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Meeting: 

Date: 

Day: 

Time: 

Place: 

METRO Agenda 
20lJO 5, W. First Avenut' 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
5031221-1646 

Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee 

June 16, 1986 

Monday 

12:00 Noon 

Rm 330. Metro 

12:00 

1 2: 1 5 

12:45 

1 : 1 5 

1 : 20 

• Meeting Called to Order 
• Approval of May 27th Minutes 
• Announcement/ SWPAC Reports 
• Attachments: 

Advertising Memo 
EQC 

• DEQ Presentation on Landfill Siting Process 

• Rate Incentives - Action Item 

• Certification Report 

• Public Affairs Presentation of 
Advertising Campaign 



SOLID WASTE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

SWPAC 

MAY 27, 1986 

Committee Members Present: 

Committee Member Absent: 

Staff Members Present: 

Guest: 

AGENDA ITEM 

Teresa DeLorenzo, Kathy 
Cancilla, Dick Howard, Ed 
Gronke, Craig Sherman, Bob 
Brown, Gary Newbore, Dave 
Phillips, Michael Pronold, 
Mike Sandberg 

Carolyn Browne,Shirley 
Coffin, Robert Harris, 
George Hubel, Delyn Kies, 
Bruce Rawls, Pete Viviano 

Rich Mcconaghy, Wayne 
Rifer, Mary Jane Aman, Pat 
Vernon, Chuck Geyer 

Bob Brown, DEQ 

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 
taken, work has been 
stigma of dump 

that the above 
going on for 15 
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AGENDA ITEM CERTIFICATION 

Wayne Rifer, Metro Analyst, covered the certification ~~~o 
received with the latest agenda packet, as well as a copy of the 
letter to Tri County Council from Metro Co~ncil 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 question 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 question came up about the effect of rate increases on 
roadside dumping. There does seem to be a correlation between 
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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 jurisdictions next July as to how they are 
going to meet those, then rates go into effect January 1988. 

Ed Gronke felt that from now until 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 jt is 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 collection. 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 Grenke 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? 
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The basis of comparison here would be effectivness between the 
haulers of carrying out 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 Grenke moved to accept the 
concepts on certification as 
included in the memorandum 
Titled: Certification of 
Units-Background and Guide-
1 ines 

yes votes 

abstain 

AGENDA ITEM 

Seconded by Dave Phillips 

Teresa DeLorenzo,Kathy Cancil-
la, Dick Howard, Ed Grenke, 
Craig Sherman, Dave Phillips, 
Michael Pronold, Mike Sandberg 

Gary Newbore 

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 limited 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 
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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 like 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 question 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 judgement until they 
are able to preview the actual ad at the next meeting. 

There was no vote on this issue, but Chairperson DeLorenzo asked 
Public Affairs to monitor the response to the ad. 
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Meeting Adjourned at 1:20 

NEXT MEETING , June 16th 

Submitted by: Pat Vernon 
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To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From~ Solid Waste Policy Advisory Carmnittee (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 Metro•at this point is its 
effort to produce 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. 

-



June 3, 1986 

To: Metro Council 

From: SWPAC 

Re: Adve:rtising Slogan, "Together We Can Get Out of the Dumps" 

SWPAC is eagerly 
waste reduction. 
selection of the 
reached 15 of 16 
reactions to the 

anticipating an exciting advertising campaign for solid 
However, the committee is very concerned about the 

above slogan. A telephone survey of the committee which 
members resulted in 14 members expressing negative 
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 concer.n 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. 

__ ;;~~-
/ Teresa DeLor/rifo J 

( Chair 
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Memorandum 

Dall': June 11, 1986 

To: 

Frum: 

Regarding; 

SWPAC 

Steve Rapp, Metro Analyst 

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 is not a substitute for the staff 
report. SWPAC will be expected to make a recom-
mendation regarding rate incentives to Council. 
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I 

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 Scholle 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"J 
results of first general landfill site search. 

Staff study of information resources available 
through other agencies1 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. 

DEO 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 

Pour 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. 

Metro 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). 

November 1980 to Metro solicits public comment on draft feasibility 
February 1981 study. 

December 1980 

February 1981 

March 1981 

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 .. 
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May 1981 

June 1981 

August 1981 

October 1981 

November 1981 

February 1982 

May 1982 

June 1982 

August 1982 

September 1982 

November 1982 

December 1982 

January 1983 

Final Wildwood Feasibility Study: Volumes I & II. 

Regional Landfill Siting Advisory Committee 
recommends Wildwood to Metro Councila 

Public comment before Metro Council. 

Council recommends Wildwood site as the regional 
landfill. 

Permit application filed with Multnomah County. 

Revised permit application filed; formal review by 
Multnomah County begins. 

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

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

Wildwood Sanitary Landfill Feasibility Study, 
Volume III, published as the Alternate Conceptual 
Design Option. 

Multnomah County La~d Use Public Hearing: 
Hearings Officer's opening remarks, County staff 
approval criteria, Metro's presentation of the 
case in support of Wildwood, public testimony. 

Multnomah County Land Use Public Hearing: 
Presentation by organized opposition, public 
testimony a 

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

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

Board of County Commissioners holds a public 
hearing. 

Board of County Commissioners hears final 
arguments and then approves use of the Wildwood 
site for a sanitary landfill. 

West Hills and Island Neighbors Organization 
appeals County Commissioners' approval to the 
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 
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I 
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 County. 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 Zoning 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. 
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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. First 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 ordinance 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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63rd OREGON LEGISU TIVE ASSEMBLY-1915 Rcsular Seuion 

Enrolled 

Senate Bill 662 
Spontored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ELECI"IONS (al the request of 

Representative Mike Bunon) 

679 

ANACI' 

Relatina 10 solid wasae disposal; appropriatin& money; and declarin& an emeraency. 

Be Jc Enacted lly dae People of the State of Oretoa: 

SECTION 1. Sections 210 9 of this Act are added to and made a pan of ORS 459.005 10 459.285. 
SECTION 2. (I) The J..esislative Assembly finds that the siting and establishment ofa disposal site for the 

disposal of solid waste within or for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washinaton Counties is necessary to prolect the 
health, safety and welfatt of the residents of those counties. 

(2) It is the intent of the Lqislative Assembly that the Environmental Quality Commission and Department 
of Environmental Quality, in locatina and establishin& a disposal site within ClacJcamas, Multnomah and 
Washington Counties Jive due consideration to: 

(a) Except as provided in subsections (3) and (4) of section S of this I 98S Act. the state-wide planning goals 
adopted under ORS 197 .005 to 197 .430 and the acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations of 
affected counties. 

(b) Information received during consultation with local aovemments. 
(c) Information received from public comment and bearings. 
(d) Any other factors the commission or department considers relevant 
SECTION 3. (I) The Depanment ofEn'vironmental Quality shall conduct a study, includina 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 Washington Counties. 

(2) The study required under this section shall be completed not later than July 1, 1986. Upon completion of 
the study, the depanment shall recommend to the commission preferred locations for disposal sites within or for 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties. The depanment 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 
locations for disposal sites under this subsection shall be made not later than January 1, I 987. 

SECTION 4. (!)Subject to subsections (J)and (4) of section S ofthis 1985 Act. the Environmental Quality 
Commission may locate and order the establishment ofa disposal site under this 1985 Act in any area, including 
an area of fo1·est land designated for protection under the state-wide plannina aoaJs, in which the commission 
finds that the following 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 anificial barriers; 



(c) Projected traffic will not sipific:andy contribute to cSanaerous intenections or traffic coqestion, 
considerina road desiln capacities, aistina and projecaed traffic counts, speed limits and number of tumin& 
points; 

(d) Facilities necessary 10 serve the disposal site can be available or planned for the area; and 
(e) The proposed disposal site is desiped and operated to the extent practicable so as to mitipte conflicu 

with sunoundina uses. Such conflicu with sunoundins uses may include, but are not limited to: 
(A) VisUAI appearance, includina Jiabtina and sunoundina propeny. 
(B) Site ICReniDJ. 
(C)Odors. 
(D) Safety and l&!CUrity risks. 
(E) Noise levels. 
(F) Dust and other air pollution. 
(0) Bird and vector problems. 
(H) Damqe to fish and wildlife babitau. 
(2) When appropriate, the conditions listed m this llCCtion may be satisfied by a written qreement between 

the Depanment of Environmental Quality and the appropriate aovernment qency under which the qency 
qrees to provide facilities as necessary to prevent impermiuible conflict with sunoundina uses. If such an 
aareement is relied on 10 satisfy any approval criteria, a condition shall be imposed to auarantee the performance 
of the actions specified. 

SECTION 5. (1) The commission. not later than July I, 1987, shall issue an order directing the Department 
of Environmental Quality to establish a disposal site under this 1985 Act within Clackamas, Multnomah or 
Washington County or, subject 10 subsection (2) of sect.ion 3 of this 1985 Act, within another county. 

(2) In selecting a disposal site under this section, the commission shall review the study conducted under 
teetion 3 of this 1985 Act and the locations 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 adopted under ORS 
197.005 to 197.430 and with the acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations of the local 
aovemment 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 local government unit, and the commission may select a disposal site in accordance with those 
standards instead of, and without regard to, any provisions for locatin& and establishin& disposal sites that are 
contained in the comprehensive plan or land use regulations of the affected local government unit. Any provision 
in a comprehensive plan or land use regulation that prevents the location and establishment of a disposal site that 
can be located and established under the standards set fonb in section 4 of this 1985 Act shall not apply to the 
selection of a disposal site under this 1985 Act. 

(4) The depanment, not later 'ihan July I, 1986, may determine whether the acknowledged comprehensive 
plans and land use regulations of the counties in which possible disposal shes bt;ing considered by the depanment 
are situated contain standards for detmnining 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 ofa county are identical to or consistent with the standards specified in section 4 of this 
1985 Act, the depanment may issue wriuen findings to 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 
to the development, operation or maintenance of the disposal site, including but not limited to, setbacks, 
screening and landscapini, off-street parking and loadini. access, performance bonds, noise or illumination 
controls, structure height and location limits, construction standards and periods of operation. 

(6) lfthe Environmental Quality Commission directs the Depanment of Environmental Quality to establish 
or complete the establishment of a disposal site under this section. the depanment 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 aovemment cbaner or ordinance to the conuzry, 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 aovernment unit. 
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(7) The depanment shall identify conflicts with surrounding uses for any disposal site established under this 
1985 Act and, to the extent practie.tble, shall mitipte or require the operator of the site to mitipte those conflicts. 

SECTION 6. ( 1) Notwithstanding ORS 183.-400, ~ 83.482, 183.484 and 197 .825, exclusive jurisdiction for 
review of any decision made by the Environmental Quality Commission under this 1985 Act relating to the 
establishment or sitinc ofa dispoSll site, any order to the Deparunent of Environmental Quality 10 establish or 
complete such a site or any findinp made by the depanment under section S ohhis 1985 Act is conferred upon 
the Supreme Court. 

(2) Proceedings for review shall be instituted when any person adversely affected or qgrievcd by the order of 
the oommission flies 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 shall state the nature of the order 
or decision the petitioner desires reviewed and shall, by supporting affidavit, state the facts showing bow the 
petitioner is adversely affected or qgrieved. Copies of the petition shall be served by resistered or certified mail 
upofl the commission. Within 30 days after service of the petition, the commission shall transmit to the Supreme 
Coun the oriainal 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 sball not substitute iu jud&Jnent for that of the commission 
as to any issue offact or agency discretion. Upon review, the Supreme Coun may aftinn, reverse or remand the 
order of the commission ifthe coun finds that the order is not supponed by substantial evidence in the record or 
is unconstitutional. Proceedinp for review under this section shall be Jiven priority over all other matters before 
the Supreme Court. 

(3) Notwithstanding ORS 197.850,jurisdiction for judicial review ofa final order oftbe 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. (!)Subject to policy direction by the commission in carrying out sections 3and 5 of this 1985 
Act, the department may: 

(1) By mutual agreement, return all or pan of the responsibility for development of the she to a local 
1ovcmment unit, or contract with a local government unit to establish the site. 

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

(c) Lease and dispose of real or personal propeny. 
(d) At reasonable times and after reasonable notice, enter upon land to perform necessary surveys or tests. 
(e) Acquire, modify, expand or build landfill or resource recovery site facilities. 
(0 Subject to any limitations in ORS 468.195 to 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. 
(&) Enter into contracts or other agreements with any local aovemment 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 offees or user charges to reimburse the depanment for costs incurred under this 1985 

Act and to aJlow repayment of moneys borrowed from the Pollution Control Fund. 
(2) The metropolitan service district shall have the responsibility for the operation of the disposal sites 

established un.der 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 techniques including, but not limited to, rate structures, source 
reduction, recycling, reuse and resource recovery; 

(b) A timetable for implementing 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 PfOll'alll presents eft'ec\ive and appropriate methods for nduciq dependence on land 
disposal sites for disposal of' solid wastes; 

(b) The proposed PfOlmll will subs1an\ially reduce the amount of' solid waste lbat must be disposed ofin 
land disposal sites; 

(c) At least a pan of the proposed propam can be implemented immediate!)•; and 
(d) The proposed pr'Olrlm is lepJly, technically and economically feasible under current conditions, 
(3) After review of tbe solid waste reduction propam, if the commission does not approve the propam as 

submitted, the commi111ion shall allow the metropolitan service district not more than 90 days in which to 
modify the prosram to meet the commission's object.ions. 

(4) Notwithswulina ORS 268.310 (2) and 268.317, if the commission does not approve the solid waste 
reduction prosram submined by the meuopolitan mvice district after any period allowed for modification 
under subsection (3) of' this action. all the duties, ftmctions and powers of the metropolitan service district 
ftlatina to solid waste disposal are imposed upon, b'aDlfmed to and vnled in the Department of Environmental 
Quality and no pan of such duties, ftanctions and powers shall remain in the metropolitan service district. The 
transfer of duties, ftanctions and powers 10 the depanment under this acc:t.ion shall take effect on July I, 1986. 
Notwithstandin& such transfer of duties, ftanctions and powers, the lawfully adopted ordinances and other rules 
oftbe district in effect on July I, I 986, lball continue in effect until lawfully supmeded or repealed by rules of the 
commission. 

(5) If the solid waste reduction proaram is approved by the commission, a copy of the proaram Iha.II be 
1ubmined to the Sixty-fourth Lesislative Assembly not later than February I, I 987. 

SECl10N t. (I) The metropolitan service district shall apportion an amount of the service or user cbarJes 
collected for solid waste disposal at each aeneral purpose lanctrlll within or for the district and dedicate and use 
the moneys obtained for rehabilitation and enhancement of' the area in and around the landfill ftom which the 
fees have been collected. That portion of the service and user c:barJes 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, commencin& on the effective date of this I 985 Act, Iha.II apportion an 
amount of the service or user char&es collected for solid waste disposal and shall transfer the moneys obtained to 
the Depanment of Environmental Quality. That portion of the service and user charges set aside by the district 
for the purposes of this subsection shall be SJ for each ton of solid waste. Moneys tran1ferred to the depanment 
under this section shall be paid into the Land Disposal Mitiption Aeeount in the General Fund of the State 
Treasury, which is hereby established. All moneys in the account are continuously appropriated to the 
depanment and shall be used for CIJTYin& out the depanment's functions and duties under this 1985 Act. The 
depanment shall keep a record ofall moneys deposited in the accounL The record shall indicate by cumulative 
accounts the source from which the moneys art derived and the individual activity or prosram qainst which 
each withdrawal is charged. Apportionment of moneys under this subsection shall cease when the dcpanment 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 dw&es colJected by the 
district fo~olid waste di~posal to ren!..~.~~ 1.o.~ ~f~o.~_4utics aud.f!J!JS!i.2~S relating to solid waste disposal that 
are transferred to 11\e commission and depanment under this 1985 Act. Moneys no lonser necessary for such 
duties and functi~ns shal_!_~~P.C.n~~~C? j~p~~.!!! !ltt!2!!.d waste reduction P.IPP!ll!~!ni.tt~d..\ul~er -~!=Ii.on 
8 of this J 985 '-'ct. fhe metropolitan service district shall submit a statement of proposed adjustments and 
Changes in expe~ditures under this subsection to the depanment for review. 

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

SECTION JI. 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 iu 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 n~mber of 
site areas which will be evaluated for suitability as potential 
landfill sites. The summary describes the process used to map the 
DEU'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 requires 
the development and implementation of a comprehensive waste 
reduction program for the Portland region. The timely siting of ~ 
landfill is seen as critical because St. ,John's Landfill, the 
P0rtland area's existing landfill, is expected to be full by 
1989. 

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 cornpTehensive 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. If 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 ~rea 
involved, identification of potential landfill si~e 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/fail 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 wet'e identified using computet'-
generated map overlays showing excluded and remaining areas on 
7.5- and 15-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 distinguishing 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 potentinl site areas are shown on the two 
attached maps. 

Description of the Next Phase ~L_~~-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 existinq records. 

After criteria ratinqs are completed for the site areas, the 
total site scores will be tabulated and compared. The top 12 
to 18 sites will be selected for further. in-depth evaluation 
including on-site field investiqations. 
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Jonathan 
·" 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. 

·-rH l::. oR-(bON 1/1.tJ 
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('1J 
Nation running out of places to put mountain of trash 
Nearly all localities ~::--~ .. }'. ~::.:'.· .. :,.··· --.~9 ·.·· :·~? ~ ,~~; 
resist new landfills 

·--~·· 
llfllt5 of '1 propo1td landfill bavt 
fouah1 tfnaC!OUllY ind reaourctfull\· 
In Solno Cot101y, C1llf., c!Uuta 
chaqif'd th111 ~ couniy !.ndf\11 
would bP U..-d chltfly to receh·t gar • 
bait from San Francllco, 70 mllu 
away, and lhtrtb)' deleattd tht pm· 
poal Jn • reftreodum In Loi Altos 
Hills, Calif., cltlzrns drlestf'd 1 pro-nu ll lk ftr.i:c o1 rwo anJd1-. nt 

~ad wW appelr 01 !Jib pagr T.-. 
d.ty. Ptm Slrhtbr1 ls 1 eontritll9tl.Df 
M11or cl Aadlbocl. l1M m.qu::iat ol lM 
N11ioul Aad•boc Sotl•t)', la •lie• ..u artld< onp.uy...,...... 
.. 1'£TEA STEINHA~T 

Mott of tbf tlmt wt think of pr· 
blgt u a Jokt. II brings to mJDd Ir.I\/• 
ttiitr1 and rqplcien, lbambUn1 IDtD 
wbo don't 1pr1k the l1ngu11t and 
can'I tte tbe 1le1mlng tut of the 
u.11011'1 promise lntereri In garbact ls 
dmnr.d ecttntric. WU1e ls by drflol· 
tioa lrrtlrvant, like tbe air bthlnd the 
rainbow. AU abou1 the town dump 11 
a cocktail party and dance1 art yoo'U 
be llU&bfd out of tbe room. 

Bui nart talking about wbert wr 
lottDd to put lhr garbage of tbt futurt 
and mJrtli will tum to eger. At a pub-
lic bwing lo San Dirgo, Tmy Trum· 
buU, then a member of the C&llfol'Dll 
Wutr M11111tmrnt Bo1rd, recall1: 
WWr had ptaple yelling and 1ereamiog 
at us. Wt bad a woDWI crylnc1 point· 

"Four percent of 
the landfills are 
known to be or 
threaten to be 
polluting." 
bi& It btr lkio l.Dd uying, 'You 1tt 
thls &kin? It'' golnt; lCI fall otr• A Uttlt 
pr! aboul 6 years old came up to mt 
ud med, 'Why art you Uylng to kill 
mt?'" 

la Columbus, Oblo1 Fta.oklln County 
Cmnmlllioner Jack Foulk grts duth 
tbruta At nigh! an anonymous caUer 
marb. ''You s.o.a .. wr'rt 10101 to kiU 
you fOf pUttine a landflU nut tow." 

Tbesr au the rumbllo11 of an 
approaching crUb You can bw them 
I> Palm Bac.b and Pbntnl.l, In C..lfr· 
ville, Tenn., &nd Mani.I Coont)'t NJ., 
where ciltu:o• art 1i.lrmlr.bln1 over 
propoetd on; landfill.s. You cu bear 
&aua lo noel)' It.Ile. We an running 
out of places lD put garbage. 

Tnidltlonally, wr toutd 1arbagr 
owr our aboolden and let IOU bactrria 
tum It into tame.thin& colorleu ud 
benign. Tb< lint municipal r<lult col· 
'"1..101:1 ry1tem lo lhr Oohed States, 
Phlladelpbia11, con.ti.sled of dave1 wad· 
ta1 foto lhr Delawan River to toa 
bUel of uuh loto the curmiL 

... niclplll dUmptl --
E,..tually, "'' ootlawed the trW· 

IDI of riven and oprned muoldpel 
dump•. The cltJH found theH dutl 
MoJ>I drew ,... and Y<rmlJI, on they 
bun>ed Ille truh. Bui "' th• 1910., to 
""""' air quality, .,, 1toppod burn· 
lq ud ...... to ci- °" ..,.. dWllP' 
to stop breed.Ing rats and end the lid.ly 
odor of decay. Today we m l.mpoliJ!a 
.,.., WtcuudJ •&a1nJ1 thf: coctamlna· 
don of su.rfac:t water and p-ou.Gdwater 
by landfills. 1'bt addtd cot! of new 
coatroll or of damaie lo t.ealth tr we 
don'! tmpow tb'm lias ltd tow111 to 
dolt their dumps by tbt thouaancll. 

Since 19791 tctordln1 lO Envtron· 
Dt11taJ Protection Atency f11'\U"tl. wt 
Mvt dC*ld 3,500 landtllll Tbfrt att 
15,000 Lett. bu1lht1:1umbu U decliulna 
fut. Ntw York Statr bad l,MO l&Dd· 
n111111 u.. mld-1960< ud s1e 1n 1982. 
but h bu only 367 Uld&y • 87 of which 
art operatJn& uodtr conwnt ordtn 
nqulrlo1 them lo upgr.dt or d09t 

A Mauacbua.tllJ official prtdlcU 
lb&I b)' \hr md of the decadt hU IUlf 

wlll btvt kict 75 percmt of ltl uiatlna 
iandfllb and 66 pe1"'11 •f llJ clbpooal 
eapaclt)'. California offlclal1 prtdlct 
that by 1990 the llta.tf wtll haw mt 
tu.Jr It present cap1d1y. Loi Angelt1 
will run out of 1pace by 19'11. Hew 
York 01)' lw 13 )'<'.an left. 

Meaawbllt, we 1enmrt locnuln& 
mlumes of trub. In 1960 tM Htf'tlf 
American 1e111 2.9 pound.I of f'tlllidrn· 
tlal and commudal WHte to tbe 
dumP' eAch di)'. 8)' 1978 the aWfalf 
WU 3.17 pounds Today, ~DI Lo 
Owlu JohDJOn, tecbnJcal director of 
tht Natlo11&1 Solid Wutta Manqemeat 
Amodatlon, II ~ 4.5 to 5 pound&. -
marketin1 and urba.nlz.atjo11 lead m to 
u. mort pu:bglng. and that make& up 
111 locrw:lng &hare of tht wute, Alto, 
then arr mort of us produdng prhl&e 
each year. MunldpaUtJes dltpOled of 
80 mlWoo Lons of truh to 1960 but 138 
mlllioo Loos of truh In 1978. Tbil year ..,,•u bf look!•& for piM:<t to dJspol< 
of about 200 mJIUoo tocu of ffllidtntia.I 
and comme:ra.al garbage. 

N®ody ·-dump 
MunlclpallUu are tryinc to find 

DrW dump lites. But nobody wanu a 
dump oat door. Cttiuns blve amplt 
reU011 to fet.r dumps. Our llw• iov· 
trnlo1 landflll' developed at a Ume 
wben tbt mos! we fea.te'd from 1ar· 
bqe wu nu and cockrolcbes. But lo 
recent yean a ntw coac:em b.u a.rilto. 

Erplaloed Nancy Moort of O.e Ohio 
Envtronmeotal Protection A&ency: 
"We'n Just beginning to become 
aWaJ'f that bouJeh~d Wute lw b.az. 
ardoua wastt:s lo It. They lnclude paint, 
motor oll, pesticides, tht ubuto1 
we're deaning out ol old IChools." 

At rommunlt}' haz.ardou..wutt col· 
kcdoo dly1 orcal'llztd In tht San Fran· 
dJco aru. recenuy, bouJebokSen lined 
up to deliver bottlu of DDT, cblor• 
dane. RllllDleum, paint ltrlpper, plastic 
ormenl, IOPher ptlleta, carboo tetrach• 
loridt, ptDl&cbloropbenol, even old 
Dedlcal prnaiptions 

Saki M.lc.hael Borden of Sa.ftt)' Spt-
dall1u, a Santa Clara cbtmlcal con· 
llillln& aervk'f volunlffrin& to put the 
wutes Into bmels and ship Otem lo a 
aft landfill: .. Mort of this material U 
being stored In homes, If people want 
to got rid nf II, II 1°" Into prblgt 
cm1 A k>t of thnn art1i'1 awan Iba! 
they &bouldn~ do \l." 

Small bullnenes, wblcb art not 
rubje:ct t.o tbe u.mt dirpoul regula· 
dons u ma}or chemical consumera, 
rtaularly ute mualtlpal dumpa. ln 
Tamp., F1a.1 81000 am.all btlllaeae1, 
lncludlng automotive lbop6.. d1)' del.n· 
m. priDlen ud electroptsi.i... dump 
.., mlJlloo pouDda of w..- ..... 
a )'t:IJ' hlto Lowt1 dumpt Tbf practice 
11 tsptclally d101erou1, said Bob 
McVrty of the florid.a Burfll.u or Waste 
Wanaaement. btcau.ae, "Yoo can dis • 
bolt to DJtb Florida and hit water 1n 
lea than a foot." That'• the water 
- llor\dlaJu drink. 

Dump operators, ~Y munld· 
pal lal1ltadno dtputm••U. the loldaru 
of which are often lli&hted, brivt ti.ea 
sullty of poor ........... l ill Pboenlx 
Wutei wm d11111ped for decadel l•to 
pt••I pits In tht dry bed of Ille Sall 
River. Bui lbe Salt flood& reruWly, 
ud 1.0day mo1llortD1 welll 1how a 
trt1btnhq tally of c:anctr-ca\Mltna and 
Olher din&"""' dlemfcals: ....,Yi<n• 
cblorlde at 4,000 thnu tht bumao 
bellth - .tnyl chlorido, DDT, 
lood, cyanide, .....Uc. 

Landfllla poltu1e ·-lo w.-chllWtU, -.Id Nucy Ever· 
lwt of Lbt Bureau of SoUd Wutt Oi1-
poal: .. Four putitn1 of the iandfllb art 

.. -: ... I .. 
··.~-. 

.~' •. I' ' w• .,,__ .. . polfd rtcional 1andllll In their neigh· 

I 
borhood b)' 1rtting their dty council to 
It.Op funding tht plannJng agrncv eon· 
Ddtrlng thr alte. ln Ft1nklln cOunty, 
Ohio, duun1 tlltd 14 different Uw • 
allll and Ihm IOI tht Ltsillature to 
p&m; a law which, h.ad the governor 001 
Vetoed It, would have 11veo k>cal rt:si· 
=·power to rt)ect any laodtUI pro--

Few londflU1 1ppr011ed 
Local leaden who t&ke the luue 

Hriou1ly taou1h to tr)' to drvtlop 
community aupport for a propo&ed 
Utf.fl!J msy fiDd that ktc&J dVJC llld 
envtromneatal groups an 001 ln1erts1· 
ed. Enviroomenta1 groups are reluc.tant 
Lo enter landflll controve.nies becallSe 
du.mpa att envtroomental lniults ll!ld 
because support tor a landfill might 
put them tn the politloo of condoning 
wuteful hablu and unwlat dtvelop-
mut So tbt usual means of dealing 
with enYitonmenta1 problems may no! 
be IVailablt to Offld&ll. 

BecaUtt of the douf!d ru:lstaoce, 

"They won't vote 
for a landfill 
because they may 
be thrown out of 
office for it." 
very ff!w vlrglD·llte landfill' are 
approved. Caillornla tw lited ooly one 
major new IAndflll 1ucce.sstully since 
1979 Muaach115t!tU bu opened four, 
Ohlo two, New Jer1ey one. Ever linct 
IJUnol1 ut up local ailing bouds to 
approve new landfill•, uid Tom 
ca.vaugb of the mte's Department of 
Solid Wuu Mana&emenl, "The urban 
cowitJet havt bttn unable to get the 
neeeuary votes to Ille anything and 
U they did got the votn, It prob&bly 
w<Wd be 1trUci do'IVtl In the couru " 
Rer)oru from officiala In other areas 
.,.. rlmllar. 

lleaguffa 1w1rm for odorolll goodll• 111 lf11h hluler dump11nothlr lood DI lllMQe In 1 londflU. 

• 1n w.a.achUJettl: "Re&llnicall\•, 
we att aaum.lng that wr won't be sft· 
In& new landlllls. 11 

ether known to be or threaten to be 
pollut1n1. Sevtn lOWUJ have bad Lo 
dcm water 1Uppliel became the land· 
tllJJ are polluthl&. ln ~ of the llltea 
JOU t&ll Ktllally Ille the &.chatt COID• 
In& out of tbe lfOODd,· b\lt It bun~t ---· So """" •nldpalltlea .. looldnt 
for •tw dump •ia. dtiuu are any· 
thiDI but bolpltable. ~ ltUCb pill 
nel&bbor 11aln1t 11el1bbor, clllua 
aplut dtctecl n1t1da1, ..... aaaJut 
town. OD a warm A~ emWt&, •V· 
..... bWldrod peopl• fl1led Ille Contra 
Cotti County Board of S11pervi10rs' 
chamben lo Manlaei, Caltf. They 
........ iu- "' faded prinu, tsbnm-1 
ill booU and denim. pni1..,;ooa1 m'° 
ill bwl.-111111. tl>Otbm with lnfanu 
In arma. TbO)' crowded Ille .W.. and 
apllled not llllO the ball. n..y waved 
lllDf •)'1111 "Nn Dump In My Yan!" 
ud "Doa~ Dellroy OUr Homeo!" 'lb<y 
abouted like tpeCUton al a football 
pmt, ulf...., ml1b1 """'I illtll< 
llaal ...... Tiiey ...... IOI'}' abnUt ~ 

'""'"''· Contra Cotti County U• cloHd 
moat of lta dumpi, and of lbe thrtt 
nmalnln&, oat will dole In lN7 and 
another by 19"5. By lht end of the dtc· 
Ide, the COW!fl' will baV< inlt 14 per· 
cent of 111 dl1poaal capacity The 

111pervilon have made no •ttempt to 
lite • new public landfill becaw.e, they 
•Y· tbty can't force private collection 
a:ta1panJe6 to uae ;uch a site and thert--
fcn doo't want to undertake the ftll.l.ll· 
dal rlakl of development. Private dis-
p:al compa.nJes have pf'OPC*d thrtt 
8ta and an ukin.g tbt supervilon for 
dadr approval. 

Tbe propo1td sites art bard to 
defend. One la within JOO feel off.lilt· 
ill& bomoa and ci- by 1,000 bo.,.. 
befog con.mucted. Another la betwf!fn 
two puk1 and adj•rtnt to Contra 
Loma Reaervolr, a IOUfct of 4rlnkin& 
nw. An ansulJhed mother told the 
1Upervilor1: .. Every boulehold la 1 uaer 
and dllpo.er of tosic maurlall Whit 
paran1ee1 can you &lYt me that thtlf' 
toxic ma~ won't cootamJDJle my 
yard?" Other dtiuu fur thfir nt11h· 
borbood1 wll\ 1uffer beuuu of the 
con1tanl rumbl• of 1arba1r truc:kl 
arrMn& at the dump, .Jhat wind will 
Mo"' lbe nneU ol truh nver tbttr lives, 
that their dty wm becomt the bun of 
pku. Tbty fur property values wUJ 
fall 

All tht propctll'd •lttt art OD tbe 
IU'l llde of the county, In a blue-collar 
Delghborbood tha1 la apprebellllvr of 
tht Whltt-rolla.r communttrs wbo Uvt 
la tbt a-nual par1 ol the COUDf)' and 
work ln San Prancl.co off lee bulk1.ln11 

Said Mike Tu«vith 1 organiur of an 
r.ut county eo1lltJon calltd WHEW 
(We Haw EnoUgh Wulf!)' "Whenever 
there are uode•1rable thing' 10 bt 
tocated, U tber~ 11 a dump or 1 ~I, 
wbe're do you look? Eut count)'1 li. It 
fair Ulat f&S1 country dtiura bl' I.ht 
recipient.a Of Ill the &arbage for lht 
nstof theOJU.nty'?" 

PIOblem wttlt auperviao,. 

• 1n New York aty: Siting new 
iandfllll '1' probobly an lmpouib\111)' " 
Somt MW dispalll c.apadty will comt 
from upamtoo of uilting dtes. But II 
woo't be moop. 

... l'anly\vanla: "W• art rapid· 
I)' --'>Jn& I aid&." 

• 111 Coot.r1 eon. Count)·: "The 
prbqt cloct 11 tickln1, and each day. 
that - by, the onlution to the crlli> 
becomel more ellllive.'' 

Alrad)' wt hive lbt 1pectaclt of 
Tbt aa~ Uneo v.ilhout com· IMllUdic 1arbqt - of dties txportJng 

1Dt11l Tb!y ck>wer or s:igh~ as Uthe flt aarba1e to wbttever di1t&n1 landllll 
of dvtc lfmptr Wl!J'e due ID unnecu· wUJ take IL Tbt CJty of Sa.a f'tanciJCO 
ury c~anld1boeu or neighborhood ru out of dLtpo&aJ tp&Cf In 1968. for 
paroc.hi&liun. Bui tht problem Is clear· JO ye&n It bauJed Ill wute 32 miles 
ly wllb the IUptrvilOU, wbo IUfft~r 90Utb Lo MOUllt&ID View. Bui ODct that 
from ID attltudt that pl11u" mou thy Ud nouah nu to lWll ILi dump 
offlcWJ. G&rblgt lt a.n illut that does tnto a dty park, It aent San ftandJCO 
aot eicltt lhtm. They nt afnld of pac.kJna. San FrancUco now uuclu tu 
btln1 ridiculed for &rllln& bogged refUlf! 55 mUea ea.rt w Altatnonl Pw 
down In truh wbJlt coGlt11UeatJ are In cut Altamont retulel to rmrw ~ 
thhikln& In gl&a and chromt and clam· f'rudsc:o'1 a:intract In 1988, San Fran.' 
ortng for bulldlna permJu and i.onio1 c:laco la pa)'ina Sola.no Counry, to the 
varlanc.e1. ADd aarbagr ti a rllky prop. nortb 1 12.5 mllUon for an option on 
Olfdon for a polltJclao. In a landfill tututt dump fP&Cl· 
dtd8oa tbert art bound to be "-n, PbUadtlphia Ollot dumped ltt truh 
aJMI. lbty aJ'f bound to bt angry to New hney Bui New Jerwy cloNd 

Said Jack Foulk: "It IC&f'N •, k>t of 11 doon and DOW, uid Chari• John· 

r:,u!1=fIB =~~?Y ::.,t ;~~ :tu~:r~db~~:,'~:~?Pi~~,~ 
.to face the poUtkal rulit)' that lhty ip>4 m.arbt Tbcty don't Mn any kina·. 
may bt thrown oul of offln tor It" erm com.mltmtt1ts from anypllct" ; 

And ln coofllct after ronflkt. op.po. NEXT: llCJ'dlac ud laeiMnUoa. • 



Potential of garbage recycling unrealized 
Lack of steady market for recycled materials cited as factor 

nu Is llM! -olld al ttro ..ucJK. Ptur 
Stelllhan b 1 eootrlba1lq editor of 
Aaduboa. tho mqubtt ol tllt N4dooal 
Aadabon Soc:l<f)', !JI •Ille• tkll lltlclo 
orillully epprarod, 

lly PfnA ITEINHAAT 
f11tl!fn ytars ago, America planned 

to 501•• IU gart».ge crisis by rtducing 
Ill• volum• of wute. W• would rer.v· 
cle. We would mAl<• more car.fut c:OO. 
sumer choices. The Ruource R=v•ry 
Act of 1970 declared It national policy 
co separatt. rocover, and rtcyclr r•us· 
able Item' from th• trub h••P· It 
wun't euctly a revolutlonary idea: In 
the 1930s, Los Angelos rtcovered 30 
perctnl of lt.s 10lid wutt, and to World 
War D, Amtrica recycltd 43 per~t ol 
lt1 newsprint. Studies In the 1970s 
1howtd th~t gard•n wast• 1ccounttd 
for 19 percent of municipal and com· 
mer cit.I rtluso. Th•l could ht compost· 
td. Gl1H accounted lor II percent, 
mttals to ptrcent, and paptr 30 por-
cent, and mort of that could bt rtcy· 
cled. There 1temed lo be enormous 
potentlal. 

Todly, however, we rtcycle only 
about 10 ptrc•nt ol our WISlt. And 
dtsplt• a number ol communttlts that 
rtcycle newsprint, glass and metal and 
manag• lo mak• 1 prollt, the trtnd in 
rtcycUng hasn't bttn encouraging. The 
real probltm has not been lo convtnct 
hOUStbolders to save cans and bo«les; 
ll bu bttn to convince Industry to use 
rtcyclrd materials. Industry has bttn 
aet up to use virgin materials. and man· 
agers ar• reluctant to try r•c)'tled 
1tock. In part they worry aboot getting 
uniform quality; In part they worry 
about dtpendabl• dtllv.ry. And II 
rocyclable m1teri1b overcome !host 
burdlts, lh•Y must lice another: Virgin 
materials gtt specl1l tu bentfit~. 
There art, tor tumplt, dtplellon 
allowancts of 15 ptrcent for Iron oro 
and 22 ptrcent for oil, 1tumlnwn, and 
natural gas. Timber companies can 
trt.t forest.! they harvest "' a capital 
gain. There 15 no lret market for 
rtcyclablos. 

In th• end thtrt is no sure marlt•t 
ior all the newaprint, metal, and glass 
that we hoURhold•rs carefully 1tpa· 
rat• and Sl.lck on our suburban curbs. 
Only one American company, th• Gar· 
d•n Slit• Paper Company (of RJcb· 
mond, Va.~ converu newspapers lnto 
newsprint. 

Ill tom• years most of our recycled 
ntwr;print Is uponed. Tbtre la Uttle 
market lor the met in recycled c.aru · 
because It lo tow-grade 1erap. Tb.re 
&rt 800 million Ion• ol hightr·grad• 
itffl sitting on the ground In old aut<>-
mobilt bodlts and other junk, and we 
!DIDlge to 111t only 40 m!Uion too.I ol 
that I year, 

COnv•nient p.ckaglng 
Say1 Cbut .. Jobn1on, technical 

dtrtetor of the Natinnal Solid WIS!ta 
Managtmtnt AuoclatJon, "I havt been 
abocktd at the nwnbtr ol tima that 
th• thing• peopl• bave put out lor 
recycling 10 olf lO lbe landfill any· 
way." Margartt Brown, 1 wutt man· 
agrment consultant buod In Wuhlng· 
ton, D.C,, conctudts "I don't think tbla 
coun1r;· bu any concopt of rteycllnj!. 
And I don't think It ever will." 

In the 1970. we also thought we 
could 1et dtiuDI to reduct wutt by 
btin& more lhou1btfuJ CODllUDers. We 
thought we could convlnet ourttlv.a 
to bu)' f•wer 1oodl or to avoid lhol< 
1oodi 10ld llllide ertra layers of pad· 
•&inc. Wt could rtuat paper ba&a 11 
the oupermarket, blly v•g•t.1bltl with· 
out plactlc wrap, ctrea1' In bulk, and 
bevera1t1 In rtturnable conlllners. But 
lhot hope now 1e•m1 to hove b"n 
Daivt. Mo.I Of our advertlllng rt.-S 
the convenience of p1d.1gl ng, the 
Oll)l·pour spout, the ligbtweJ&bl plar 

The O.egcw.,.n/ROBERl BACh 
Jeff Ayers •umlne• newtpapera II F•r WHI FINIS in llMvefton IHI year. 

tic bottle, th• atra liner co prMerVe 
lrnbnw. 

"Conlumers," 11ys Tmy Trumbull, 
1 former member of the Calllornla 
Wute M.anaa•m•nt Board, "m mort 
willing to buy products with conv•ni· 
enct factors." Our per capita consump-
tion ol bevtrag• conlllners, for tllJ!l· 
pie, doubled bttween 1966 and 1976. 

Al loDI u marktters tpmd billions 
convlndna w; to buy packaging. h wiU 
be bard to convlnct COlllllllltrs other· 
wilt. Tb• pac~rs thtlDltlwll fight 
th- tfloru. In 1982 bottlm apt11t S6 
mllUon lo dele1t bevna1• coutalner 
deposit te1t1lation in CaUlornla. Iii 
Minnesota tbe te1t1l1turt 1n• th• 
ltllt •n~nmtntal d•partmtnt power 
tp .0..0 pickaging, and the departlntnt 

.fU&hed le and banntd plutic milk COO• 
talnert. Tbe p1ch&ln& Industry 
appealed the order Ill the way to the 
Suprtme Court. Mlnneaotl won, but 11 
1 COii ol ,250,000 in legal fees and 1 
lot ol lnlltrltlon. In the llld the rtalt 
never lmplem•nled th• ban and the 
te1!1l1ture concedtd tb1t trying to 
cban«• COlllllllltr llabill wun't worth 
the effort. 

Bumva.bury 
In an odd cbanrse of definition, the 

term "rffOllret recovery," wblcb by 
llatute meant at(lll'ltin& and recycling 
mat•rials, oow meana burning thtm to 
recover entr&Y. II we'rt DOI 1olng to 
reduce the volume ~ wut• or put 
trub In water or bury II on land, th• 
only plact Ith to put It la !ht alr. The 
bis bopt In many citl.a and counties 1' 
to build lnciner1!ol"I IDd 1tnd lllOl1 of 
thot 1arbage up ltnOkeataclu. Scrub-
btrs DOW enable us to m .. t the partlc-
u 11 te emtulon 1tandard• tb1t 1bu1 
down lnr.lneroton In th• 1970.. 

Today lncin•rators CODIWDP about 5 

percent ol the nation'• WISlt. Tbtre u 
1 major tffort undor way to build more 
ol them. New York City just approved 
a mus burning f1cllirf 11 the Brooklyn 
Navy Yard and bopta to conatJuct lour 
oth•rs by the tad of th• contury and 
thereby dlspo1t ol 50 ptrctnl of its 
Wa.stt. Muu.chu..tu officials bopt to 
build enough Incinerators to reduco the 
volume ol wast• beadtd for landfills 
by 50 percent. California Is COlll.idering 
•dozen aucb planll. · 

But lnclneratora faet the 11me 
obj•ctioa. u landfill• Ntlgbbors 
worry about tbe Doi•• of garbag• 
trucks, the whine of macbintry, the 
-II, dedlning prupeny ..u-.. n.y 
worry about air emllllona. There Is 
evld•nce that Incinerators broadcut 
dloxln1 and OCber tallns. lncln•raton 
can be designed to burn al high enough 
~r•lllrM IO dNtmy auch poUY· 
tants. But like ltW14!• work• and 
power pl1nt1, lnclnoruoro brtak 
down. They atop wbtn worktn go on 
IU!ke. They deptnd on 1 otudy supply 
ol 1ll'bl&•, and II that fal1' th• results 
can be dilutrous. 

Two Ytll'I ago tin)' luaen Commu· 
Dlty Colt.gt at SuwviU. In northeast· 
ern Calllornil contracttd to run lbe 
1t1te'1 llrat wutt-tcrtnorgy plant. 
luaen hoped to malt• 1 profit. But 1 
contract with th• neighboring county 
to dellvor lt1 &arbag• wu ntvor 
1lgn•d, and tb•n lb• plant proved 
unable lo burn wood wutt£ u orig!· 
nilly eipected. Tndty uuen must 
Import sarbagt 80 mil.a, from Rtno, 
Ntv., lo kttp the plant operating. and 
lb• entr&Y produced 1' not paying lu 
co.t. Tbe coll•&• 1' lodng ban.ltruptcy. 

Evtn II th• beat acenariO<I w• are 
now writing tor wute m1n1gement 
come co pa.a - If "'' rtcycl< 25 per· 
cont of lbt waru and burn 50 per""nt 

- wt'U llill bav• 25 percent sitting 
around in ub and non-combustible 
wutes. We will still need landfills. 
And that likes us back to th• original 
probltm: Nobody wants one next door. 

ll 1' In fact possible to dtsign and 
operate 1 safe landfill. It requlros dou· 
bl• clay lln•ro with ltak detection 
oqulpm•nt to disco>'tr luchate before 
It pollu1u ground water. It r~uires 
careful monitoring. It requlros •florts 
co 1tt that dangtrous conctntrations of 
me than• gas don't build up u microbes 
con1ume tb• burltd garb1g•. ll 
requlrts huvy equipment co cover the 
dump With earth dally. It rtqulrts tdu· 
catioa ol th• public 111d programs to 
..., that w• don~ routinely dlspo1e of 
llammablt, caustic. and pol50oous 1Ub-
1tance1 along With th• paptr plates, 
junk mall, table K'l'lpl!, discarded plas-
ter, .- cuttings, and old &hots. Ttch· 
nically, It can be <loot. 

Clan connlct 
But that ttcbnlcal simplicity Is It.elf 

part ol the siting problem. Mort of the 
debatt over a dump focuses on th• gto-
loglcal roport and the llktllhood of 
1round water contamination. Yet that 
11 cltarly not all thot i• on peopl•'• 
mlndl wben they oppose 1 dump. More 
olten, It is not chemical pollution but 
poUutlon of other torts that the public ,..,., 

Garbage bu In our ooctety been 
bondltd by th• dl11d\'1otaatd - by 
1lav.a h> old Pbiladtlphla or poor Ital· 
Ian Immigrants In th• 1920s. Wt Iden· 
t!fy truh With the vokeloa and unen· 
lranchloed. Thot '• one rtason land till 
cri1t• are 50 ofttn argutd u It th•y 
were class conllicts. Cltiuns ot tasttrn 
Contn COIU County In Calllornlo 51W 
th•m••lvu 11 victim• of wtilthier 
ntlghbon. Resldtnt1 ol 1outhern 
Franklin County in Ohio lelt th•y Wtr• 

btlng vlctlmlttd by north count)' 
•w•lls whrn 1 landfill was lorat•d 
Among thtm. Neighbors of lht Brook· 
lyn Nal')' Yud cntd racl•rr. Wh•n the 
Sanitation D•partm•nt propostd 1n 
lncln•ratar thtre. 

A few llUng proc«lur.o have r<><· 
ognlud !his &honcorruqg and opened 
dlacU••ions thar allowtd neighbors of• 
new lan~flll to &alvagr aom• of th•ir 
dignity. ln Rlv.md•, Calif,, for uam· 
pit, n•lghbors of a propo~ landfill 
ntgotloted With laodflll operators to 
lfcurr guuanttt• of their proptrt)' 
valut5, to open the landfill optrator's 
~ords to scrutiny by ntlghbon, and 
to ln•tall a syrt•m of rtbuttabl• pre· 
aumptlon&. In this way, If ground 
water bt<am• contamlnattd and anv 
Dtlghbors IUfftrtd htallh tfftcU, th

0

t 
operation• would comptnsat• th•m 
without a courtroom contost. Th• 
agr .. ment alao calltd for tht rest or 
th• county to reduce lb• volum• or 
lruh gentrattd. 

Says Trumbull, whose consulting 
company h•lptd ntgotJat• th• •Ir<•· 
men!, "People wert Willing to 1cctpt 
the landfill If evtryon• else was going 
to rrcycl• and th•r. was aolng to ht a 
composting facility." 

Th• State of Wisconsin bas •ll•d 
aevtral land!ills under a program that 
1tparatts th• •nvironmtntal and tqulty 
queatlons. A landfill proposal may ht 
dtfoattd during the ttchnlcal rovlew 
but not during a later round of commu· 
nlty negotiations. Howtver, th• later 
ntgoll1tlo11.S allow neighbors to tnract 
comptn&atioru and guarantte.S. 

Un-n comp•nion 
Glvtn our ignoranct or garbage and 

our desirt not to think about it, such 
t•chniques are not likely to be 
employed wldtly. Perhaps the most 
serious Uptet of >,be crisis 15 th• lact 
that govornm•nt agencies bave be•n 
dtvotlng less and It$& 1tttntlon to It. 
The 1976 Resource Consorvatlon and 
Rtcovery Act sot up an Office of Solid 
Waste In the Environmtntal Protection 
Agency and gave It funds to holp !tales 
and local agencies reduce waste, pre>-
mot• rocycllng and plan for future 
landfills. 

Says SllSID Mann ol EPA, "We bad 
a prttty active program of ltchnical 
assiltance, wbich gave $32 million to 
the ltltts In throe yurs." But the Rta· 
gan 1dminlstraiton stopped lundlng the 
ltllt programs. Ill part It was a budg· 
etary decision. In part it WM a change 
of t111pbllis. According to Mann. ''Tb• 
maln thrust 11 EPA now Is baz.ardous 
wane, wbich is a national priority." 
Moo ol th• officials who one< worbd 
OD tolid WU!<! DOW work on Superlund 
cleanup 1ctlVitlts. EPA no longtr 11th· 
•rs dat.1 on how much wute we &••· 
er11t, and 111t longer 'Promote• rttY· 
cling. 

The result ol th• abift bas been cat· 
utrophic tor local etlorts. "In th• llrst 
two years after the Reagan admlnis· 
tralton pulled out of RCRA," Trumbull 
11ys, "'all tbe rtatts pulltd out of what 
they wore doina." California, lor 
tumpl•, one< budatted $1 million lor 
public rtlation• and $6 million lor 
grants to local communlti•• to help 
reduce wlSlt. ll doa that DO longer. 

And ao the crisis d .. ptn.s. A< our 
civ!Jiutlon arow• more and more com· 
plt1, It produce. mnrt wastt. And we 
...,m loa and tw 1blt to think about 
It. Trull Is th• u111ttn companion of 
progress. ptrbaP' Ill ln•vttabl• reault. 
Mavbe boc1u1e W• Ilk• the ldta of 
proirHS mor• tlwl lbe actuality, we 
don't took clo1e enough to 1t• th• 
paradox. Wt think joyfully about can 
and tou!trs, ci>etltburgtn and cleans-
ers, and the p1ck1glna that gots 
around It all. But It may lake braver or 
lollghor minds to think about the 11.r· 
baa•. RJaht DOw, w' jult don't 1ttm 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 major issues discussed. Further meetings wi:l 
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, ~irkpatric~ and Gardner, Metro staff members, Fred ~ansen 
(DEQ director) and Lorie Parker (DEQ): 

* The collectors expressed high frustration with the C!ty of 
Portland decision (which came the day before) on the recycling 
program. The collectors wil: have little involvement with the 
program (except for the collection of newspapers), but they will 
be paying for it throug~ a permit fee. 

* Collectors reasserted their opposition to the certi:lcatior~ 
program and their bel!ef t~at !t !s unworkajle. 

* Whether the rate differential was a ''rate benefit" or a 
"rate pe::ialty" was discussed. 

Meeting June 12 between Tri-C and myself: 

* The collectors cautioned that certificat!on !'ates, and t~e 
programs required under certification, could create (in an 
unfranchised area) a competitive disadvantage for complying 
haulers versus non-complying haulers. That there exist "raiders" 
and other "outlaw" haule!'s was emphasized. They questioned 
whether the City of Portland could be depended on to enforce 
certification requi~ements. 

* 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 and self-haul. 

In ger~eral, both meetings indicated g:-ea.t f::."i.:.st:."at.:'..o:!"~s by !::2-;.::e:'s 
with the changes being brought by SB 405 and Metro's Waste 
Reduction Program. 



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

What is Metro's certification program? 

Why is certification important? 

What is Metro's role 
in the program? 

Who will develop the standards? 

Facts about 
certification 
The certification program is a nwchanism 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. · 

Waste from some typeS of sources can be readily processed for 
recovery of recyclable materials. Foc 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. 

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. 

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. 

(<Ml) 



Who is responsible for 
implementing the program? 

Is certification mandatory? 

What is the Metropolitan 
Service District? 

Where can I get more 
information? 

The responsibility is divided between local jwisdictions, the Metro 
executive officer (Metro staff), the Local Government Advisory 
Committee on Certification (LGACC), the Solid Waste Policy 
Advisory Committee (SWP AC) and the Metro Council. For 
example: 

• The designation of local certification units is done by 
local jurisdictions and submitted to Metro; SWP AC 
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. 

• SWP AC develops yearly certification standards with the 
assistance of Metro staff and LG ACC. 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. 

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. 

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, 
ttansportation planning, administrating the urban growth boundary 
and providing local governments with technical and data services. 

Contact Wayne Rifer in Metro's Solid Waste Department, 221-
1646. 

6186 
100% n=cycled paper 
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