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METRO Agenda

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

503/221-1646
Meeting: Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee
Date: June 16, 1986
Day: Monday
Time: 12:00 Noon
Place: Rm 330. Metro
12:00 ¢ Meeting Called to Order
* Approval of May 27th Minutes
* Announcement/ SWPAC Reports
e Attachments:
Advertising Memo
EQC
12:15 » DEQ Presentation on Landfill Siting Process
12:45 ¢ Rate Incentives - Action Item
1:15 ¢ Certification Report
1:20 * Public Affairs Presentation of

Advertising Campaign



SOLID WASTE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SWPAC

MAY 27, 1986

Committee Members Present: Teresa Delorenzo, Kathy
Cancilla, Dick Howard, Ed
Gronke, Craig Sherman, Bob
Brown, Gary Newbore, Dave
Phillips, Michael Pronold,
Mike Sandberg

Committee Member Absent: Carolyn Browne,Shirley
Coffin, Robert Harris,
George Hubel, Delyn Kies,
Bruce Rawls, Pete Viviano

Staff Members Present: Rich McConaghy, Wayne
Rifer, Mary Jane Aman, Pat
Vernon, Chuck Geyer

Guest: Bob Brown, DEQ
AGENDA ITEM CALL TO ORDER/ANNOUNCE-
MENT

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson DeLorenzo at
12:03 PM.

MOTION Michael Pronold moved to
accept the minutes of the
May 12th meeting as
written.

Seconded by Dave Phillips,
carried unanimously

Kathy Cancilla called members attention to the Metro advertising
theme for the Waste Reduction Program "Together We Can Get Out
of the Dumps". She feels it carries an inappropriate message
and asked members to evaluate it. Some reasons for her concern:

1) will make landfill siting difficult

2) dump is a bad term, it took too long to get landfill
into the publics conscious to use dump now

3) we will never be totally out of landfilling - misleading

Dick Howard commented that the above points were very well
taken, work has been going on for 15 vyears to get rid of the
stigma of dump



AGENDA ITEM CERTIFICATION

Wayne Rifer, Metro Analyst, covered the certification m:mo
received with the latest agenda packet, as well as a copy of the
letter to Tri County Council from Metro Council Presiding
Officer, Dick Waker. The Tri County Council is a group of
haulers that represent the tri-county area. This group includes
a member from each of the area's major hauling organizations.
The effort being taken with regard to the Tri County Council is
to get assistance from haulers on the certification program.

Questions and Answers Regarding Certification:

Ed Gronke asked what mechanism will be set up to see that the
customers also receive some benefits, not just the hauler.

Wayne answered that this committee may opt to require the
franchise, or the rate setting process, to address this problem.
Presently,it cost a few dollars less to dispose of waste at the
Oregon Processing and Recovery Center (OPRC) than it does at the
landfill for high grade loads. The disposal rate in many
franchise areas passes directly through to the customer. In
order to get an incentive to the hauler, there may need to be a
revision in rate structure.

Dave Phillips spoke of the recent provision for this in the
franchising system in Clackamas County. A surcharge system is
set up so the hauler is compensated for his additional cost of
moving a load to OPRC or KFD. The customer pays the hauler that
surcharge, but also receives some savings on his/her disposal
cost which is passed through. It is up to the customer which way
he/she wants to go.

Wayne noted that the most difficult part of the gquestion at hand
goes back to the residential customer who is recycling. Metro
has seen no proposals to date that look effective as a rate
incentive to that person.

Ed Gronke asked if Metro can require rate incentives by law.
Wayne answered that Metro feels the rate incentive program and
the certification program will achieve the goals and Metro is
confident that it is indeed legal.

Dick Howard mentioned that an incentive for a residential
customer to recycle has always been in place. That is a
significant reduction in their volume of waste, and therefore
less pick up, which equals less cost.

Gary Newbore asked how haulers felt about this certification
process. Kathy Cancilla answered that most companies have no
problem with it, but there is some resistance.

The gquestion came up about the effect of rate increases on
roadside dumping. There does seem to be a correlation between



increased rates and increased roadside dumping. Although the
increase is not sustained for a long period of time, it confirms
the need to deal directly with individuals.

Ed Gronke asked if Metro will be adopting certification stand-
ards in July or August, when will the haulers actually be
certified so they would see a rate reduction?

Wayne Rifer explained that the 1987 standards will be worked on
by this committee in the next few months. We will expect to
hear back from the Jjurisdictions next July as to how they are
going to meet those, then rates go into effect January 1988.

Ed Gronke felt that from now wuntil January 1988 there really
would be no incentive to the haulers?

Wayne countered that that was not quite accurate, because there
will be incentives going to effect to meet SB405. They go into
effect January 1987.

Ed Gronke asked if haulers then have to go through all that
extra work for a year before realizing rate reduction to reflect
that extra load, or are you going to certify them before they go
to all the extra work?

Wayne said the difference is six months.

Ed Gronke continued that he thinks this would pose a problem ,
economically for a company to have to go through a great deal of
extra expense and have to wait six months before you give any
compensation for that work.

Wayne Rifer felt it 1is important to keep that in mind when
standards are written.

Craig Sherman asked Wayne to please give a dry run on this,
assuming franchise area X has two or three haulers - how does
the submission etc. work?

Wayne's scenario - If for example this committee decides on a
requirement of yard debris colliection. That will be sent out to
the local jursidictions, in August and September, the following
July,SWPAC will recieve back from the jurisdictions, their plan
of what they are doing or going to do. The standards will
outline the expectations. There are six months then between
July 1, 1987 and January 1988 to evaluate and negotiate if
necessary , certify, and on January 1, 1988 the new rates will
go into efffect.

Ed Gronke asked about the hauler who by face value has the
program in effect, but in reality, is not separating loads
or effectively carrying out the program. What would be the
scenario then?



The basis of comparison here would be effectivness between the
haulers of carrying ocut the program.

Who will judge the degree of compliance? The local jurisdiction
will have to look at its haulers. Metro will coordinate with
the jurisdiction.

Wayne Rifer asked if SWPAC would like to :

1) Receive input from haulers on memo before approving it
at the next meeting, or

2) Approve it now

MOTION: Ed Gronke moved to accept the
concepts on certification as
included in the memorandum
Titled: Certification of
Units-Background and Guide-
lines

Seconded by Dave Phillips

yes votes Teresa DelLorenzo,Kathy Cancil-
la, Dick Howard, Ed4 Gronke,
Craig Sherman, Dave Phillips,
Michael Pronold, Mike Sandberg

abstain Gary Newbore

AGENDA ITEM RATE REVIEW REPORT

Rich McConaghy, Metro Analyst, updated committee on Metro's
Solid Waste Disposal Franchising Progam The waste management
system handles about two and one half pounds of waste for each
person in the Metropolitan area per day. The subsystems consist
of generator, collectors, recycling industry, regulatory and
disposal. Roughly 70% of the waste in the region ends up at
St. Johns. Besides the Metro operated components of the system
(St. Johns Landfill and CTRC), there are other components which
occur within Metro boundaries and are franchised by Metro.

Currently there are 5 disposal operations that Metro franchi-
ses. Forest Grove Transfer Station which accepts waste only
from the owners collection companies; The Oregon Processing and
Recovery Center (OPRC) accepts high grade loads, mostly
cardboard and mixed waste paper; Marine Drop Box is a small
operation servicing the drydock areas, which recovers wood and
metals; Sunflower Recycling accepts food waste and some yard
debris. They compost material from this waste which they
resell; Killingsworth Landfill, a 1limited use landfill which
accepts any mixed waste except food wastes and hazardous wastes.
All of these facilities keep waste out of the St. Johns Landfill



which is key to our program right now. The only facility Metro
set rates for is the Killingsworth Landfill.

At this time, The Procedures for Processing Applications
and Rate Adjustment Requests and the Disposal Franchise Ordi-
nance are available if members would like a copy. Metro sets
rates through these procedures. A Rate Review Committee made up
of five members from the public assist in determining rates.
Two members of SWPAC are also members of the Rate Review
Committee. A request was received from Killingsworth Landfill
last March for rate increases. The Rate Review Committee will
review the request, submit their views to Council who then votes
on adoption of new rates. This committee will be informed on
that particular rate request at your June Meeting.

Dan Durig , Metro Solid Waste Director, encouraged SWPAC not to
duplicate the work of the Rate Review Committee, but to look
more at policy questions as they effect rates. He also encourag-
ed the committee to focus on major issues. SPWAC in previous
years has lost some of its impact by becoming too diversified.
Mr. Durig asked the committee to keep that in mind when looking
at various issues, and being careful not to risk loss of its
impact.

ADDED AGENDA ITEM METRO'S ADVERTISING PLAN

Vicki Rocker, Metro Director of Public Affairs, provided SWPAC
with some background on the advertising campaign being under
taken with the help of Coates Advertising. The thrust of the
campaign is to educate the public on the need for attention to
recycling and reuse because of the limited space in the land-
fill. The tag-line of "Together We Can Get Out of the Dumps"”
was chosen because it can be used with many themes. The focus
is on the masses, not on people 1like this committee who are
involved in and understand the problems of waste disposal.

There was some discussion and opposition from members of the
committee on using the term "dump" in an advertising campaign.
They cited the fact that many haulers and people in the industry
are offended by the tag line, and the gquestion was brought up by
SWPAC chairperson if this could be addressed. Also, committee
members mentioned that it has taken a long time to remove the
term "dump" from vocabulary and replace it with "landfill".
Using "dump" may negate all the progress that has been made in
this regard. The focus on landfill seems inappropriate - the
focus should be on garbage, that's what the people see.

Ms. Rocker reiterated the focus and target group of this program
and asked the committee to hold off making Jjudgement until they
are able to preview the actual ad at the next meeting.

There was no vote on this issue, but Chairperson DelLorenzo asked
Public Affairs to monitor the response to the ad.

-5



Meeting Adjourned at 1:20

NEXT MEETING , June 16th

Submitted by: Pat Vernon



To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: 8Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee (SWAPAC)
to Metropolitan Service District (Metro)

Re: DEQ Draft Report Approving Metro Waste Reduction Program

We are very pleased that the Department of Environmental Quality has
approved Metro's Waste Reduction Program in its draft report, and
urge that the final report also endorse the Metro plan. SWPAC has
worked very closely with Metro staff and is very impressed by the
thought, planning, and energy that have gone into the waste reduction
program plan.

We are, however, puzzled by DEQ's approval "with some reluctance'" as
it not clear to us the source of this reluctance. This reluctant tone
permeates the draft report and seems unnecessary.

Metro has outlined a methodical, well-planned approach to solid waste

reduction, and has complied with the criteria as outlined in the draft
report, with the exception of a slightly longer timeframe. If certain
time goals have slipped in the schedule, it is because of an effort on
the part of Metro to do the job right the first time.

For example, language on page nine of the draft report suggesting that
the rate incentives portion of the certification program is incomplete
and has unduly delayed implementation seems incorrect and inappropriately
harsh. We would encourage DEQ staff to more carefully review the Metro
program. Comments on page 12 suggest that only one materials recovery
center now exists, and that Metro is focusing only on high grade loads
for materials recovery. Both these statements are inaccurate. Lastly,
language on page 18, "Unfortunately early indicators of Metro's commit-
ment to implement are not encouraging...'", seems totally unwarranted.
The only results on which it is fair to judge Metror at this point is its
effort to prbduce a viable planning document and its continuing sincere
goal to implement a successful waste reduction program. To date Metro
has satisfied both the letter and spirit of the law.

Please edit the final report with a view to more careful and accurate
phrasing, and change the reluctant approval to a positive approval.

e o

-
-

// Teresa D¢Lorghzo
Chair
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June 3, 1986

To: Metro Council
From: SWPAC

Re: Advertising Slogan; 'Together We Can Get Out of the Dumps'

SWPAC is eagerly anticipating an exciting advertising campaign for solid
waste reduction. However, the committee is very concerned about the
selection of the above slogan. A telephone survey of the committee which
reached 15 of 16 members resulted in 14 members expressing negative
reactions to the use of the slogan.

SWPAC urges Metro Council to give serious consideration to abandoning this
slogan and requesting the Coates agency to develop a more appropriate
approach to the campaign. We realize production work has already been
completed on the campaign but believe it is more cost effective to revise
the campaign now, before its release to the public, rather than proceed
with it in its present form.

Members of SWPAC have a variety of concerns:

~ slogan'’s use of the word "dumps" is negative, confuses dumps and
landfills; and undermines Metro's and industry's efforts to use the correct
term, landfill.

- slogan erroneously suggests that landfills could be eliminated,
potentially compromising Metro's and DEQ's efforts to site a new landfill.

~ slogan has caused grave concern among solid waste hauling industry,
recycling industry, and Metro solid waste staff.

~ slogan uses a negative rather than positive, proactive approach.

SWPAC realizes that an advertising slogan cannot please all people.
However, there is a serious problem with the proposed slogan in that it has
provoked a remarkable extremity of negative reactions from a wide range of
people. This reaction has already consumed a tremendous amount of energy
and threatens to jeopardize morale and motivation of staff and industry
representatives.

SWPAC applauds Metro's efforts to use an attention-getting slogan, but
feels strongly that the current approach is counterproductive.

e .
7
Teresa Delorgnzo ,

Chair



METRO Memorandum

20008 W First Avenue
Portland, OR 972005398

505221 1646
Date:; June 11, 1986
To: SWPAC
From: Steve Rapp, Metro Analyst
Regarding; Rate Incentives

This week, several members of the Metro Staff are
meeting with interested groups to seek input on
rate incentive approaches. I will report to you
the results of those meetings, and give you time to
ask questions and discuss alternatives on June 16.
Prior to the meeting, your reading of the staff
report on the rate incentive approach, sent to you
on May 5, will facilitate this discussion.

Enclosed is a matrix which summarizes the high
points, but 1is not a substitute for the staff
report. SWPAC will be expected to make a recom-
mendation regarding rate incentives to Council.



MATRIX OF RATE INCENTIVE OPTIONS
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1968

1971

1975

1976

1977

1977

1978

September 1978

January 1979

July 1979

December 1979

January 1980 to
March 1980

LANDFILL SITING HISTORY

Rossman's Landfill (1968 to 1983) authorized to
accept solid waste. Since then no general purpose
landfill has been authorized in the metropolitan
region,

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission rejects
Washington County's application to open a landfill
(Porter-Yett) on Scholls Ferry Road.

City of Portland proposes to laterally expand
St. Johns Landfill.

Clackamas County denies land use authorization to
a project (Alford's) to remove gravel and refill
the pit with solid waste,.

MSD issues a "Request for Information" about
potential new landfill sites.

State law passed which effectively limits
St. Johns Landfill lateral expansion to 55 acres,

Compromise between the City of Porltand and U, S.
Environmental Protection Agency. St. Johns
Landfill may expand 55 acres, but an alternative
landfill site must be developed.

MSD Report: "DISPOSAL SITING ALTERNATIVES";
results of first general landfill site search,

Staff study of information resources available
through other agencies; 19 potential sites
identified. However, none met all state, federal
and local government requirements,

Metro Council adopts "Procedures for Siting
Sanitary Landfills.”

Technical feasibility study begins on: Durham
Pit, Mira Monte and Portland Sand and Gravel.

DEQ decision: gravel pits are unacceptable for
use as sanitary landfills,

Metro Council creates the Regional Landfill Siting
Advisory Committee.

Interagency Solid Waste Task Force Technical
Subcommittee forms jointly between Metro and DEQ.



March 1980
April 1980

May 1980

June 1980

July 1980

August 1980
September 1980

November 1980

November 1980 to
February 1981

December 1980

February 1981
March 1981

Four general geographic search areas identified in
the three-county region,

Identification of 46 potential landfill sites,

Development of criteria and a numerical rating
system for evaluation of potential sites,

Evaluation and ranking of 46 sites.

Regional Landfill Siting Advisory Committee
reviews Interagency Task Force recommendations,

Regional Landfill Siting Advisory Committee limits
consideration to three sites,

Public hearings near the three sites,

Regional Landfill Siting Advisory Committee limits
consideration to the Jeep Trail (Wildwood) site,
posing 14 questions to be answered in a technical
feasibility study.

Metro attends opposition's public meeting.

Mitro begins a feasibility study of the Wildwood
site.

Public workshop.
Public meeting with slide presentation.

Briefing for Regional Landfill Siting Advisory
Committee,

Draft Wildwood Feasibility Study (Volume I).

Metro solicits public comment on draft feasibility
study.

Public meeting.

Re-evaluation of top five sites by total score:
Wildwood, Wilsonville Road, Corral Creek,
Vandermost Road, Boeckman Road South,

REPORT: "Five Potential Sanitary Landfill Sites."

Metro Council Regional Services Committee holds a
public hearing.



May 1981 Final Wildwood Feasibility Study: Volumes I & II,

Regional Landfill Siting Advisory Committee
recommends Wildwood to Metro Council,

June 1981 Public comment before Metro Council,

Council recommends Wildwood site as the regional

landfill.
August 1981 Permit application filed with Multnomah County.
October 1981 Revised permit application filed; formal review by

Multnomah County begins.

November 1981 County contracts with Foundation Sciences, Inc.
for an independent review of the Feasibility Study
(Volume I),

February 1982 Foundation Sciences, Inc. releases report which
proposes alternate landslide mechanism at Wildwood
site,

May 1982 Wildwood Sanitary Landfill Feasibility Study,

Volume III, published as the Alternate Conceptual
Design Option,

June 1982 Multnomah County lL.and Use Public Hearing:
Hearings Officer's opening remarks, County staff
approval criteria, Metro's presentation of the
case in support of Wildwood, public testimony.

August 1982 Multnomah County Land Use Public Hearing:
Presentation by organized opposition, public
testimony.

Multnomah County staff recommends conditional
approval for a sanitary landfill at the Wildwood

site,

September 1982 Hearings Officer denies approval. Metro appeals
this to the Board of County Commissioners.

November 1982 Board of County Commissioners holds a public
hearing.

December 1982 Board of County Commissioners hears final

arguments and then approves use of the Wildwood
site for a sanitary landfill,

January 1983 West Hills and Island Neighbors Organization
appeals County Commissioners' approval to the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).



April 1983

June 1983

July 1983

January 1984

February 1984

March 1984

April 1984

May 1984

June 1984

August 1984

Attorneys representing WHI, Multnomah County and
Metro present oral agruments to LUBA,

LUBA issues a ruling, remanding the Wildwood
matter to Multnomah Ccunty. The ruling indicates
that the County must strictly interpret its
landfill siting criteria or must change the
criteria themselves,

Metro and Multnomah County appeal LUBA decision to
Oregon Court of Appeals., Metro asks Multnomah
County to revise landfill siting criteria.

Multnomah County Planning Commission receives
first draft of ordinance amending the
Comprehensive Framework Plan and zZoning Code to
establish regional landfill siting criteria. The
Planning Commission sets up a review procedure
including a hearing.

Planning staff presents a second ordinance draft
to a work session of the Multnomah County Planning
Commission.

County planning staff proposes a third ordinance
draft. Multnomah County Planning Commission holds
a public hearing on regional landfill siting
criteria.

Planning staff proposes a fourth ordinance draft.

Continuation of public hearing before Multnomah
County Planning Commission.

Continuation of public hearing before Multnomah
County Planning Commission.

Multnomah County Planning Commission reviews
various options including amendment of original
criteria and begins to decide ordinance language.

Multnomah County Planning Commission completes
language changes and recommends an ordinance to
the Board of County Commissioners,

Oregon Court of Appeals upholds LUBA decision that
Multnomah County must either strictly interpret or
change its original landfill siting criteria.

Metro appeals the Court of Appeals ruling to the
Oregon Supreme Court.



September 1984

October 1984

November 1984

December 1984

January 1985

January 1985

February 1985
June 1985

June 1985

June 1985

DO/gl
1546C/367-10
10/24/85

Public Hearing. PFirst reading of landfill siting
criteria ordinance before Board of County
Commissioners. Commissioners refer staff proposed
amendments to the Planning Commission for review.

Multnomah County Planning Commission recommends to
the County Commissioners some of the amendments to
the siting criteria crdinance proposed by County
staff.

Oregon Supreme Court declines to review the Court
of Appeals ruling.

Public Hearing. Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners continues review of landfill siting
criteria ordinance and amendments. Additional
amendments are proposed.

Multnomah County Board of Commissioners approve a
landfill siting criteria ordinance with amendments
but specifically exclude Wildwood from
consideration under this ordinance. The Board
overrides a veto by the county Executive.

Metro appeals the Wildwood exclusion to the Oregon
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

Multnomah County Board of Commissioners creates
task force to recommend other solid waste
management procedures and improvements in the
landfill siting process.

Multnomah County task force meets.

Multnomah County task force completes its report
which suggests a landfill siting process and
criteria. The report calls for more County
involvement in solid waste management and for
alternatives to landfill disposal.

The Oregon Legislature passes Senate Bill 662
which makes the Environmental Quality Commission
responsible for solid waste facility siting. The
bill requires Metro to submit a waste reduction
plan acceptable to EQC.

The Land Use Board of Appeals denies Metro's
appeal of the Wildwood exclusion. Metro decides
not to appeal this denial.
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AN ACT

Relating 10 solid waste disposal; appropriating money; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sections 2 to 9 of this Act are added 10 and made a part of ORS 459.005 to 459.285.

SECTION 2. (1) The Legislative Assembly finds that the siting and establishment of a disposal site for the
disposal of solid waste within or for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties is necessary 1o protect the
health, safety and welfare of the residents of those counties.

(2) It is the intent of the Legislative Assembly that the Environmental Quality Commission and Depariment
of Environmental Quality, in Jocating and establishing a disposal! site within Clackamas, Multnomah and
Washingion Counties give due consideration to:

(a) Except as provided in subsections (3) and (4) of section 5 of this 1985 Act, the state-wide planning goals
adopted under ORS 197.005 10 197.430 and the acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations of
affected counties.

(b) Information received during consultation with local governments,

(c) Information received from public comment and hearings.

(d) Any other factors the commission or department considers relevant.

SECTION 3. (1) The Deparument of Environmental Quality shall conduct a study, including a survey of
possible and appropriate sites, to determine the preferred and appropriate disposal sites for disposal of solid
waste within or for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washingion Counties.

(2) The study required under this section shall be completed not later than July 1, 1986. Upon completion of
the study, the depariment shall recommend to the commission preferred locations for disposal sites within or for
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties. The department may recommend a location for a disposal
site that is outside those three counties, but only if the city or county that has jurisdiction over the site approves
the site and the method of solid waste disposal recommended for the site. The recommendation of preferred
Jocations for disposal sites under this subsection shall be made not later than January 1, 1987.

SECTION 4. (1) Subject to subsections (3) and (4) of section 5 of this 1985 Act, the Environmental Quality
Commission may locate and order the establishment of a disposal site under this 1985 Act in any area, including
an area of forest land designated for protection under the state-wide planning goals, in which the commission
finds that the foliowing conditions exist:

(a) The disposal site will comply with applicable state statutes, rules of the commission and applicable
federal regulations;

(b) The size of the disposal site is sufficiently large to allow buffering for mitigation of any adverse effects by
natural or artificial barriers;



(c) Projected traffic will not significantly contribute to dangerous intersections or traffic congestion,
considering road design capacities, existing and projected traffic counts, speed limits and number of turning
points;

(d) Facilities necessary 10 serve the disposal site can be available or planned for the arez; and

(¢) The proposed disposal site is designed and operated 1o the extent practicable so as to mitigate conflicts
with surrounding uses. Such conflicts with surrounding uses may include, but are not limited to:

(A) Visual appearance, including lighting and surrounding property.

{B) Site screening.

(C) Odors.

(D) Safety and security risks.

(E) Noise levels.

(F) Dust and cther air pollution.

(G) Bird and vector problems,

(H) Damage 1o fish and wildlife habitats.

(2) When appropriate, the conditions listed in this section may be satisfied by a written agreement between
the Department of Environmenta! Quality and the appropriste government agency under which the agency
agrees to provide facilities as necessary to prevent impermissible conflict with surrounding uses. If such an
agreement is relied on to satisfy any approval criteria, a condition shall be imposed 10 guarantee the performance
of the actions specified.

SECTIONS. (1) The commission, not later than July 1, 1987, shall issue an order directing the Department
of Environmental Quality 10 establish a disposal site under this 1985 Act within Clackamas, Multnomah or
Washington County or, subject to subsection (2) of section 3 of this 1985 Act, within anotber county.

(2) In selecting a disposal site under this section, the commission shall review the study conducted under
section 3 of this 1985 Act and the Jocations for disposal sites recommended by the department under section 3 of
this 1985 Act.

(3)a) When findings are issued by the department under subsection (4) of this section, the commission in
selecting a disposal site under this 1985 Act must comply with the state-wide planning goals adopied under ORS
197.005 10 197.430 and with the acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations of the local
government unit with jurisdiction over the area in which the disposal site is located.

(b) However, when findings are not issued under subsection (4) of this section, the standards established by
section 4 of this 1985 Act take precedence over provisions in the comprehensive plan or land use regulations of
the affected Jocal government unit, and the commission may select a disposal site in accordance with those
standards instead of, and without regard to, any provisions for locating and establishing disposal sites that are
contained in the comprehensive plan or land use regulations of the affecied local government unit. Any provision
in a comprehensive plzn or land use regulation that prevents the location and establishment of a disposal site that
can be located and established under the standards set forth in section 4 of this 1985 Act shall not apply to the
selection of a disposal site under this 1985 Act.

(4) The depariment, not later ihan July 1, 1986, may determine whether the acknowledged comprehensive
plans and land use regulations of the counties in which possible disposal sites being considered by the depariment
are situated contain standards for determining the location of land disposal sites that are identical to or consistent
with the standards specified in section 4 of this 1985 Act. If the standards contained in the comprehensive plan
and land use regulations of a county are identical to or consistent with the standards specified in section 4 of this
1985 Act, the depariment may issue writien findings 10 that effect and shall submit the findings to the
commission.

(5) When selecting a disposal site under this 1985 Act, the commission may attach limitations or conditions
10 the development, operation or maintenance of the disposal site, including but not limited to, setbacks,
screening and landscaping, off-street parking and loading, access, performance bonds, noise or illumination
controls, structure height and location limits, construction standards and periods of operation.

(6) 1f the Environmental Quality Comimission directs the Depariment of Environmental Quality to establish
or complete the establishment of a disposal site under this section, the department shall establish the site subject
only to the approval of the commission. Notwithstanding any other provision of this 1985 Act or any city, county
or other local government charter or ordinance 10 the contrary, the Department of Environmental Quality may
establish a disposal site under this section without obtaining any license, permit, franchise or other form of
approval from a local government unit,
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(7) The depariment shall identify conflicts with surrounding uses for any disposal site established under this
1985 Act and, 20 the exient practicable, shall mitigate or require the operator of the site to mitigate those conflicts.

SECTION 6. (1) Nowwithstanding ORS 183.400, 183.482, 183.484 and 197.825, exclusive jurisdiction for
review of any decision made by the Environmental Quality Commission under this 1985 Act relating o the
establishment or siting of a disposal siie, any order 1o the Department of Environmental Quality to establish or
complete such a site or any findings made by the department under section 5 of this 1985 Act is conferred upon
the Supreme Count.

(2) Proceedings for review shall be instituted when any person adversely affected or aggrieved by the order of
the commission files a petition with the Supreme Court. The petition shall be filed within 30 days following the
date on which the order upon which the petition is based is served. The petition shali state the nature of the order
or decision the petitioner desires reviewed and shall, by supporting affidavit, state the facts showing how the
petitioner is adversely affected or aggrieved. Copies of the petition shall be served by registered or certified mail
upor the commission. Within 30 days afier service of the petition, the commission shall transmit to the Supreme
Court the original or a certified copy of the entire record of the proceeding under review. Review under this
section shall be confined to the record, and the court shall not substitute its judgment for that of the commission
as to any issue of fact or agency discretion. Upon review, the Supreme Court may affirm, reverse or remand the
order of the commission if the court finds that the order is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or
is unconstitutional. Proceedings for review under this section shall be given priority over all other matters before
the Supreme Court.

(3) Notwithstanding ORS 197.850, jurisdiction for judicial review of a fina! order of the Land Use Board of
Appeals issued in any proceeding arising under this 1985 Act is conferred upon the Supreme Court. The
procedure for judicial review of a final order under this subsection shall be as provided in subsection (2) of this
section.

SECTION 7. (1) Subject to policy direction by the commission in carrying out sections 3 and § of this 1985
Act, the department may:

{a) By mutual agreement, return all or part of the responsibility for development of the site 10 a local
government unit, or contract with a local government unit to establish the site.

(b) To the extent necessary, acquire by purchase, gifi, grant or exercise of the power of eminent domain, real
and personal property or any interest therein, including the property of public corporations or local government.

(c) Lease and dispose of real or personal property.

(d) At reasonable times and afier reasonable notice, enter upon land to perform necessary surveys or tests.

(e) Acquire, modify, expand or build landfill or resource recovery site facilities.’

(f) Subject to any limitations in ORS 468.195 10 468.260, use money from the Pollution Control Fund
created in ORS 468.215 for the purposes of carrying out section 5 of this 1985 Act.

(g) Enter into contracts or other agreements with any local government unit or private person for the
purposes stated in ORS 459,065 (1).

(h) Accept gifts, donations or contributions from any source to carry out the provisions of sections 3 and 5 of
this 1985 Act.

(i) Establish a system of fees or user charges to reimburse the department for costs incurred under this 1985
Act and 10 allow repayment of moneys borrowed from the Poliution Control Fund,

(2) The metropolitan service district shall have the responsibility for the operation of the disposal sites
eswablished under this 1985 Act.

SECTION 8. (1) The metropolitan service district organized under ORS chapter 268 shall prepare a solid
waste reduction program. Such program shall provide for:

(a) A commitment by the district to substantially reduce the volume of solid waste that would otherwise be
disposed of in land disposal sites through technigues including, but not limited to, rate structures, source
reduction, recycling, reuse and resource recovery;

(b) A timetable for impiementing each portion of the solid waste reduction program;

(c) Energy efficient, cost-effective approaches for solid waste reduction that are legally, technically and
economically feasible and that carry out the public policy described in ORS 459.015 (2); and

(d) Procedures commensurate with the type and volume of solid waste generated within the district.

(2) Not later than January 1, 1986, the metropolitan service district shall submit its solid waste reduction
program to the Environmental Quality Commission for review and approval. The commission shall approve the
program if the commission finds that:
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(a) The proposed program presents effective and appropriate methods for reducing dependence on land
disposal sites for disposal of solid wastes;

(b) The proposed program will substantially reduce the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of in
land disposa! sites;

{(c) At least a part of the proposed program can be implemenicd immediately; and

() The proposed program is legally, technicaily and economically feasible under current conditions.

(3) After review of the solid waste reduction program, if the commission does not approve the program as
submitted, the commigsion shall allow the metropolitan service district not more than 80 days in which to
modify the program 1o meet the commission’s objections.

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 268.310 (2) and 268,317, if the commission does not approve the solid waste
reduction program submitied by the metropolitan service district afier any period allowed for modification
under subsection (3) of this section, all the duties, functions and powers of the metropolitan service district
relating to solid waste disposal are imposed upon, transferred 10 and vested in the Department of Environmental
Quality and no part of such duties, functions and powers shall remain in the metropolitan service district. The
transfer of duties, functions and powers to the departiment under this section shall take effect on July 1, 1986.
Notwithstanding such transfer of duties, functions and powers, the lawfully sdopied ordinances and other rules
of the district in effect on July 1, 1986, shall continue in effect until lawfully superseded or repealed by rules of the
commission.

(5) If the solid waste reduction program is approved by the commission, a copy of the program shall be
submitted to the Sixty-fourth Legislative Assembly not later than February 1, 1987,

SECTION 9. (1) The metropolitan service district shall apportion an amount of the service or user charges
collected for solid waste disposal at each general purpose landfill within or for the district and dedicate and use
the moneys obtained for rehabilitation and enhancement of the area in and around the landfill from which the
fees have been collected, That portion of the service and user charges set aside by the district for the purposes of
this subsection shall be 50 cents for each ton of solid waste.

(2) The metropolitan service district, commencing on the effective date of this 1985 Act, shall apportion an
amount of the service or user charges collected for solid waste disposal and shall transfer the moneys obuined to
the Department of Environmental Quality. That portion of the service and user charges set aside by the district
for the purposes of this subsection shall be $1 for each ton of solid wasie. Moneys transferved to the department
under this section shall be paid into the Land Disposal Mitigation Account in the General Fund of the State
Treasury, which is hereby established. All moneys in the account are continuously appropriated 1o the
depariment and shall be used for carrying out the department's functions and duties under this 1985 Act. The
department shall keep a record of all moneys deposited in the account. The record shall indicate by cumulative
accounts the source from which the moneys are derived and the individual activity or program against which
each withdrawa! is charged. Apportionment of moneys under this subsection shall cease when the department is
reimbursed for all costs incurred by it under this 1985 Act.

(3) The metropolitan service district shall adjust the amount of the service and user charges coliected by the
district for solid waste disposal 10 reflect the loss of those duties and functions relating to solid waste disposal that
are transféfed 1o the commission and department under this 1985 Act. Moneys no ionger necessary for such
duties and functions shall be expended to lmplerncm the solid waste reduction program submirted under section
8 of this 1985 Act. The metropolitan service district shall submit a statement of proposed adjustments and
‘changes in expenditures under this subsection to the department for review.

SECTION 10. ORS 459.049 does not apply to a disposal site established under this Act other than for the
purposes of ORS 215.213 (1Xi).

SECTION 11. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health and
safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this Act takes effect on its passage.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL

LANDFILL SITES

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is faced
with the challenge of siting a landfill for the Portland metro-~
politan area as part of its comprehensive solid waste management
program. This executive summary discusses one stage in that
landfill siting process: the identification of a large number of
site areas which will be evaluated for suitability as potential
landfill sites. The summary describes the process used to map the
DEQ's landfill siting criteria and thereby screen out unsuitable
areas from further consideration. The process of site identifica-
tion from those maps is discussed and the results of this screening
process are shown on overall study area maps. This summary also
describes the next stage of the landfill selection process, the
evaluation of the potential site areas and selection of the best 12
to 18 sites for further study.

Background

The 1985 Legislature, through passage of Senate Bill 662, gave
the DEQ and the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) the responsi-
bility and authority to site a solid waste disposal facility to
serve the Portland metropolitan area. The siting of a sanitary
landfill is only one part of that legislation, which also reguires
the development and implementation of a comprehensive waste
reduction program for the Portland region. The timely siting of a
landfill is seen as critical because St. John's Landfill, the
Portland area's existing landfill, is expected to be full by
1939,

In response to Senate Bill 662, the DEQ has begun a process
that will lead to the selection by the EQC of an environmentally
acceptable landfill site. The time frame for the site selection
process calls for the development of a comprehensive list of
potential sites by May 1986; the completion and submission to the
EQC of a study identifying 12 to 18 preferred and appropriate
sites in June 1986; and the recommendation by the site selection
consultant of three finalist sites by October 1, 1986. Each
finalist site will receive a detailed feasibility analysis that
includes a comprehensive geotechnical investigation, preliminary
design and site planning, on- and off-site mitigation planning, and
cost analysis. This work will culminate in the issuance by the EQC
of an order to establish a site or sites by July 1, 1987, as
required by Senate Bill 662.

The DEQ realizes that any site will have some environmental or
technical shortcomings, but has designed its site selection process
to identify those sites that are most suitable for development as
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a municipal sanitary landfill. To ensure that a suitable site is
selected, the DEQ, with a team of consultants, has developed a
comprehensive set of landfill siting criteria, which has been
reviewed through a number of expert peer review sessions and public
hearings. These criteria are described in detail in the report
entitled "Portland Metropolitan Area Landfill Siting Criteria,"
dated April 1986. Three categories of criteria are included:
pass/fail criteria, site evaluation criteria, and final decision
criteria.

The purpose of the pass/fail criteria is to bring potential
sites into focus by eliminating areas that are obviously incom-
patible with landfill development. If an area passes an individual
pass/fail criterion, it may be suitable for consideration as a
landfill. 1If an area fails the criterion, it is automatically
eliminated from further consideration.

The second set of criteria, site evaluation criteria, was
established to assist in identification of potential sites and
to screen the initial list so that only the most suitable sites are
given further consideration. The site evaluation criteria will be
used to evaluate and rank all of the potential sites, and ulti-
mately to identify the three finalist sites. The last set of
criteria, final decision criteria, will be used to evaluate the
three finalist sites.

Potential Landfill Site Identification Process

The study area for the initial stages of the site identification
process included all of the area within Washington, Multnomah, and
Clackamas Countys, where Senate Bill 662 grants the EQC broad-
ranged siting authority. Specific sites within Columbia, Marion,
or Yamhill Countys were retained for evaluation only if they had
received prior land-use approval. Because of the large land area
involved, identification of potential landfill site areas began
with a process, based on the DEQ's pass/fail and site evaluation
criteria, of systematically screening out areas unfavorable for
landfill location. This screening allowed the project team to
focus on the remaining potentially suitable areas.

The mapping started with team members collecting base data for
criteria related to their individual fields of expertise. Criteria
were then mapped which had available data that could be represented
as areas of about 20 acres or more. Smaller areas were retained
for evaluation on a site~-specific basis. Data were entered on a
computerized mapping system. The product of this step was in the
form of map overlays, on which the specific criteria of interest
were displayed as a set of hatched-out failed areas. All other
areas remained as possible site areas.

Identification of potential sites involved a three-step
process. First, pass/tfail criteria were mapped. Those areas
which failed any single pass/fail criterion were eliminated from
further consideration. Next, the worst characteristics described
under the site evaluation criteria (those characteristics with a
rating of 1) were mapped. No single site evaluation criterion was
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used to eliminate any area. However, those undesirable areas where
the worst characteristics of a number of criteria overlapped were
identified and screened out. Finally, after the mapping process
was complete, potential sites were identified using computer-
generated map overlays showing excluded and remaining areas on

7.5= and l5-minute U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) maps.

In designating site boundaries, the project team did not limit
the maximum size of the sites. For example, if no obvious segregat-
ing or distingquishing features existed in an area based on estab-
lished criteria, the entire area was considered a site regardless
of size. In addition, if two or more potential sites adjoined one
another and had very similar characteristics, they were considered
one site area. The purpose of this procedure was to carry the
largest area possible through the evaluation process before narrow-
ing the list of sites for more detailed evaluation. With this
method, a very large site area may later be split into more than
one site, or the ideal location for siting a landfill within the
area will be established later through field review of the entire
area.

There has been a strong emphasis during the course of this study
on the integration of public and private input to the process. The
general public and private industry were asked to forward their
suggestions for landfill sites within the study area. These
suggested sites not lying in excluded zones were entered for
subsequent application of evaluation criteria.

In addition to the sites identified by the public at large
and by private industry, it was anticipated that city and county
agencies might have sites (existing or new) to propose for addition
to the list of possible sites. These sites were placed in the
evaluation system in the same manner as other suggested sites.

The results of the study area mapping process and the general
locations of identified potential site areas are shown on the two
attached maps.

Description of the Next Phase of the Project

The next step in the site selection process is to compare
the large number of potential site areas identified in this report
by using the site evaluation criteria. Each site area will be
given a rating for each criterion. The rating will reflect the
site's relative suitability for a landfill with respect to that
criterion. In assigning the ratings, the project team members will
rely on a wide variety of sources including published maps, reports,
file data, personal communications, and aerial and satellite
photographs. Aerial videotaping will be used where needed to
confirm recorded site data or collect additional data not available
from existing records.

After criteria ratings are completed for the site areas, the

total site scores will be tahulated and compared. The top 12
to 18 sites will be selected for further in~depth evaluation

including on~-site field investigations.

-3



N

S d
R
‘ i £ ¥ % 4
& ! 5 v .
oy |
; o :
b S
r' P
852D s o £ /
it/ AR 4 R //
NS A ¥
& AN N NN = ® 5y
d% B > SN O IHIBhare 4 X 1
g N 1 =
IOt N\ 1 e 5
B Y SN A PRSI @ Tt TAN l
/‘ i/ AP SR N &
i
Al
0
)

TS RS ‘a’.// /,1'///}/’:"7 X~ SN
B " K A’j

N N

f/';& X \. Yy
%, ¢k '?///@"‘/ e
']

64/ " 3
. QL :7‘;‘.’?' i ) \ ;) A
) NN

’ *v\-- e A CRMRERN A : v’
N i PR ’\‘0 \\\\" XA
g A v‘%,{'f

»

5 0 5
(== |

SCALE IN MILES

LEGEND

- Roads

=== County Boundary

m Pass/Fail Criteria Excluded Areas
&\\\\\\\“\\\\\ Site Evaluation Criteria Excluded Areas




Ok ' gzail

v YAy
S

7 . il i :
,/ / PR Y “
/ /// NN 4 / y { : . . 1 AEyq (.“ (-
2 ::,1‘3". AR vid .\‘ 5] & L \ 5 / < __L \}_\S\\&:\S B ) £ >, : .
0% / :4’//’ 4:- /\\\\\\g':lylyi{' 7 V
X A F RS

A
el
4

2

(1
%

Y4

7

S N

/// ey //'// s

o

£y
s

4 // p

W
/ ST
s

Yo

Ry
s S
/ ,:/

/
/
s

Site Evaluation Criteria Maps -
Three County Study Area




WASHINGTON COUNTY

5 0 5

SCALE IN MILES

LEGEND
Roads
——-——County Boundary
o Potential Site Location
C12

w17 ®
Laureim

PORTLAND

cz2e ©
C30/¢ © ;
&caz 234 236 Molalla
canNe o eC38
c33 ® ¢
c37 c3g




. ‘ PORTLAND 17 |
AGresham
~ [}
Mé
.M 8
J MULTNOMAH COUNTY

GLAGKAMAS COUNTY N

i/ . ‘

- c24 c25 \
@Sandy 5

c23 \
]
Estacada
MOUNT
HOOD (

. B
NATIONAL \
14
FOREST
A -

jal Site Location Map

Potent




B J on @,
w Nicholas

BRACE YOURSELVES, I'm
about to say something nice about
Metro. Kudos to the agency’s Pub-
lic Affairs Director Vickie Rocker
and her colleagues for the “Togeth-
er we can get out of the dumps”
campaign, prelude to next month’s
big drive toward recycling in the
Portland area. As of July 1, state
law will require all communities
with more than 4,000 people to
provide curbside pickup of news-
papers, glass, cans etc. Remember,
the reason we call them landfills is
that they eventually get to be full.

THE ORCOGONIAN
«-13-36



Nation running out of

Nearly all localities
resist new landfills

This is the firat of rwo articies. The
second will appear os this page Toes.
day. Peter Steinbart is & contribting
sdlitor of Audubon, (be magarine of the
Nstionsl Asdubon Soclety, in which
this srticke origisally appeared.

By PETER STEINHART

Most of the time we think of gar-
bage ai & joke. It brings to mind scav-
engers and ragpickers, shambling men
who don't speak the language and
can't see the gleaming ease of the
vation’s promise Interest in garbage is
deemed eccentric. Waste s by defiol
tiot {rrelevant, tke the alr behind the
ralnbow. Ask about the town dump st
& cocktail party and chances are you'll
be laughed out-of the room.

But start talking about where we
intend to put the garbage of the future
and mirth will turn to anger. At.a pub-
tic hearing in San Diego, Terry Trum-
bull, thén a member of the Californis
Waste Mansgement Board, recalls’
“We had people yelling and screaming
8t us. We had & woman crying, poiat-

“Four percent of
the landfills are
known to be or
threaten to be

polluting.”

ing st her skin and saying, 'You see
this skin? It's going to fall off? A lttle
il about € years old came up to me
and asked, ‘Why are you trying to kill
me?r "

In Columibus, Ohio, Franklin Cousty
Commissioner Jack Foulk gets death
threats. At night an anonymous caller
suarls; "You 5.0.8,, we're golng to kill
you for putting a landfill next to us.”

These are the rumblings of an
approaching erisis You can heas them
i Palm Beach and Phoenix, in Center-
ville, Tenn., and Morris County, N.J,,
where citlzeas are skirmishing over
proposed new landfills, You can hear
them in every state. We are running
out of places to put garbage,

Traditionally, we tossed garbage
over our shouiders and let soil bacteria
turn it into something coloriess and
benign. The first municipal refuse col-
lection system in the Unlted States,
Philadeiphin's, consisted of slaves wad-
ing into the Delaware River to toss
bales of trash into the current.

Municipal dumps opaned

Eventually, we outlawed the trash-
ing of rivers and opened municipal
dumps. The cities {ound these dust
heaps drew rats and vermin, so they
burned the trash. But In the 1970, to
protect alr quality, we stopped burn-
ing and began to clost the open dumps
to s1op breeding rals aed end the sickly
odor of decay. Today we are impoeing

will have lost 75 percent of its existing
landfills and 66 percent of its disposal
eapacity. Californla officials predict
that by 1990 the state will have lost
half it present capacity, Los Angeles
will run out of space by 1991, New
York City bas 13 years left,
Meanwhiie, we generate lncreasing
volumes of trash. In 1960 the average
American sent 2.9 pounds of residen.
tlal and commercial waste to the
dumps.each day. By 1078 the average
was .77 pounds Todsy, according to
Charles Johnson, technica) director of
the National Solid Wastes Masagement
Amsociation, it 1s 4.5 to 5 pounds. Maus
wmarketing and urbanization lead us to
upe more packaging, and that makes up
an increasing ghare of the waste, Also,
there are more of us producing garbage
each year. Municipalities disposed of
90 million tons of trach (n 1960 but 138
million tons of trash in 1878. This year

we'll be jooking for places to dispose
of about 200 millicn tons of resdential
and commercial garbage.

Nobody wants dump

Munlcipalities are trying to find
new dump «ites. But nobody wants &
dump pext door. Citizens have ample
eason o fear dumps. Our laws gov-
erning landfilis developed st a time
when the most we feared from gar-
bage was rats and cockroaches. But in
recent years s new concern has arisen.

Explained Nancy Moore of the Chlo
Environmental Protectlon Agency:
“We're just beginning to become
aware that bousehold waste has har.
ardous wastes [n It. They Include paint,
motor oll, pesticides, the asbestos
we're cleaning out of old schools.”

At community harardous-waste col-
fection days organized in the Sen Fran-
¢clsco area recently, bouseholders lined
up to deliver bottles of DDT, chlore
dane, Rustoleum, paint stripper, plastic
cement, gopher pellets, carbon tetrach,
foride, pentschloraphenol, even old
madical prescriptions.

Said Michael Borden of Safety Spe-
clalists, a Sants Clara chemica! con-
milting service volunteering to put the
wastes [olo barrels and ship them 0 a
aafe landfill: “Most of this material is
being stored |p homes. It people want
to get rid of it, it goes into garbage
cans. A ot of therm aren't aware that
they shouldn't o ft.”

Small businesses, which are not
subject to the same disposal regula-
tions as msfor chemical consumers,
regulatly use municipal dumps. In
Tampa, Fla., 8,000 smal) businesses,
Aneluding sutomotive shops, dry clean.
ers, printers and electroplaters, dump
4.3 million pounds of hezardous waste
2 year ioto town dumpe. The practice
is especially dangerous, said Bob
McVety.of the Florida Bureau of Waste
Management, because, “You can dig &
bole in south Florida and hit water lo
less thao & foot.'* That's the water
most Floridlans drink

Dump operators, -pedn‘la wunici-

wew mafep against the

els

tloa of surface water and groundwater
by landfills. The added coat of new
controls of of damage (0 bealth if we
o't lmpose them has led towns to
close their dumps by the thousands,

Since 1979, sccording ta Environ.
wmental Protection Agency figures, we
bave closed 3,500 landfills. There are
15,000 left, but the number is declining
fast. New York State bad 1,600 land.
fllis in the mid-19604 and 5)8 in 1982,
but it has odiy 367 today, 97 of which
are operating under consent orders
requiring them 10 upgrade or clse

A Massachusetts officlal predicts
that by the end of the decade his state

of which are often sighted, have been
gulity of poor management. ln Phoenlx
wastes were dumped for decades |sto
gravel pits (n the dry bed of the Salt
River. But the Salt floods regularly,
and today monitoring wells show s
frightening tally of cancer-causing and
other dangerous chemicsls; methylene
chloride at 4,000 times the human
bealth standards, viny! chioride, DDT,
lead, cyanide, arsenic.

Landfilis potiute water

in Mamsachuserts, sald Nancy Ever-
hart of the Bureau of Solid Waste Dis-
posal: “Four percent of the landfilts are
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ither known (o be or threaten to be
poliuting. Seven towns bave had to
close water sipplies becanse the land-
fiils are polluting. In some of the sites
yOu can actuslly sse the laachate com.
lug out of the ground, but it basn't
been a

S0 when wunicipalities go looking
for new dump sites, citizens are any-
thing but table. The search pits
seighbor against peighbor, citizen
againgt elected official, town aguinst
town. Ou & warm Avgust evening, sev.
ersl hundred people filied the Contra
Costa County Board of Supervisors'
chambers in Martinez, Calif, They

shouted tike speciators at s football
game, as if polse might count in the
flnal score. They were sagry about the
garbage.

Contra Costa County has closed
most of Its dumps, and of the three
remaining, one will chose In 1987 and
anather by 1895. By the end of the dec-
ade, the county will have logt 74 per.
cent of Its disposa) capacity. The

wapervisors have made po sttempt to
site & new public landfill because, they
ey, they can't force private collection
companies to use such a site and there-
fore don't want to undertake the finan.
dial risks of development. Private dls-
posa! companies have proposed three
sites and are asking the supervisors for
their approval,

The proposed sites are bard to
defend. One Ls within 300 feet of exist.
ing bomes and clost by 1,000 bomes
being constructed. Another iz between
two parks and adjacent to Contrs

Reservolr, a source of drinking
water. An anguished mother told the
wupervisors: “Every bousehold [s a user
and disposer of toxic materials. What
QUATANtees can You give me that these
toxic materials won't contaminate my
yard?" Other citizens fesr their neigh-
borboods will suffer because of the
constan! rumble of garbage trucks
arriving at the dump, ghat wind will
blow the smell of trash oyer thelr lves,
that their city will become the butt of
jokes. They fear property values will
fall

All the proposed sites are on the
eaxt aide of the cousty, in a blue-collar
hborhood that Us app of
the white-collar communters who live
in the centrai part of the county astd
work In San Franciso office bulkdings

as a trath hauler dumps another load of garbage in a landfill,

Sajd Mike Tucevich, organizer of an
east county coalition called WHEW
{We Have Enough Waste) “Whenever
there are undedirable things to be
located, |f there Is a dump or a jail,
where do you look? East county’ Is it
{air that east country citizens be the
recipients of all the garbage for the
rest of the county?”

Problem with supervisors

The supervisors listen without com-
went. Theay glower or gigh, as I the fit
of dvic temper were due Lo unneces-
sary craskishoess or neighborhood

i . But the problem is clear.
Iy with the supervisors, who suffer
from an attitude that plagues most
officials. Garbage is an issue that does
oot excite them. They are afraid of
being ridiculed for getting bogged
down o trash while constituents are
thinking in glass and chrome and clam:
oring for bullding permits and roniog
variances. And garbage is a risky prop.
osition for a politician. 1o & landfil}
decision there are bound 1o be losers,
and they are bound (0 be angry

Said Jack Foulk: "It scares 8 lot of

liticans to death They woo't vote

or a landfiil because they don't want

to face the political reality that they
‘may be thrown out of office for It.”

And [n conflict after conflict, oppo-

MJ
of trash

bents of's proposed land(ill have
fought tenscinusly and resourcefully
o Solano County, Calll., citizens
charged that & proposed county landfill
would be us~d chiefly to recelve gar-
bage from San Francisco, 70 miles
away, and thereby defeated the pro.
pozal In a referendum In Los Altos
Hills, Callf,, citizens deteated o pro-

; posed regional landfill in their neigh.

barhood by getting their city councit to
stop funding the planning agency con-
sidering the site. Io Franklin County,

! Obhio, citizens filed 14 difterent law.

ailts and then got the Legislature to
pass 8 law which, had the governor not
vetoed {1, would have given local resi.
:::: power to reject any landtill pro-

Fow tandtills approved
Loca) leaders who take the lssue
serioualy eaough to try to develop
ity support for s proposed
landfili may find that local clvic and
enviroamentsl groups are oot interest.
od. Environmental groups are reluciant
1o enter landfill controversies because
dumps are environmental iosults and
because support for a landfill might
put them in the position of condoning
wastefu] hablts and vawise develop-
ment So the usual mesans of dealing
with eavironmenta! probiems may not
be available to officiats.

Because of the dogged resistance,

“They won't vote
for a landfill
because they may
be thrown out of
office for it.”

very few virgin-site landfills are
approved, Callfornis has sited only one
major new landfll] successtully since
1979 usetts bas opened four,
Ohio two, New Jersey one. Ever since
lllinofs set up local slting boards to
approve new landfills, said Tom
Cavansgh of the state's Department of
Solld Waste Management, “The urban
coupties have been unable to get the
necessary votes (o site anything and
if they did get the votes, it probably
would be struck down in the courts "
Reports from officials In other areas
are dnilar.

® In Massachusetts: “Realistically,
we are assuming that we won't be git.
ing new landtills."

® In New York City: Siting new
landfitls “4s probably an impoesitility
Some new dispass! capacity will come
from expansion of existing sites. But it
woo't be enough.

® [n Peansylvanla: “We are rapid-
1y approaching a crisis.”

@ I8 Contra Costs County: *'The
garbage clock s ticking, and each day
that goas by, the solution to the crisis
becomes more elusive,”

Already we bave the upectacle of
momadic garbage — of clties exporting
garbage to whsiever distant landfili
will take it. The City of San Francisco
ran out of io 1968, For
10 years it hauled lts waste 32 miles
south to Mountaln View. But oace that
dty bad epough fill to turn ita dump
tnto & city park, It sent San Francisco
packing. San Francisco now trucks its
refuse 55 miles east to Altamont Paas.
In case Altamont refuses to renew San
FPrancisco's contract In 1988, San Pran.'
tlsco is paying Solano County, to the
oorth, $2.5 milllen for an option on
future dump space.

Philadelpbis once dumped Its trash
15 New Jersey. But New Jersey closed
18 doars and bow, sald Charles John-
ton, “They are dumping everyplace:
Saltimore, Harrisburg, Scranton It's &
pol market. They don't have any long-
erm commitments from anyplece *

NEXT: Recyeling and incimeration. «




Potential of garbage recycling unrealized

Lack of steady market for rec

This is the second of two articies. Peter
Stelnbart is a comtribucing editor of
Asdubor, the magazine of the National
Andubon Soclety, in which this article

originally appesred.

By PETER STEINHART

Flficen years ago, America planned
to solve jts garbage ctisis by reducing
the volume of waste, We would recy-
cle. We would make more careful con-
sumer choices. The Resource Recuvery
Act of 1970 declared it national policy
to separate, recover, and recycle reus-
able items from the trash heap. It
wasn't exactly a revolutionary idea: In
the 1930s, Los Angeles recovered 30
percent of its solid waste, and in World
War [1, America recycied 43 percent of
its newsprint. Studies in the 1970s
showed that garden waste accounted
for 19 percent of municipal snd com-
mercial refuse. That couid be compost-
ed. Glass accounted for 1] percent,
metals 10 percent, and paper 30 per-
cent, and most of that could be recy-
cled. There seemed to be enormous
potential,

Today, however, we recycle only

about 10 percent of our waste. And
despite a aumber of communities that
recycle newsprint, glass and metal and
manage to make g profit, the trend in
recycling hasn't been encouraging, The
real problem has not been to convince
householders to save cans and bottles;
it has been to convince industry to use
recycled materials. Industry has been
set up to use virgin materials, and man-
agers are rejuctant to try recycled
stock. In part they worry about getting
uniform gquality; in part they worry
about dependable delivery. And if
recyclable materials overcome those
burdles, they must face another: Virgin
materials get special tax benefits,
There are, for example, depletion
allowances of 15 percent for {ron ore
and 22 percent for ofl, aluminum, and
natural gas. Timber companies can
treat forests they barvest as s capital
gain. There is no free market for
recyclables.
. In the end there is no sure market
for all the newsprint, meta), and glass
that we householders carefully sepa-
rate and stack on our suburban curbs,
Only one American compapy, the Gar-
den State Paper Company (of Rich-
mond, Va.), converts newspapers into
pewspnint.

In some years most of our recycled
newsprint is exported. There is little

market for the steel in recycled cans -

because It is low-grade scrup. There
are BOO million tons of higher-grade
steel sitting on the ground in old suto~
mobile bodies and other junk, and we
manage o use only 40 million tons of
that a year,

Convenient packaging

Says Charles Johnson, techoical
director of the Nationa! Solid Wastes
Management Association, 1 have been
shocked at the number of times that
the things people have put out for
recycling go off to the landfill any-
way." Margaret Brown, a waste man-
agement consuitant based in Washing-
ton, D.C., concludes “] don't think this
country has any concept of recycling.
And ] don't think it ever will."

In the 1970s we also thought we
could get citizens to reduce waste by
being more thoughttul copsumers, We
thought we could convince ourselves
to buy fewer goods or to avold those
£00ds #old inside extra layers of pack:
aging, We couid reuse paper bags at
the supermarket, buy vegetables with-
out plactic wrap, cereals in bulk, and
beveruges in returnable containers, But
that hope now seems to have been
naive. Mot of our advertising stresses
the convenience of packagiog, the
oasy-pour spoul, the lightweight plas-
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Jeff Ayars examines nawspapers at Far West Fibers in Beaverton last year.

tic bottie, the extra liner to preserve
freahness,

“Consumers,” says Terry Trumbull,
a former member of the Californla
Waste Management Board, “are more
willing to buy products with conveni-
ence factors.” Our per capita consump-
tion of beverage containers, for exam-
ple, doubled between 1966 and 1976.

As long as marketers spend billions
convincing us to buy packaging, it will
be hard to convince consumers other-
wise. The packagers themseives fight
these efforts. In 1882 bottlers spent $6
million to defeat beverage container
deposit legisiation in Californis. i
Minnesota the iegisiature gave the
state environmental department power
p ban packaging, and the department
-rushed in and banrned plastic milk con-
tainerd. The packaging fodustry

the order afl the way to the
Supreme Court. Minnesots won, but at
a cost of §250,000 in legal fees and a
fot of frustration, In the ead the state.
never implemented the ban and the
legislature conceded that trying to
change consumer habits wasn't worth
the effort.

Bum ve. bury

In an odd chaoge of definition, the
term “‘resource recovery,” whicbh by
statute meant separating and recycling
materials, bow means burning them to
recover energy. If we're not golng 1o
reduce the volume of waste or put
trash (& water or bury It oo land, the
only place lett to put it is the air. The
big hiope in many cities and counties s
to bulid incinerators and send most of
that garbage up smokestacks. Scrub-
bers now enable us to meet the partic.
ulate emission standards that shut
down incinerators In the 1970s.

Today (ncinerators consume about §

percent of the nation's waste. There is
& major effort under way to build more
of them. New York City just approved
& mass burning facility at the Brooklyn
Navy Yard and hopes to construct four
others by the end of the century and
thereby dispose of 50 percent of its
waste, Massachusetts officials hope to
build enough incinerators to reduce the
volume of waste headed for landfills
by 50 percent. California is considering
& dozen such plants.

But incinerators face the same
objections as landfill’ Neighbors
worry about the nolse of garbage
trucks, the whine of machinery, the
well, declining property values. They
worTy about air emissions. There {5
evidence that incinerators broadcast
dioxins and other toxins. Incinerators
can be designed to burn at high enough
Semperatures $o destroy such pollu-
tants. But Jike sewage works and
power plants, incinerators break
down. They stop when workers go on
strike. They depend on a steady supply
of garbage, and {f that fails the results
can be disastrous.

Two years ago tiny Lassen Commu-
nity College at Suszaville in northeast-
ern Califoruia contracted to run the
state’s first waste-to-energy plant,
Lassen hoped to make s profit. But »
contract with the neighboring county
to deliver its garbage was never
signed, and then the plant proved
unsble 10 burn wood wastes as origl-
nally expected. Today Lassen must
import garbage 80 miles, from Reno,
Nev., to keep the plant operating, and
the energy produced is not paying its
cost, The college is facing bankruptcy.

Even if the best scenarios we are
npow writing for waste management
come 1o pass — (f we recycle 25 per-
cent of the waste and burn 50 percent

~ we'll still have 25 percent sitting
around in ash and non-combustible
wastes. We will still need landfilis.
And that takes us back to the original
problem: Nobody wants one next door,

It is in fact possible to design and
operate a safe landfill. It requires dou-
ble clay liners with leak detection
equipment to discover leachate before
it poliutes ground water. It raquires
careful monitoring. It requires efforts
1o see that dangerous concentrations of
methane gas don't build up as microbes
consume the buried garbage. It
requires heavy equipment to cover the
dump with earth daily, It requires edu-
cation of the public and programs to
see tha! we don't routinely dispose of
fn ble, caustic, and poi sub-
stances along with the paper plates,
funk mail, table acrape, discarded plas-
ter, rose cuttings, and old ahoes. Tech-
nically, it can be doge.

Class conflict

But that technica! simplicity is ftself
part of the siting problem. Most of the
debate over a dump focuses on the geo-
togica! report and the likeiihood of
ground water contamination, Yet that
is clearly not all that is on people's
minds when they oppose & dump, More
often, 1t is not chemical pollution but
poliution of other sorts that the public
fears.

Garbage has {n our society been
handled by the disadvantaged — by
slaves in old Philadelphia or poor Ital-
fan immigrants in the 1920s, We iden-
tity tragh with the voiceless and unen-
franchised. That's one reason landfill
crises are so often argued as if they
were class conflicts, Citizens of eastern
Contra Costa County in Californis saw
themselves as victims of wealthier
nelghbors. Residenta of southern
Franklin County in Ohio felt they were

as factor

belog victimized by north county
swells when a landfill was jocated
among them. Neighbors of the Hrook-
Iyn Navy Yard cried racism when the
Sagltation Department proposed an
incinerator there.

A few siting procedures have rec.
ognized this shortcoming and apened
discussions tha! allowed neighbors of a
new landfill to salvage scme of their
dignity. In Riverside, Calif,, for exam-
ple, neighbors of a proposed landfil)
negotiated with landfill operators to
secure guaraniees of their property
values, 1o open the landfill operator's
records to scrutiny by neighbors, and
to install a system of rebuttable pre-
sumptions. In this way, if ground
water became contaminated and any
neighbors suffered health effects; the
operations would compensate them
without & courtroom contest. The
agreement &lso called for the rest of
the county to reduce the volume of
trash generated.

Says Trumbull, whose consulting
company helped negotiate the agree-
ment, “People were willing to accept
the landfitl if everyone else was going
to recycle and there was going to be a
composting facility.”

The State of Wisconsin bas sited
several landfills under a program that
separates the epvironmental and equity
questions, A landfill proposal may be
defeated during the technica! review
but not during a later round of commu-
ity negotiations. However, the later
negotiations allow neighbors to extract
compensations and guarantees,

Unseen companion

Given our ignorance of garbage and
our desire not to think about it, such
techniques are not likely to be
employed widely. Perhaps the most
serious aspect of she crisis is the fact
that government agencies have been
devoting less and less attention to it.
The 1976 Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act set up an Office of Solid
Waste in the Eavironmental Protection
Agency and gave it funds to help states
and local agencies reduce waste, pro-
mote recycling and plan for future
landfills.

Says Susan Mann of EPA, “We had
a pretty active program of technical
assistance, which gave $32 million to
the states in three years,” But the Rea-
gan administrajton- stopped funding the
state programs, In part it was & budg-
etary decision. In part it was a change
of emphasis, According to Mann, “The
main thrust at EPA now is hazardous
waste, which s a national priority.”
Most of the officials who once warked
on golid waste now work on Superfund
cleanup activities. EPA no longer gath-
ers data on how much waste we gen-
erate, and no longer promotes recy-
cling.

The result of the shift has been cat-
astrophic for loca) efforts. “In the first
two years after the Reagan adminis-
traiton pulled out of RCRA," Trumbul}
says, “all the states pulied out of what
they were doing.” Califoraia, for
example, once budgeted §1 million for
public relations and $6 miliion for
grants to local communities to help
reduce waste. It does that no longer.

And 8o the crisis deepens, As our
civilization grows more and more com-
piex; it produces more waste. And we
oeem less and less abld to think about
it. Trash s the unseen companion of
progress, perhaps its inevitable result.
Maybe because we like the idea of
progress more than the sctuality, we
dob't look close enough 1o see the
paradox. We think joyfully about cars
and toasters, cheeseburgers and cleans-
ers, and the packaging that goes
around it all. But it may take braver or
tougher minds to- think about the gar-
bage. Right now, we fust do't seem to
know where to put it.



MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 13, 1986

TO: SWPAC

FROM: Wayne Rifer

REGARDING: Meetings with Tri County Council

You will recall that the Tri-C has been requested by the
Metro Council and Executive Officer to provide input to Metro and
SWPAC from the hauling industry concerning the Certification
Program, et al. Two meetings have been held with them, and I
will summarize the maior issues discussed. Further meetings will
be held and, as relevant issues are addressed, they will also be
speaking directly to the committee,

Meeting June 5 between Tri-C and Rick Gustafson, Metro Councilors
Waker, Xirkpatrick and Gardner, Metro staff members, Fred Zansen
(DEQ director) and Lorie Parker (DEQ):

® The collectors expressed high frustration with the C
Portland decision (which came the day before) on the recyc
program. The collectors will have little involvement with
program {(except for the collection of newspapers), but they w
be paving for it through a pernit fee.

* Collectors reasserted their opposition to the certification
program and their belief that it Is unworkable.

* Whether the rate differential was a "rate benefit" or a
"rate penalty" was discussed.

Meeting June 12 between Tri-~C and nmyself:

* The collectors cautioned that certification rates, and the
programs required under certification, could create (in an
unfranchised area) a competitive disadvantage for complyin
haulers versus non-complying haulers. That there exist "ralders"
and other "outlaw" haulers was emphasized. Thev questioned
whether the City of Portland could be depended on to enforce
certification regquirements.

* They questioned that the public is willing to pay additional
garbage expenses for waste reduction costs. They fear that
garbage customers will be lost to illegal dumping ané self-haul.

In general, both meetings indicated great frustrations by hatlers
with the changes being brought by SB 405 and Metro's Waste
Reduction Program.
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Facts about
certification

What is Metro's certification program?

‘The certification program is a miachanism in the Metropolitan
Service District’s (Metro) waste reduction program which
coordinates the solid waste collection and disposal systems toward a
common purpose. Metro has authority for the processing and
disposal of waste, while local governments regulate its collection.
‘The primary areas of focus are expected to be:
* The removal of yard debris from the waste system
* The generation of processible, high-grade loads of
commercial waste and their delivery to processing
facilities
* The establishment of effective programs of source
separation and curbside collection of recyclable
materials. '

Why is certification important?

Waste from some types of sources can be readily processed for
recovery of recyclable materials. For example, it is economically
feasible to remove cardboard by hand from department store waste.
A major effort of the program will be to keep such processible
waste separate from non-processible waste and thereby generate
"high-grade" loads.

Metro estimates that the full waste stream could be reduced by as
much as 18 percent if commercial waste could be collected in high-
grade loads and processed for recycling. Another 10 percent could
be reduced if yard debris could be separated from mixed waste and
processed into compost. The resulting 28 percent reduction is in
addition to the current recycling rate of approximately 22 percent.

What is Metro's role
in the program?

Metro is seeking to accomplish the state mandate of waste
reduction while maintaining the private enterprise system of
recycling and local control of collection.

Local jurisdictions will maintain exclusive regulatory control of
collection services in their area. Metro's function will be only to
define program standards for collection services, which, when met,
will result in the reduction of waste going to the landfills and
disposal rate benefits to the haulers.

Who will develop the standards?

Yearly standards will be developed cooperatively with local
jurisdictions and the collectors of waste. Metro's Solid Waste
Policy Advisory Committee will play a central role in develop-
ment of the program. The standards will set out what is required of
collection services for certification.

(over)



Who is responsible for
implementing the program?

The responsibility is divided between local jurisdictions, the Metro
executive officer (Metro staff), the Local Govemment Advisory
Committee on Certification (LGACC), the Solid Waste Policy
Advisory Committee (SWPAC) and the Metro Council. For

example;

* The designation of local certification units is done by
local jurisdictions and submitted to Metro; SWPAC
reviews and approves.

* The development of yearly certification goals is the
responsibility of the executive officer, who submits
draft goals to council. The goals are reviewed by
SWPAC and LGACC and adopted by the council.

* SWPAC develops yearly certification standards with the
assistance of Metro staff and LGACC. Recommend-
ations go to council for adoption.

* Local jurisdictions work with waste collectors to
develop programs to comply with standards. Evidence of
compliance is submitted to Metro staff for review and
staff issues findings. SWPAC recommends certification
to council, which issues determination,

Is certification mandatory?

Participation in the program by collectors and local governments
will be voluntary. Each collector from a certified unit will pay a
substantially reduced fee for disposing of waste at Metro facilities.
The program will be structured so that determinations regarding
certification and the rate incentives are applied equitably. Local
jurisdictions will be responsible for designating certification units
which assure that collectors are not unjustly rewarded nor penalized
through the rate structure,

What is the Metropolitan
Service District?

The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) was authorized by the
state legislature and created by tri-county voters in 1978. It began
functioning in 1979 with 12 elected councilors and an elected
executive officer. Metro's purpose is to provide regional services to
one million residents of the urban areas of Clackamas, Multnomah
and Washington counties, These services include management of
solid waste disposal, operation of the Washington Park Zoo,
transportation planning, administrating the urban growth boundary
and providing local governments with technical and data services.

Where can I get more
information?

?g:éact Wayne Rifer in Metra's Solid Waste Department, 221-
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