000 tons
per year. The facility has sufficient dumping area and storage volume to accommodate
this tonnage level.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 10 of 18

- 
-.-f

.,.
,.tgi

!..'i

*e
a a

-=:-S

-l 
i

,.,:.:

J.-. -. "-ll, l..LiEi;
.;:i

: f;?t'Sr
: -.,r:,: t't; -"''.:"t'

*,11. -

--_G
..,-.-,\

*
O



TROUTDALE TRANSFER STATION

The Troutdale Transfer Station is a solid waste facility operated by Waste Management
on East Wind Drive a short distance from I-84 in Troutdale. The 58,000 square foot
facility is located on 4.8 acres of land. This facility opened in 1997 as Recycle America,
a dry waste material recovery facility. Permission to handle wet waste was granted in
1999, and the facility is currently authorized by Metro to accept up to 65,000 tons per
year of wet waste plus an unlimited amount of dry waste as long as minimum recovery
requirements are met.

A pre-load compactor is the primary means for loading waste into transfer vehicles. The
design of the facility also permits top loading of hansfer trailers. This capability is used
for dry waste and in emergency situations for wet waste. When trailers are top loaded
with wet waste, they are diverted to an altemate landfill since Metro requires all waste
going up the Columbia River Gorge to be in fully enclosed trailers.

The compactor used at this facility is an SSI4500 SPH and has the capability of loading
100 tons of waste per hour. This equates to a load-out capacity of 3 12,000 tons per year.

The receiving capacity of the station is substantially in excess of the load-out capacity
and sufhcient storage is available to handle both peak hours and peak day loads.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 11 of 18
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WTLLAMETTE RESOURCES, INC. (WRr)

Wilsonville is the home of the WRI kansfer and recycling facility. The facility opened in
1995 as a material recovery facility. WRI is a subsidiary of Allied Waste Industries
which owns and operates this facility. The facility also serves as the headquarters for the
company's collection operations in the area. Permission to handle wet waste was granted
in 1999, and the facility is currently authorized by Metro to accept up to 65,000 tons per
year of wet waste plus an unlimited amount of dry waste.

WRI utilizes a two-bale preload compactor to load waste into transfer vehicles. Transfer
vehicles can also be top loaded at this facility. The compactor is a SSI2500 with a rated
capacity of 65 tons per hour. Based on load-out capacity, and the design criteria and
assumptions of this report, the facility can handle about 203,000 tons per year.
When this facility was sited, the City of Wilsonville established a torurage limit of
196,000 tons per year as a condition of approval. Based on this limitation the current
capacity of the facility is 196,000 tons per year.

CAPACITY SUMMARY

The region's current total transfer capacity is approximately 2.06 million tons based on
the criteria described earlier in this report. The facilities authorized to receive both wet
and dry waste, handled approximately 963,000 tons of solid waste during 2003.
Therefore, the system has approximately 1.1 million tons of wet waste hansfer capacity
in excess ofcurrent needs.

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 12 of 18
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The following table summarizes the results of the foregoing analysis. The table shows
the estimated capacity for each facility and the limiting factor for each facility.

Tran sfer Capacity S ummary

Mixed-Waste Facll itles
Metro Central
Metro South
Forest Grove
Pride Disposal
Recycle America
Willamette Resources

Capacity
TonsNear
624,000
560,000
135,000
234,000
312,000
196,000

2003
Limiting Factor*
Load-Out Rate

Storage Capacity
Storage/Receiving Capacity

Load-Out Rate
Load-Out Rate

Local Land-use Limit

Total 2,061,000

REGIONAL TRANSFER CAPACITY NEEDS

Based on an estimated transfer capacity of 2.06 million tons, the six facilities in the above
table have approximately 1.1 million tons of unused transfer capacity available for
handling waste. These facilities are the only ones in the Metro region authorized to
accept wet waste. The unused waste transfer capacity of the facilities is approximately
one and one-half times the current wet waste deliveries.

To forecast the region's wet waste transfer capacity need, it was assumed that the
region's six transfer stations would continue to receive the same proportion of the
region's waste as they did in 2003. Due to facility limitations, individual facilities may
not be able to handle this large an increase. However, this assumption is reasonable
when the stations are considered in the aggregate.

These assumptions are conservative, since it is likely that less dry waste will be sent to
the mixed-waste facilities in the future. There were three dry waste only facilities (Aloha
Garbage, KB Recycling and fuvergate) that were in the start-up phases of operation last
year or operated for only part of the year. These facilities would be expected to take a
larger portion of the region's waste in the future. The following table compares waste
deliveries in 2003 to anticipated deliveries in 2015.

Solid Waste Deliveries to Regional Facilities

Total Delivery Tonnage
Deliveries to Dry Waste Facilities
Wet Waste Delivered to Non-System Facilities
Delivery Tonnage to Transfer Stations (wet & dry)
T ra n sfe r Sfaflon C ap acity
Unused Wet Waste Transfer Capacity

2003
1,232,000

234,000
35,000

963,000
2,061,000
1,ogg,ooo

2015
1,556,000

291,000
45,000

1,220,000
2,061,000

841,000

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis Page 13 of 18



The volume of waste needing to be hansferred to remote disposal sites is expected to
increase over time. It is estimated that total deliveries of waste to facilities serving the
region will be 1.56 million tons by 2015, or about 27 percent over current levels. Based
on the assumptions discussed above, it is anticipated that the region's transfer facilities
will receive about 1.22 mlllion tons of solid waste, reducing the system's unused wet
waste transfer capacity to 841,000 tons. The regional need for transfer capacity is shown
graphically in Figure 3

Delivery Tonnage to Mlxed Waste Faclllties
vs. Gapaclty

2,500,000

2,000.000

't,500,000

1,000,000

500.000

0
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201',1 20'12 20't3 2014 2015

It should be noted that the estimates of available capacity shown above do not reflect the
impact of potential policy changes to the system. For example, if the volume of dry
waste delivered to the mixed-waste facilities in the region increases significantly due to a
policy requirement that all dry waste be processed for material recovery, the available
wet waste transfer capacity will be reduced. Processing of dry waste requires
significantly more space and resources than wet waste transfer at these facilities. The
potential impact of significant increases in dry waste deliveries to the mixed-waste
facilities is outside the scope of this study, since equipment and space requirements to
handle dry waste can vary significantly depending on the recovery techniques employed
at each facility.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Metro Region's solid waste transfer capacity was estimated using uniform criteria for
each of the six facilities in the region authorized to handle both wet and dry waste. The
total transfer capacity is estimated to be 2.06 million tons per year. The facilities
evaluated currently handle about 291,000 tons of dry waste, leaving 1 .77 million tons of
capacity available for transferring wet waste. During 2003,710,000 tons of wet waste
was generated in the region. Therefore, the unused transfer capacity is about 1.06 million

AVA'LABLE WET WASTE
CAPACITY

WET

DRY
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tons. The total available wet waste transfer capacity is about 250 percent of the amount
of wet waste generated.

Forecasts of future waste deliveries were used to determine the available wet waste
hansfer capacity in 2015. It is estimated that, with no additional investment in new
facilities, the available wet waste transfer capacity will still be almost twice the
generation rate.

PE:sm
T:\Swr-Rswnp\Plan Developmcnt\Tcam Folders\Ehinge^C8pacity Report Revs.Doc
(Qucuc)
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Metro Central Transfer Station

-#O s-r rn r-r 500

Metro South Transfer Station
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Forest Grove Transfer Station
rl#
0 Scete tn Fmt 500

Pride Recycling

Regional Transfer Capacity Analysis
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Troutdale Transfer Station
(Recycle America)

-.#0 sete tn Feer 5OO

Willamette Resources
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AGENDA

M erno
Agenda

METRO COI.JNCIL REGULAR MEETING
May 27,2004
Thursday
2:00 PM
Metro Council Chamber

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736
FAX 503 797 1793

MEETING
DATE:
DAY:
TTME:
PLACE:

CALL TO ORDER AI\[D ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMTINICATIONS

3. ISSUES TO CONSIDER IN IMPLEMENTING A PAY-FOR-
PERFORMAI\CE PROGRAM

4. CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Consideration of Minutes for the May 20,2004 Metro Council Regular Meeting.

4.2 Resolution No. 04-3451, For the purPose of confirming the appointment of Sarah

Barrett to the North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement Committee (I'[PREC)

Resolution No. 04-3452, For the purpose of reappointing Jean Estey-Hoops and

Susan Landauer to Metro North Portland Rehabilitation and Enhancement
Committee (MREC).

4.4 Resolution No. 04-3458, For the Purpose of Granting an Easement to the City
of Cornelius ForNon-Park Use Through Metro Property Located at North
29thlHobbs Road.

5. ORDINANCES _ FIRST READING

Ordinance No. 04-1053, For the purpose of Amending the FY 2003-04 Budget and

Appropriations Schedule by transferring$250,256 from Contingency to Operating
fipenses in the Zoo Operating Fund to allow the Zoo to recognize the cost associated

with the Simulator and Butterfly exhibits; and declaring an emergency.

Dow

4.3

5.1



6. ORDINANCES. SECOND READING

6.1 Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban
Growth Boundary, The Regional Frarnbwork Plan and the Metro Code
to Increase the Capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate Growth
in lndustrial Employment.

ordinance No. 04-1041, For the Purpose of Amending Metro's Regional
Framework Plan to Better Protect the Region's Farm and Forest Land
Industries and Land Base; and Declaring an Emergency.

6.2

7.1

Park

Hosticka

Park

Burkholder

McLain

8.

7. RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 04-3455, For the Purpose of Acknowledging the Regional
Solid Waste Management Plan Contingency Plan and Directing Staff to
Conduct Additional Outreach and Analysis on Select Contingency Strategies.

8.1

CONTRACT REVIEW BOARI)

Resolution No. 04-3447, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Chief Operating
Officer to Enter lnto an Office Lease Between Metro and the City of Portland,
Bureau of General Services, For the Community Policing Center Located at

the Metro Regional Center

Resolution No. 04-3461, For the Purpose of Entering into Agreements with
U.S. Department of Agriculture and Ducks Unlimited for the Restoration of
Open Space Property and Authorizing the Chief Operating Officer to Release

a Request for Bids and Execute the Contract.

8.2

g. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUI\ICATION

10. COTJNCILOR COMMI.iNICATION

ADJOI,JRN
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Television schedule for Mav 27r 2004 Metro council meeting

Channel 30 - TVTV
www.vourtvtv.orq - (503) 629-8534
Saturday, MaY 29 at I I P.m.
Sunday, May 30 at I I P.m.
Tuesday, June I at 6 a.m.

County

4

Wesh.
Channel I I - Community Access Network
www.yourtvtv.ors -- (503) 629-8534
Thunday, MaY 27 at 2 P.m. (live)

counties, Vencouvertand WashingtonClackamas' Multnomah

West Linn
Channel 30 - Willamette Falls Television
www.wftvaccess.com -- (503) 650-0275
Call or visit website for program times'

Oregon CitY, Gladstone
Channel 28 - Willamette Falls Television
www.wftvaccess.com --(503)6504275
Calt or visit website for program times'

Portland
Channel 30 (CityNet 30) - Portland Community Media
www.pcatv.ore -- (503) 288-1515
Sunday, MaY 30 at 8:30 P.m.
Monday, MaY 3l at 2 P.m.

PLEASE NOTE: show tim6 rre tentstive snd lD some crses the entire meeting mry not be shown due to tength' cell or check your

community eccess station web slte to confirm prognm times'

Agenda items may trot be coDsidered in the exact order. For questions-about the agenda' call clert ofthe council, chris Billingtoq 797-1542'

public Hearings are n"ta on Jiordinao"er r""orrd read and on resolutions upon rcquest ofthe public. Documents for the record must be

submitted to the cle* ortne council to be consiaered inchdJ in the decision record. Documents can be submitted by email, fax or mail or in

person to the cle* of thc councii Forassisrance p"rm Goi.- Disabilities Act (ADA), dial rDD 797-18o4 or'197-1540 (council office)'
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T r ans fer C apacity S tudy

o Identify project goals

o Describe use of project data

o Define transfer capacity

o Identify key capacity criterta
o Report findings

Answer questionso



Project Goals

o To Provide anEstimate of the Region's
Existing Capacity to Transfer Wet Waste to
Disposal Facilities.

o Compare the Estimated Capacity to Future
Needs based on Metro Tonnage Forecasts.



use of Capacity Data

o System plannirrg

o Assist policy makers in decision making

o Note thatthese are capacity estimates, not
maximum desirable oper atrng levels
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rl Forest Grove T.S.

Pride Recycling
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Troutdale T.S.

Willamette Resources
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Transfer Capacity

o Transfer cpacity is the lesser of the amount
of waste that a facility canreceive or load
out over a specific time period without
exceeding the facility's storage capacity.
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Receivirrg CapacLty

o 5.5 tons per load
o Loads received over 12 hours
o 5 day week
o Same distribution of arrlvals as metro

a

o 7 vehicles per stall per hour



Waste Deliveries
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Load Out Capacity

o Manufacfurers rated capacity for
compaction equipment

o Primary load out method only
o Operator's reported production rates for

direct dump and top load
o 12 hour load out day

o 5 day work week
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Other Assumpt10ns

o No new investment, facilities evaluated
based on cuffent status

o A11 facilities are rated without consideration
to related collection activities

o Local tonnage limits are considered hard
limits

a



Estimated Regional
Transfer Capacity



DeliveryTonnage to Mixed Waste Facilities
vs. Capacity
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Regiorral Solid Waste Facilities
Facilities Receiving Waste from the Public and Private Haulers
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P{ZfHe-q
Councilor Newman

* Areas from Waible Creek south to Evergreen & east to the edge exception area

Suitability Factors

Study Area Total
Acres Net Acres Tier and

Designation Access Proximity
Slopes

Less than
10%

Tualatin 646 339 Tier 1-Exception J( x x
Quarry 354 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed x x x
Coffee Creek 264 97 Tier 1-Exception x J( x
*Evergreen 372 3'10 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x x x
Beavercreek 63 30 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Cornelius 206 91 Tier 1 & S-Mixed x x x
Helvetia 249 149 Tier 1 & S-Mixed x x x

Total 2,154 1,252 x x



Reconciling the Industrial Land Need

I:\gm\community_development\stafflneill\Supply and Demand Comparison.doc

Supply and Demand Comparison Net acres
De ficit ( supply/demand) 5,685
2002 expansion (2,3r7)
RSWTitle 4 Policy savings (1,400)
Application of the Commercial land surplus (3e3)
Adjustnent to the UGR to the observed refill rate of 52%o (174)
Rezoninq of land in Wilsonville (Comp/zone to Industrial) (127)
Rezoning of land in Oregon City (Comp/zone to Industrial) (74)

Remainins Deficit 1,200



Partial Evergreen

Confidential

Elstudy Area
ffi Possible inclusion in UGB
f---l Taxlots
-.,,r Ufuan groMh boundary
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New Scenarios
Scenario A

Study Area Tota!
Acres Net Acres Tier and Designation Access Proximity

Slopes
Less than

10%
Everqreen 1 & 2 nla 210 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x x x
Coffee Creek nla 97 Tier 1-Exception T x x
Damascus West nla 69 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Beavercreek nla 30 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Quarry nla 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed ,3 x x
Noyer Creek nla 266 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed ,C a x
Tualatin nla 115 Tier 1-Exception x x x

Total nla 1,023

Scenario B Suita

Study Area Total
Acres Net Acres Tler and Designation Access Proximity

Slopes
Less than

10%
Evergreen 1,2 &3 nla 310 Tiers 1 & S-Mlxed x x x
Coffee Creek nla 97 Tier 1-Exception ,t f x
Damascus West nla 69 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Beavercreek nla 30 Tier 4-Resource J( x x
Quarry nla 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed ,t x x
Tualatin nla 115 Tier 1-Exception ,( x x
Noyer Creek nla 133 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed * a x

Total nla 990

Scenario C Suitability Factors

Study Area Total
Acres Net Acres Tier and Designation Access Proximity

Slopes
Less than

100h
Helvetia nla 149 x x x
Coffee Creek nla 97 Tier 1-Exception ,t * x
Damascus West nla 69 Tier 4-Resource JT x x
Beavercreek nla 30 Tier 4-Resource Jt x x
Quarry nla 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed ,t x x
Tualatin nla 339 Tier 1-Exception x x x
Noyer Creek nla 133 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x a ,(

Total 0 1,053 T I x
Scenario D Suitability Factors

Study Area Total
Acres Net Acres Tier and Designation Access Proximity

Slopes
Less than

10o/o
Evergreen 1 & 2 nla 210 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x x x
Cotfee Creek nla 97 Tier 1-Exception T I x
Damascus West nla 69 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Beavercreek nla 30 Tier 4-Resource x x x
Quarry nla 236 Tier 1 & 4-Mixed T x x
Noyer Creek nla 266 Tiers 1 & S-Mixed x a x
lualatin nla 245 Tier 1-Exception x x ,(

Total nla 1 ,153

"New scenarios leave off Borland, Wilsonville East and Cornelius
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McLain Amendment (1)
Evergreen

Confidential

Elstudy Area
f--l Taxlots
-.'n Urban growth boundary

Streets
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Mclain Amendment (2)
Evergreen

Confidential

Elstudy Area
f-_lTaxlots
-.'.. u6an groMh boundary

Streets
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McLain Amendment (3)
Evergreen

Confidential

flstudy Rrea
l---l Taxlots
-tt'. Urban growth boundary

Streets
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