


SOLID WASTE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

SWPAC 

MINUTES DECEMBER 15, 1986 

Committee Members Present: 

Committee Members Absent: 

Staff Present: 

Guests: 

AGENDA ITEM 

Kathy Cancilla, Shirley 
Coffin, Michael Pronold, Pete 
Viviano, Carolyn Browne, Dick 
Howard, Mike Sandberg, Dave 
Phillips, Robert Harris, Bruce 
Rawls 

Teresa DeLorenzo, Ed Gronke, 
George Hubel, Delyn Kies, Gary 
Newbore, Craig Sherman 

Dan Durig, Yvonne Sherlock, 
Wayne Rifer, Dennis Mulvihill, 
Rich Mcconaghy, Steve Rapp, 
Gerry Uba, Sandy Coats 

Jim Gardner, Metro Council 
Dist. #3; Richard Waker, 
Presiding Officer Metro 
Council; George Hubel, 
Chairman Rate Review Commit-
tee; Marianne Fitzgerald, DEQ 
Waste Reduction Program; Bill 
Culham, private citizen 
Washington County; Estle 
Harlan, OSSI 

Approval of Minutes 

The meeting as called to order at 12:00 ap.m. by co-chairperson 
Kathy Cancilla. 

Kathy pointed out that there was a correction to the November 17, 
1986 minutes, page 2, first paragraph, third sentence, delete 
"that" preceding Estle Harlan's name. Since there were no 
further corrections, the minutes were declared to be approved as 
read. 

AGENDA ITEM Announcements 

Wayne Rifer will address the need for a special January meeting 
during his briefing. Yvonne Sherlock reported that four SWPAC 
and three staff members went on the field trip to Grimm's and 
McFarlane's. 



AGENDA ITEM BRIEFING (INFORMATIONAL) -
REVIEW OF STATUS OF SB 405 
COMPLIANCE 

Wayne Rifer gave some background, stating that for the first year 
the certification standard will be compliance with SB 405 and 
that we are requiring no further reporting or requirements over 
and above those of SB 405 and the reporting to the DEQo We would 
be taking the DEQ's review of the Wasteshed reports as the word 
on whether jurisdictions are certified. We had anticipated 
originally, in the schedule, that sometime in the fall of 1986 
the reoorts would come from DEQ and we would then be able to use 
those to determine by the first of January '87 whether each indi-
vidual jurisdiction is certified. Marianne will give a report as 
to status of the DEQ review of Wasteshed Recycling Reports. The 
reports will be the basis for recommendation from SWPAC to 
Council, as to which jurisdictions are certified. SWPAC should 
keep in mind, during this presentation, whether we should proceed 
in terms of certifying jurisdictions or wait until all wasteshed 
reports are in and do all of them at once. 

Jim Gardner, Metro Councilor from District 3, arrived for the 
meeting, was introduced to SWPAC members, and made some brief 
comments. 

Marianne Fitzgerald, from DEQ, was introduced to the committee 
and proceeded with her review of SB 405. The DEQ report "Ap-
proval of Wasteshed Recycling Report" was distributed to SWPAC 
members along with a copy of the Recycling Report for West Linn. 
There has been one Wasteshed approved (West Linn) September 16, 
1986, and another, for Clackamas County was on the director's 
desk to be signed December 15, 1986. These reports tell what 
eac~ area is doing to comply with the Recycling Opportunity Act. 
The Multnomah Wasteshed report has been reviewed, but it won't be 
approved until January because of some deficiencies in the 
franchising. The review of the Washington Wasteshed has just 
begun. The ~ity of Portland's Wasteshed report has been held up 
because they are slow to implement their recycling program. On 
Wednesday, December 17, the Portland City Council is expected to 
make a decision on recycling. The reports only tell what 
programs are in place. DEQ is proposing to make the recycling 
reports an annual project. There is no data in the reports -
they don't tell how well the programs are working, they only tell 
what types of systems are in place, so DEQ is proposing that 
beginning in calendar year 1987 the local governments submit data 
as to volumes collected and participation. Statewide, 65 of 70 
cities have on-route programs and are complying at the required 
levels. Only the cities of Portland, Pendleton, Hermiston, 
Milton-Freewater and La Grande do not have on-route collection 
programs. Pete Viviano questioned whether there were any other 
jurisdictions with competitive hauling systems, besides Portland. 
Marianne reported that two jurisdiction, Eugene and Florence, are 
competitive and in compliance. There are 38 Wastesheds - three 



have already been approved and the fourth was approved today. 
Dave Phillips questioned whether the DEQ will be able to handle 
annual reviews of the wastesheds that contain even more informa-
tion when the four wastesheds that have been approved ( The 
counties of Marion, Deschutes, and Clackamas and the City of West 
Linn) have proven so time consuming? Marianne replied that they 
should be able to handle the workload. Discussion followed on 
recycling problems that have arisen recently, including appli-
ances, mufflers, steel shavings and batteries, and it was pointed 
out that one of the problems is that Oregon is not large enough 
to create its own market for recycled products and DEQ is trying 
to coordinate marketing efforts with the State of Washington. 
Wayne Rifer summarized for Marianne, stating that if the Commit-
tee is interested in going for certifying four of the five 
wastesheds within the Metro area, less the City of Portland, 
January time frame might work where we would have reports coming 
in from DEQ on four of the five. If you would rather wait until 
all five are in, it would probably be February at the earliest 
and more likely March. Dick Howard stated that he felt waiting 
was not efficient, and we should process the ones we have now so 
we won't have to add staff at the last minute. The committee was 
in agreement with Mr. Howard's suggestion. 

Richard Waker, District 2 Council Representative and Presiding 
Officer of the Metro Council was introduced to the Commitcee. 

AGENDA ITEM Briefing - Discussion of 
Certification Policies and 
Procedures Codification 

Wayne Rifer explained that this is a set of policies and pro-
cedures for the certification program that would be adopted by 
the Metro Council as portion of the Metro Code. Wayne passed out 
a Draft Staff Report which has been prepared for the Council 
Solid Waste Committee which Councilor Gardner Chairs. He also 
passed out an opinion from Metro's legal counsel on enforcement 
methods for certification. The reason this all went to the 
Council Solid Waste Committee is to advance notify them of the 
process coming through and also to deal with the question of the 
rate study which included the rate differential for the cer-
tification program which should be adopted by Council but not 
implemented because another method is being worked on with 
haulers and local jurisdictions. At the Council Solid Waste 
Committee meeting a request was made that counsel address the 
foundation within state law of doing a certification program 
itself and the degree to which Metro is getting directly involved 
with the collection end of the disposal system. What is our 
legal authority to do that and is the Certification Program 
getting Metro involved in the management of the collection end of 
disposal? Are we doing planning or management? Legal counsel is 
addressing those issues and the findings will be brought to the 
full Council later this week. Discussion followed on certifica-
tion within the City of Portland and franchising versus licensing 
haulers, and how franchising relates to the enforcement of the 



Waste Reduction Program. Because of the legal questions, there 
has been some delay in the policies and procedures code which was 
originally slated for presentation to the Council on January 22. 
Consequently, there will be no need for an extra SWPAC meeting in 
January. 

AGENDA ITEM BRIEFING - LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Dennis Mulvihill referred to the Staff Report and Resolution 
which were included in the agenda packet "Adopting Principles for 
a Legislative Program for the 1987 Legislative Session" and 
reported to the Committee that there are several pieces of 
legislation that are being discussed but nothing is certain yet. 
The items include: 

1. Household Hazardous Waste - discuss with legislature the 
need for additional funding for the collection program. 

2. Purchasing Policy - DEQ maybe introducing legislation 
calling for purchasing policies for recycled paper products. 

3. Plastics - DEQ Task Force conclusion was that there wasn't a 
lot that can be done. The only thing to be introduced is 
extending existing legislation for the tax credit for 
manufacturers of the machines that use recycled plastics. 

4. Alternative Technology - The staff's conclusion is that more 
certainty is needed in siting the project and they intend to 
go to the Council and ask for permission to go to the 
legislature and ask them to extend the functional planning 
authority. 

5. Bottle Bill - Not sure what's going to be included. Staff's 
going to support anything that increases the amount of 
recycling. 

6. Letter of Credit - relates to Alternative Technology. We 
thought we had the ability to get letter of credit, as we 
will be borrowing money for facilities, but we have an 
opinion that we don't have the authority. 

The Cornmi ttee was asked if there were any questions or comments. 
Discussion f~llowed on recycling wine coolers, including all 
glass, metal and plastic beverage containers as recyclables 
(since the ones not redeemable for money are laying on road-
sides), litter created by convenience stores and fast food chains 
and the Bottle Bill's scope, cdst to the retailer and effective-
ness, especially in relation to plastics. 

AGENDA ITEM BRIEFING - RATES AND FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Steve Rapp reported that the Council is being asked to adopt the 
$16.90/ton at St. Johns for commercial rate (18% increase) and 
the $3.50/cyd for public waste to be implemented April 1, 1987. 
Major factors in the increase are: 1.) Marion County Waste-to-
Energy Plant disposal; 2.) Waste Reduction Program; and 3.) the 
cost of delaying the rate increase until April. The Staff's 
recommendation to the Council goes along exactly the way SWPAC 



made their recommendations, including that the non-compliance 
fee under the Certification Program be adopted even though it 
will not be implemented. Also, the recommendation includes 
asking that Reuse Center rates not be used for direct incentives; 
that there be reduced fees for source-separated yard debris, and 
that the waste diversion method authority be approved. Steve 
distributed a chart showing what can be expected in rates. The 
last two years there have been increases because of the cost of 
siting the new landfill and the cost of the transfer station. In 
dealing with the fund balance, we have two goals in mind, we want 
to look at our long-term financial strategy and also to moderate 
and stabilize rate increases. Our financial advisors are 
recommending we establish an operating debt, capital development, 
capital repair and replacement, and environmental insurance 
reserves. Having reserve accounts in these areas would help 
Metro with its credit rating. Right now have $3,500,000 fund 
balance and the advisors are recommending that we allocate most 
of this fund balance into those reserve accounts. Staff is 
heeding that advice, but we are also recommending that we spend 
$810,000 of fund balance in pulling down the rates, which has 
been included in the recommended rates. SWPAC members will be 
receiving a letter regarding the Rate Review Committee's partic-
ipation in the Rate Study, and Steve distributed the Rate Review 
Committee's recommendation to SWPAC. Michael Pronold asked the 
per cent of the tipping fee to the hauler's overall cost. Estle 
Harlan replied that it is about 17%. Discussion followed 
regarding the Rate Review Committee meetings and their con-
clusions. George Hubel, Chairman of the Rate Review Committee 
was introduced and stated that they had held two meetings and the 
main issues were, "Do we believe what we are being told?" and 
"Given that information, what sort of policy should be used?" 
The process of setting rates involves a lot of work and research, 
and he thinks Metro is getting better and better with the 
process. 

AGENDA ITEM DECISION - ADOPTION OF COST-
EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF 
YARD DEBRIS COLLECTION OPTIONS 

Wayne Rifer stated that this is a very important decision as the 
Committee and Council are talking about a whole separate collec-
tion system at everybody's curbside in this region. The Tri-
County Council and one of the haulers have been very helpful in 
working with Gerry Uba on the options, and Wayne wants to be sure 
that what comes to SWPAC has been looked at very carefully. The 
information is incomplete but will be ready for the next meeting. 
In working on this project, staff has a couple of questions: 1.) 
Will the "garbage out - garbage in" theory work. If you remove 
one pound of yard debris from the can of a residential customer, 
does that pound of garbage stay out or will it be replaced by one 
pound of additional garbage? The cost benefits of the yard 
debris collection program can be seen reflected in disposal costs 
which are avoided and collection costs, if there is less weight 
in the can. (Yard Debris accounts for 14.5% of the waste stream). 
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2.) If Metro says they consider it cost-effective to spend, for 
example, $12.00 a family a year for a separate collection system 
for Yard Debris, we need to know whether the public in the area 
is behind such a service. Discussion followed on the measurement 
of garbage - weight versus volume. Kathy Cancilla supported 
Wayne's contention in the "Garbage out - Garbage in" statement. 
Pete Viviano stated he felt the $8.35/yr. his associates stated 
it was going to cost was probably correct if there was one yard 
debris pick-up per month. Dick Howard suggested the program 
discouraged on-site recyclers and he felt the charge for Yard 
Debris should be visible, not invisible, to encourage on-site 
composting and recycling. Shirley Coffin inquired about the time 
line on this decision. Wayne stated that next month the Com-
mittee will be receiving the cost analysis and a decision may 
require an early February meeting. He projects that by July 
jurisdictions will make decisions on how to address the standards 
and in January of 1988 should begin implementing the program. 
The program implemented should be sized to the market for the 
materials. 

The next meeting will be January 19, 1987. The meeting was 
adjourned at 1:50 p.rn. 
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.MEMORANDUM . 

DATE: .Tanuary 5, 1986 

TO:. Tri-O. ,, 
·' '· ---~· . 

·' .noM: wayne R'ifer · 

UGAJmi•G:·Calculating the Savings in. Solid Wast~.Disposal Du~ to 
· · Diversion of Yard Debris · · 

The purpose 'ct. this •. analysis ·is to ini.tiate disGus~ion 
. on .a question which .is critical to,,· dt!termining .the 
·.costs of a ya~d • debris collection system ..... · Prediction 
.of the savings which can be· expected from instituting · ,, 
yard debris collection does not·lend,itself to precise 

. measurement. However, a I reasonable I prediction. must 
be presented. to the Metro Council. ·The following 

·.• testimony' . from. various .. waste management professionals-. 
should help frame the discussion. . '.\ . c!. 
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PROBLEM. STATEMENT - -,,.-
---:---.;·>h ... ;-, :~,,-· 

·.···. -_ .·· .. - The. establishlllent of a .• separate colle.ctiori system for yard 
.-debris .will impact costs. fdr disposal and collection of garbage.· . 

. - -' f. ' ,; '·:·~ ::·--" ' . ._ - • ' \\ - ' - - - - - '; ·. - - - ' . - .. • . ''_ by reducing- the amount of material collected, as mixed waste. 
These savings,' or "diversion credits11, are an. important factor in ''-
calculating the-. net cost to a.·· jurisdiction 'establish a_- yard . 
debris collectiori'-systelll~ -- · - ., · · - ·• '' · ·· -

,_ .• ·-: ···-..... - •.•. ·.·.. . . . ' - .• ... · ..... ··. . .· .· .. 'i.'~ ·"'··- ..•... · · .. ·· 
, .-· -.:. .. ;>It ... the', toi lo\Olingquestion ·.could, bl!•. answe'red,,; .a reliable.·· 

:,:;·;·P,reCii_~:i,o,~~,c~\l.d._D;.maC~e: __ •·- _··. __ -.--.· c·:;:.i ··.::·. _ ··. ·· ;~:. , - _· ... - ·· 
··If_ a ';v~rd,,Ci~bl'is col~.~cti.on .system' picks up -a_ cer.tain .. ·· 

amount 'of ,material, . by what portion of that amount will 
the mixed waste stream be reduced? j•,' ' 
• . 1 ' • 

_;_ .. ,-. 

been.•·:-·.·n ted by the waste collection industry .that the .. · 
. _-.-- . -· . • . .· _- '' - ''- ... _; --_ . . ·._ 'I - ' - ~ ' '- ._, . -· ·.· . . -: -.- .11 ' - . . . -··recycling programs does not_ proportionately·· 

nnn'' +·· .. ·of material in ·.the garbage' .. can •. • .. customers 
ner · erial to. fill the can; . If .. this; is true· for 

--~'diversion credit'' would be applied(. for only •· 
•-.,;',c.:i··~ ... :. debris. which is collected~· · · ·. · ·. ·· · 

. •I . - . , 

tioll, wi.th .. a well publicized ~oll.ection ~~rvice 
yarci debris may be· set out for collection' which 

wuu.Ld have been self-hauled to .a processor or pl'ivately .. 
. . r··. 
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_. •:"'.··~· ... ··;;-- ·The Cit,y .. :.of Minneapolis .institu.ted·:a.·monthly curbs.ide.· 
. collection. system citywide· and 'has measured a ,.6- diversion 
rate after' factoring in. the natural growth of waste· flows. 
· ( rf ~ Stev.e Beseke, Minneapolis Recycling Office) 

.Montclair,. NJ' (pop •. 38,000) estimates a 10- reduction .of 
·· .. ; . · waste flows due to a mandatory recycling program •. They.·. have.·· 

" :: ... ·· =-·r"e'duce'd their mixed . waste collection work.;.f_or,C:e.,cby:· 5~6. 
· ·' . workers; · r'educ~d' .. trips to landffll' by~·,50 .;per year,. and 

' >estimate a: total' cost avoidance.' of' .$200, 000 ~ ' ( rf ~ 'J'ean 
:· · · . Clarki' Montclair ·Public; Works Dept~) · · · . · · · · · ' · 

' ,,• ..... ,,·. •.. lo • . , , .'.';", •• ,' 
. •. ' ... • . 'I • • • • ' . -. ~_:, • . . • " ·~· ~-:;· ' . ' ' • .. 

·. ,3)·· >Yard·Debr'is is generated separately from.householdwaste and.:· 
. '. is:J:·:often placed ()Ut .•,f?r; collection ,separate fr~m other: waste ;\andy' .·•,. 

· it.·is.often levied anadditionalcharge. It is··reasonable;:to· · _., "·· . ' ' .. ·'·· " . . ' ' . . . ,,, ' - ~ . ' . . . - . ' . . -· . -- . ' . }'expect .that' a: high percentage· of :yard' debris which ·is currently 
. set• out separate' from ''mixed' 'waste .. would be.· di.verteci from > 

·. landfilling if· collected separately. · 
'• :' 

': ' .· '•J . . . . . . . .. ' . . ',). . , ' ·, 'l ' ... ' . . . ·. .:· 

.. · Y.•,Stanisl.aus. County; CA conducted. a waste composition,:study 
·.· ... ,. which measured the amounts of. yard· debris>,in )residentiaL 

,·,' packer 'tr~cks,· •. which appe~red to have•been separa~e at the_' 
<source (contained 'in plastic bags; 'etc. ) ; :i·· The ratio of yard' 

b · s in 'this·e. ~·source separable!' ~category:(· . · · · ·· ya~d ·. 
·~·i· · the ''m : .,material•recovery.•unlikely .· · · . ' . ·. u... . """ ....... - .. , ... ·"J-' .--.~·"-l" .. · ., •, • -----~ . Ho,we,veir ·,'1:;: the.-.c.:imprecision·~of . .,~this ··meiaLa•uz·eilleili t:2Y:; ; 

method:,;cand ·'Cf'::at"·t-nPA• which aaite'~Stanlslaus. Co~ ··u' ·•pu 
.. u .... :< . . 0· are,a: do\ not ::iu!'rmi t::.O;direct: . 
:figu'i•es· here~· ... ·( rf.~ Tania Lipshutz'; . 

.J.ncarna· tion, Inc~) .. ; •·'· · · ' ·· ' · · · 
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M~tro's Legal Auth9rity to conduct. the Certif.fcation Program 
.·- ·,·'·' 

• ! • . . . . 
. . ~ ; '\!. i ' . . ~ -- . _··;. . 

State law and executive 
management in the three 

Collection · 
Disposal 

order assign authorities 
county area as follows: 

Cities· and 

"' . '· •. 

for solid waste 

Counties 

Solid Waste Planning 
Metro 
Metro-

·~-
. jJ 

·, ... 

· Local gov~rnment authorities in waste · · ·_ 
· collection are further restricted by 'the_ · · · 

:)_.('.-

.- state ·I~w ·assigns .. authority. for.· · 
; - . coileC:tion frarictii.sing to local _ ' 

·' 
• j" 

•. '!-

. goverrurierits ·. and'. directS them • to . carry .... 
.. ·. out regiomil waste . •anagement . and . wasj~ ' 

Metro solid . waste ·• •ariagelllent pllm.- · -. ,,_._, ,;r,.~/ 
- . - -- ---- ' - . --. >';',:.'" ·'· ·.·-~: ·1' . "'. ,. :··;·.j/·_· 

'· ·, 4&9.095 lRNtrictiou OD autborfty or < 

,:, ' localcover~ment uliita; (1) N~ ordin~ce;, 1 • 
· - " order, regulation or contract affectmg sohd ~r • · 

reduction plans .. · ' " · 

• ,. _ .. _ 4&9.2oo City, et)unty autborJty to iasue liquid waste disposal, resource recovery or sohd · . 
collection~·ilervice francbilleS; opportunity waste·management>sball be adoJ)ted by a local · 
. to recvcle; rates •. (l) The Legislative Assembly 10vemment unit if such ordi.Diince, order, regula~ 

· .• finds that providing for collection service includ- ·. . •. tion. or ·.contract conflicts with;. regulations. . . 
ing but not limited to. the collection ofrecyclable · . • · adopted by. the ;~ommission punniant' to ORS .. . . 

·. material as part of the opportunity to recycle is a 459.045 or with a solid waste management plan or 
matter of state-wide concern. ·_. . - · · ·· ._.· program adopted .by a metropolitall_llervi~e dis~ 

•.. . : (2) The exerciseofthe~uthoritygranted'by trict and approved by the department or anY· 
· .. this section' is subject to ORS 221.735 and . · · >, . ·_ ordisltlnces ,or regulations adopted punuant.•to : > 

·•",!c) -4R9:~:tr~3l~~th~ inteni~fth~ ~gisl~~i~~Assem;: - 0 . ., . . . such plari or'program: -.- .,·.·· . _, ..... -•.. - . 

. -• bly that a Cit',)· or co\lnty may displace competi- · •-
. . tiori with a system ofregulated' collection &er'\'ice.. . . < ;: • ' . . • : . l'; ' - • ' - ,:~, 

. ' ' . . .· 
by issuing franchises which may be exclusive. if . · · ·, The.,)~gislative int~nt that Metr~ .. ·.,, ·_ .. _ 
aer ... ice. areiis are,allocated: The.city or county _.·· .• · ·· · ··· develop' arid- implement a waste, reduction . 

·.me); recognize an' existing collection- service;' A.. .. - -. program ··which ,address.·.· au·-. aspects ·.of . ·-·.·.· 
city or count)· may award or.renew a franchise for waste management was furthe'r emphasized 
collection se'r\·ice with or without bids or requests ' _. in · SB 662 of the· '1985 session; - .. 

• • ! •'/. -.\' 'c • •:,, [ • .,-:.,.. ··,< . . ::,~· • •'!'"l,<,;·v.: • ~>:;::'·.·:·: .. ··, 
o:·. :._: ';• ~..; ,:;- ,.<. • ~ ·;~\·. ' i,, ::~:· . • .• _-.<"~-~}·:;!>:\:'- : ,: ~~-. ·-· :·, , . ".~.·--: >·~:-~:·.·:·.: ,-_-:::-·:;>_·:'- :-:--··v:.' "-< : .. --,;' , 

carryi111g t)uf thE!.' alllUlC>Jit.y granted by : • ·· ,:, < - < 'S.C~ 8; (1) Tlie metroPOiiiazl .-emce.diatrict Orpniled ·. · · 
Sel~tic)n, for and on · 1~ . ' ' ' IUidu ORS Chipt.er 2681b811 prepai.; a eolid wute liicluCtion '<:\- .. 

/(~i~~lf;<~~tll St.ate of Or·egc>n tO ·.early out: ·-·· · · · pqiaui. SUc:h Procram lball prOvide for: · ·. ·. · : :: ;, · '': · 
pu:rpoees1.of ORS 459.015; . . . ·•·· · . -··' . : .. (~J A ro'm!Ditme~t ~'d,e ciisu;~ to·~t~y ~uce ;,. . 
-; requirement& of ORS 459:oo5, · · . · .. ~ volumi ofiolid wute tluat would oiherwiM be di.poMd of,W.' . 

· , . ~IO~.u.&;o, · 459.035; 459;165 to: 459.200,· 459.250, · · · ·• · · · .•. ·. in laild' dillpOI8) iitea thioucldec&niciuft irleludiJic; but not' :•. 
'·. . . ancH,,~,,9~~95;'i .·. ~ .. ·.,. ' • ·_ . ' ., .. .·•. .. . .. ·.--- limited to, rate IUUCtures: lOW nduCtion; ncYcliDc. rUe.. .; 

(c) Waste J.educiion Procramsi and · .. _ . . . - .. •·· And~ recovery; • : ·_ ~~ : ; ii ~ ( . • : • .. i - · -
· - · ·· - · . - -· - · - · ·-- ·· · · · ·· · - -. . . (b) A timttablefor implementilil aaeh Portion ohbt 

! if-~:~;w:X:c. : ' •. _)(d) The ltate soiid wute mAnagement pian. . if eolid Waite redu~ion PJ'OII'UD; • . ·. " . . 
.c':.~.: · .. · • · . · · '· :--_;, ,_··, .. ' ·., ·, r' ,; ·.·:· -· "• ·_, "".i '. :.··; -~··_;,.·· .··1'' · .. -.. · ;, .... _- .. · ... -. ' 

·- _ . ·.---·-·.• ;i. _ -.-. · . • .~~·n/·: . ·•·· . . .. ~J~~:!:!t:t~~!c~~=e~!~~~ 
._.. ORS 459 :defines franchises~ broadly. · · · llaaibleandthltcanyoutthepubliepolicydelcribediriORS 

. Solid. waste: 111anagement includes '1. • --. , · : 459.015 (2); and · v . .. . . . . , .. : .-· .... _ ,_ ... _ _. 
<collection: services. . . . . (d) Procedura --IIIW'8te with the tYPe And volume .. 

· · ohol id wuta .-rated withiD the diatrict. . · · ·:t ,' ·--::•. ,. ,: ·.;-

•. ,,.,,. ..•.. lt.' < ·'. ·- ·'·. . , ·· ....... ··.· ., .: .. (; .. . 
•···•·.:; .. ·•····.· ·· .. .,:.: •. : cc):•eouection&anchile~ ~ • hnchile,-

,., •. ,., .•. ::., .... ·-· eeltifiC.te; contract or lieenae iuued by. city or 
--.· .. ciOunty authorizing a penon to J)l'Ovide collection 
· ~ervice. 

. . . ·_ (19) •Solid waste m•n1gement" means pre-
.. - - vention or reduction of aolid waste; management 
· ·•· ·- - collection, transpOrtation, treat- . 

· · ·_ proeessing and fmal dispoaal of . 
~~~;:du~.i:J reseurce recovery from solid waste; · a neCelaafY or Convenient tO 1uch 

•. . . -.: . . . . . . . : \\_ •• ·. . .A\,.. . 
. _ ..... , ... 

.-,,_ 
'-~ ... ·,·. 

To cafry out this dire~ti~e •. the Metro, · .. 
Council adopted the Waste Reduction · 
Program which states: "Local I\ 

. governments, which exercise. regul~tory 
control over solid waste.- collection, . 

. will be encouraged.· to participate. fully . . 
in . the waste reduction efforts through .··· · · 

· Metro certification." Final Report p: 12; · 
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2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland,OR 9not-5398 -

. SJ3~*1JI.fi§y .1 3 ,( 19 8 7 

Dear Members of SWPAC: 

. _:.J 

'•jl' 

'1~: '. " 

A Review Committee ( RC) is being established '·as part of 
Metro's Resource Recovery Project for evaluation-of · 

. ·.' proposals.'.to .b,e received, _·January. 30,. in response. to the.· 
"·.···Request for Proposals is'sued last ,fall •. The. RC. will .··.· ........ ·.· 

. include members of the Metro Council solid Waste COrrimi ttee ~ 
-·• " ·. , ,. • • • 0 • • • ' • I • • • • • - I. • • ' - ' • ;"t • ' • • ,. • • ' \ •' -~ • ·· namely J~m Gardner, Cha~rperson, Sharron Kelley, Gary· . ·.·· .·. 

· · ~:Hanseri and Tom 'DeJardin, as well as the Executive ·Officer 1.s 
.... represent~~iv~~ ~~fl a member of SWP~C. _.·.· · ;' . 

- ·. . . . ·' . . .... :;; : .• . • :.) . - . . . . .. . ·n . .. . - . 
·The RC will be responsible for 1) .evaluation of all- 'S 

· .... · · ·~·· pro~osals receive.d, 2) involvement in interv~ewsand 3) 
:;~7rdc~.~~!. ·.recommendations to the Metro Council on top-:-ranked firms. 
P~i~i,gOffirrr Metro Staff and advisors will provide technical assistance 

· D1strrrt2 · · · · 
.· Jim Gardner . . , to _the RC that will include analysis of and comparisons· 

··.· ... ·.·.f!.T~:fPrrs~di"g. . between the proposals on ·each: of· the' 'evaluation categories 
.• lfstrirtJ . inCluding technical,feasibility, economic impact and· ..... 

·, ·.·•.• BobOJeson ••... ·· .· ···.responsiveness to prioritie's• (hierarchy) in ORS 459.015. 
•;, . · . · District I · · . ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

' · ···_ .. ·.• ~~;,~rrtKJ•kpatri~k •. Ple~~e revie\'1 the attached staff report th,at describes the .. 
T<;mDcJ~rdin , .. ""· ev;aluatioJ?: process .and_\jcri teria ·and,•go over. the eval,.uatiori ·~. :··.· 
DistrictS'. ' . ,. fri'strument itself, wnich is. also 'attached~ .· Revie\~ with a ·.· ... 

• ... gw~¥Xanllergcn . mind to' whi'i::h representative of SWPAC will have ; the time " .. 
·sha'rrunKeJJey ·and .interest'to devote. to. this uridertaking.·'·Interviews ~,d· 

:~ 1;; • Districtl .> · . with proposers will take place March'r-23;....26. ,· '.In 'addition, a 
• •······· ..• :.IOi~~i;tying ·• · ·.briefing will be, held for the' RC prior.to·Ja.nuary. 30; . . .·.,· 

/_-.p~f.~t.~Y~~---·.··· ·• 't7n1t1e~t~yefy sched· duled ,fodr Jan1;1ary ·2? > A ~umber of;·meeti~gs , 
w~ • ·precede:· an · succee .· the .;~nterv~ews. w~ th · proposers, ~n ·. · 

· · Q,rde]: )~'? .·. ~ormul<;ite prey~l~a~Y,,}}s'sessiTll?nt~~- ~nd ultima ~~lY,' 
to eterm~n~ .. wh~ch are the top:-::ranked proposals. .: .. , - :, 

. . ~:·~vfi/·.: . : ::~.,,··. : :'·· . , ; ··: ... ·: ;. ':/</, · •. : . . / .. . . '· .. . .· • 
your 'upcom~ng me;et~ng,: I ·.w~ll.d~s.tr~bute. a· .deta~led·;, work 

'·:·.J -. . . •·. . • .· . . . . • ,- . '• ·I .. - - ... _; . • . . - . - . • ' . ' . • . - . • . - - . -. . • . . {' " . :des~gned·· for, the· Resource Recovery ProJect .. Team : - · · · 

,.(' 

•. ,...,,....,_0· rin<Jt'evaluati6ri'.of•pJ;_pp6sals' .thr'ough· preliminary•· . ' . 
. gothlt ior1s . · ::• '!'hi,:;' wi·l ~ 'help )au . to under~p tand ·the. project .. • .·.,.:• .. :,,... 

ched · .. the: tasks ,to·· be: accompl~shed, -and the make-up of .. . . . . . ·.' . . . ) ' - .. . ~Yl . - . --
roups' (Metro Staff .and advisors) who will be 

.......... ·.the preliminary analytical' revi~w. " ' .. ·., 
. :::'_:-.· -;_ -~ ··,-> .• - . . . •:. . ... ·.:>.. .-.: .. -,·_·. 

. . :·qu·estioris ccinc~rnirig thi~ material, please call 
21~ 646'~ ext •. 232. . . . . 

•.· _-· -1J'. 

' . 

1/UHII·~ O 

. lit~ eyer, " :, .. · ·. · ,, . 
C'!nu~=>ry •Project Manage.•r 

.. 
. '" ... .. ·.-.• \'i . 

. . 
t) . 

·._.· DGA:'shc 

'':-. _,. 

'::.··;·:. . . -·.· .. :- -. \ ·-
.r:-. ·:: . t_' • 

. . : . ,, 
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·. <·JSTAFF REPORT . 

CONS IDERATfON ,.OF .. EVALUATION,~ PROCESS • AND · CRITEJUA .. · 
FOR . RESPONSES. TO ;.REQUEST . FOR PROPOSAL ·FOR ·· ;•::~_,, 

, RESOURCE "RECOVERY PROJECT~: ' . . . ·· : •... · ' . 
-; ;, 

. ·' 
. 

' : _-::.,- . ' ·,. ::; . '. 

.· -. 

-,·, 

;· .. 

·.. ". :.,) . 

.•..• nate:_,;j)~celllb'er.'I9;_ I9)l6 .· .•...•.•.. Presentecl'.by: · /Debbie' Gorham .·Allmeyer 
'··~· . :··. ~· :~:~ -·, .... ·.·:· ·.··.·~',:··,··.,·-.'~-1~:·:·"- :;·~:,.. ·, __ :,, -. '·>·,·.'·:., .. ·~:_-_.-.·-·.·_,~ ,.._ --~·-·.:· 

·····.·_"'' .. '';· ;{.' -~ FACTUAL' BACKGROUND AND, ANALYSIS , .. · " i · :·· < . . , , ;-.;'(' ·· 
•,. " ., • \,·:-~'",.if . ,l :. ·.; . ·:_,f.' .. 

: ' ·in July i986. council authorized six .firms to; recedve>a Reque':it:·• 
_for Proposal (RFP) ·for Metro's Resource Recovery Project.; ·. '· ': :'. ' . 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND EVALUATION FORM 
FOR 

RESPONSES TO MASS INCINERATION, RDF AND COMPOST 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 

!I' ., ---,· 

EVALUATION PROCESS 

:,-. . 

,. , 

. ' ·. il 

.. -•; 

INTRODUCTION , " I, ,_,,,. 

·_ The -_~valu~~~ionof proposals submitted. to M~tro i,)y•January 8, .,1987/' 
;,, w1ll'illvolve review of proposals and interviews''with each _firm~, by a 

Review committee •. The Review Committee (RC) ... will_ be established .by 
- Metro staff. ·- . ,;, . -- -. - . /;. 

AN.· firms submitting a proposal by, Januar.y 30, 1987 1 will be ,. 
irilerviewed;. In the interview, t_he RC>will seek clarification to 
any outstanding questions related to the proposal. . Information may 

-_be_solicited.to clarify orcomplete a Proposal, butnonegotiation 
will occur during the interview. ' .. 

. ~,~,. ._,_·. . . -_ ":'--:' ' - . . -- ,- .. · .. - : -, ... _. ·- . .-.- ", . :_,;·--.' ·- _:,. 
·-The ,RC will incorporate findings .from the interview into their -
_ eyaluatipn forms. Metro and Metro _advisors: will prepare •matrices_ 

.,, depicting information from the proposals to assist the RC _in the . 
. _ _evaluation process. - \_ '• .-: .. ,. -.. 

·- ,,;__ ... "_,,.,.-- . ·~~ . 

'· .1-

~_--;, ·-_·,::·:·r_.-.:•.::,·-; , ;_. . . . . - '::l'ft:;::':'-"· . ,._,_ ,· ·:-.:-

-·-··_Combinations of top r,ated proposals- will' then bti evaluated in.- order - __ . __ -., 
to select- the best potential resqurce recovery ''system.~---·- This ,. __ _ 
n system" may be ,composed. of one or more facilities, using,, one or 
more technologies. , · · .. · - - ,\. '1 

. - : ' . .,_; .. - ' .:.·;· ,. '• . ' . . ... 
;' \'·-·· ·' '. :_._:~,- ·.· _.-. _._;. -~----;-.----: · _ _:-:• : .. - -_ -~-:~~-:---,' ·,--.·- --';;·, .. ·-- _,_- . -. __ ' .:'"·\ ·_::·,_ .;:- .· . ·:_ ·,;:" .:· . ';_ .. ---,<- -·-::·1_· ..:-· -.. •:· t~ 

The RC will then select the. top-rated Proposer (s). with whom to : -_-_,_ <> 
. _negotiate •a. Memorandum .oLUnderstariding. '(MOU) •• , This :Preliminary·-__ .•••. ,-·· ... _,, _-. ___ ·•_.---

" ,, ,·.·-negot(ationprecedes contractnegotiation\ for. a .,iorig.:.term ·.sei'V:tcE! ......... . 
;:·;· ·contract.:.· •... · .. - ·· ··,,· ·· ... ,. ···,,... ~-,-:··· .· ·',,_,.> 

' ,, , ... -~·------_.-- .. ,-·::·'.•,;;'.;;··· ;· .. ·.- ." .,_.. .. :;~·;·;·'': ·, .. ·:.··:-. . ·:;.-------

;'~ -~'·-·.o;,_:'.~';_Ak.~-~-c~rri~:ehd~t:(cin:~;i ~ibe·; lll~~e. ·_6§•-··th_e_-.i~t_·' .. ~~ .t~eJ'f.t~'t~:ti''t~'lJ;~?f~.-- as-- ,-to ··· • · 
;, ·:··':!'' .:,:. wl'!/lch::Proposer (s): w1th. whom·:to negotiate· a long~term serv1ce. · 
~1\d.,~~;::~·k:/;~~;~f~~~it',(~~:·:. ".:'~ :': .· ••. .:· ... ·- ., . ' .····· .. · .. , :· .. · . ·.} ;;!,··:_,_' .-' .. ,:.,,. ' . 

!z!~1;_;~·~£g~fi!~~f~·:~r~~~tii·i~n t<i: •. arci~ h,J thi eO . ci~ t~!lor ieS' ~~~ boriciii!li • •. ·• · .,. 
~:-.{~{-:;; .. }k\••:·l)·;;,'economic:::Jmg~ct,,,,2J .technical·:feasibili ty, and3) ·responsiveness . , 
~;:ih?:'U;.·~{(~;·.~:.to;.:~he,/prforlty(giyen'.different .,techniques ,for. wast:e·.·disposal' (the-
!f''r:::.:/,;,<.·,~hierarchy",)·~. in'Oregori Revised Statutes 459~015 (2). · · ·· · · 

~~i~~~j&J;J~~~~~~lr~~lt inCrud~~ 6rit~r i a . an~ . ~ub~r 1 te~ ia to b~ . rat0d . for 
]ii,:;):;~:·,:;,·,.,\>Jfthorough evaluation of the category. All criteria.·and subcriteria. 
-:··.,-,·.·-.-,~-.,_ .. .1,."_~--'.-::·-",------- '- •. _ .. ,. -----· .,_ ._, .. -, ' ' - ., - -- . - ' ·' ' . 

t'-N::,:,_,Fi:(!•:iat:~l.weJghtE!d ~ •, An .. oyer,all .rating···-·for···each firm'.'in each category will 
;,: .... · be established through evaluation of these'criteria~ Firms will 

then be compared on the basis of overall ratings in each of the 
three categories. 

:,-' 

- ''. 





' . . : :~!~-~~·_.;.. . ~:f ~._;~~~ ... ,--~;:: ... ~::~---~ ~:: ~~·~-~--~-~.~ ~ .~·· ::.'· :~·~::..;,~~;;;c::._,_.ec.:"'~"c;·'-'-''"'"·'···"-'"~'-"'·•~~"·'"·-~---'.···:·~--c··..;,. ··:'• ···'-~--~"":'"""7'::-''"~;;:::-:-·'·"·:.'-":-.·~·': 
r •• • ... ~!'• . ~-.;~·.. •\), 

•: .. _ . ·.- ,., .. · . ' 

•' . ·• 

.,,·· 

< • '. '·' ';'~.' \.' ~ ~·- ... ·, .. 
.. ···:"<..-~·i1,':.; ... ; 

'/! .. 

ll 
.'~ . 

>/? .:~: .. 
'"'c ~·,.. • 

•. :z :.•. 
i ~~t\ .. (' . 

·• ·.,· •. •.·. '"''~· . ' 

EVALUATION:CRITERIA FOR CATEGORY."ECONOMIC IMPACT" 
._ .;:J ., 

s 
I~ Evaluation of Cost Proposal ·,, ·. 

;.t, A.. Competi t1 venes~ of Service: Fee~ " ·.· ··.· .. ··_ .• _·_ .· ... 
' . relative to other Proposals ·and ., · ·. ;, · · · 

"' ... 

alternative disposal methods -in ithe · .. 
. • Metro Area on a life-cycle cost, ·.net 

·• · p'resent'•value basis; , ... 
.~;:! . ' .i 

. ' - .' 

·:B.·· system: cost;· 
. . .. .0 ,, . ;~_ 

. c 0 • ••• Reve niJe.;;.shai i ng .. aPproach . between. 
Metro and the Propos•r; 

D~. 

.··.: . 

. . ,•,, 

., 

R~ason~bleness of.capital'and 
ope_rating·~~ cost .. estimates; . ·L 

E •. wil.lingness ti,parti'6i~at~·intll~· ·· 
firiancing.plan;· · ...... · ····· · .. . ~ . 

·r ·. 
' ;.-

p u 
·~~: . _,. 

ropo.ser IS. deSired· retUrtl On c : ;;:_,: .. ··:~·;,_, , :·!,,,f'),;:l;;~:;,~f;;,:'~;~;:"J::~::'·¥;y::;_;':."i'(f~<;·~~0'':: 
rivol.vement. irh the · P roj'ect·f< <.;:> 

·:~:.-··· j'::_:_.-·.>·.'''e;"·~\:~ .. ··' .. ·. '.-:-.'··... , .. · " . J. 
Des. E!.~ : retur~. ori ,1 ~qui~Y; .~oi:)tr ibution, ·~ ... -.;' ~ 

P r9J e.c t.; .. : . . · . · ·. . ·,., . · · .· :,. ' : .•. : ·· . •: '('<_.·:::: ,_. 
'~) ""'' :. ~l't . 

.. .. 
'',"<~ :" ._,'~ · .. · ",· '. _..'· •.• ·.,.--;·!_, ·· .... ::l:-···f~.:,-~;,:,' .. ··,· 
ted ability t() e>b,tain:an .. '::'.:)•.':::;y~:.·:·\t'·· (1. 

grC1<3e,·rating:and;·secure··. :·;~:;··:,r;:.: ..... · ····· 
·'and 7;;· · " .·' ... · · · · · · 

---~ ~.. . ' .J. -

. ,,. 

·-.-.::-... .-·· 
·' . ' 

t ., 

. •;, , . . t. . ' ·.·, . · . i· .~ ·r : 

Cc•mi=•e'tfti veness ~f offer.ed guarantees 
. . . - . . - . ~ . . . . ' ' . at1 ve.· to the other Recovered-.·· .. 

... ,, ....•. Materials Market {s), Proposals·;·· .. ·,· 
... j, ·-; '_,_ 

M~rkets 'for· the Recovered Materials o 
Market{s), and the Energy Market(s); 

. ( ~ . \ 
3.-

~ .. " . . . ' . .', 
. . : :; 

,, 

. '• 
'·'' 

,. 





)!, . 

'·· 

·.;: 

.,· 

. : .. ;, 

. ,\ 

B. 
-.... 

c. 

~~·~~~~·~·.,..,..,. ....... ..-~~-""'"'""""__._,.,....,.....;..,.-..,.,...:;.;..,,~----­,, 
i; 

i/-
.The contractor 1 s investment banker 1 s 
acpeptance of the relationship t6 be 
~stabllshed with Metrci 1 s designated 
investment banker1 · 

,,, 
with th~ responses Congruency of plan 

to specific contract 
questions, 

. . . 'r: ~ 

Proposal · · 
'·if 
·,!!· 
. . . . ' ';.·,.' 

.. ·'·" :: 

,_I. 
::' . 

D~ The bond rating claimed for th~> 
· .. financing, and the · '' ' , . · ·.·.··. · 

E. 

·. ratiollaljjustiffcation for same, ·and: 
:J ·..:::. ·>. ··~:·._ .. ·' :'..:' .' . ::(.'. 1'. ··, ..... · ' (l''-•·'·· 

Adequacy. of equity.··contiibiltion. 
. . .. . -~ .. , . . ' . 

., 

·.• .. ''· 
J:' .,, 

·.,,. 

!''. 
...... 

·.,· 
';r. '.-: 

.'' '· \),' 

. __ ,_, 

·.-,· -'·.': .· 
·:; ' 

. . :; .'. 
·;_ ·.··:. ' . 

'.'· 

·._,_ 

·.: ... . 

,,.· 

·-:;. ' . .. ··. 

. .... 

- 5; -

,,_ 

·_,; 

i·, 

·· .. ' 
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) ,: 

·:_;. 

,, 

.. 
' ·, _.,. 
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. ·''< 

·',; 

,, 

f) 
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"·;, . , · .. 
,, 

of Technical Proposal 

information rin 
re'ferenc~::plant relative to: ,7·: · ·' 
'.·;r:·.·-~.__~,:<:~~:~~~~·-~>-.. ··:·~·. ,;_, _'',~~- ... '. •. ·; ·,: ;'"··~ }· '.·. 

::Degi;ee',;c:)f; technical•, demonstration of ·) 
'the·:·'reference facility as compared to 
the {>roposed Facility; and 

- 6 

.,. 

. " ·.·. 

s 
_,. 

fl 



•• 1' . 

\': ·:_,: 
\~ .. ·· 

'. 

- . ~ ' 

... - . 

.r;. 

,· ·::·_','.' 

'.r'· .. 

::. 
. . 

,'~' ·. ' . ,_,. . ' ·.. ·- . _· . . . . '. . " 

'Technical.feasibility of the 1 

· Proposali-.based on the Proposer's 
experience with a similar operating 
system •. 

II. Ev~luation·of Management Pr6posal 

•l 

·', -,r. 

.-.,.· ... ' 
,· 

.;, 

:'.·_ 

Evaluate the Management Proposal on the·· 
basis of:' . .. · 

.. '.:.•. ·.·· 
' '_·. 

' ~ .. - . :. - ' . ' '•·: '--: 

. ·!,: A. ;echnigues 'of .cC>Htrol~ for Project· 

: '••· : . ~~~~~~~~~~; ( !~~ if~~e~~~!!~£ al1c1 ·•·· ' 
· i\. monitoring.responsibilities;"'' ''·,.··' 

. •. >' 
. ' 

<· .. -.;: .. 

,.:_ -' .· 

'.'- ' 

: .\ 

', .!. . ·• ,: ' -. ,. ,· " ,·. . _;;.~., . 

··c •. Reasonableness of .const~uction 
· schedule and payments; 

D. Safety policies; -

',: .; ,· · ..... 
Soundness of shakedo~n and ac~eptance ·. 
· testing procedures; · 

:l·~7.···; :~( ·,g~(:>~'c•;r-.. ·Pr~pd:el·~wbrki~g/op~-~~tt-6n~l > v . _ · · · •.: · 

·'"' 

,, .. ,. 

·-,· . 

. ''· ' 

il·• . '") ..... 
.·;~.\·;·> .,, -·· 

- ·1, . . ·~: .. ,·. 

..•. 

, t_,~ · ·t,r'·: 
.. . : t-,' :-- . . •:. 

:1: • • '· ··-··- -· .·relationshipand procedll'i::'es with:'_.· .. -.· .. _,,, 
;. . ·"· ... · 1) Metn,, 2)' the Recovered<Materials ~ : ' -' . 

,' ,.,-._,._. 

'·, ,. 

· • · Markets~Vand il3) the Energy. Market (s); . o 
. . -;:: .· .. ·. . \\ ' • " : . ·. ••' \\ • • • ; 'I ' .·· . ·. , ; •, .. :· 'f ' . 
Parent .company. and .. subcontractor · '·· G •. 
staff' support; . ---,,·_•·.~-:-·· 

. ·, ,_-. !i' - '-" ·- ., 
- .. '. . i - . .. '-' ~ .. . -·.- , .· - '•-' . ' .·. . (. '' . 

H. ,< ... Willingness.: to· meet ,,the' development',•: 
' <and./il11piementatfon s'chedllle;:>and: -._•. :· .·· 

.· : .. ·. 
. . 

' .. · . .. 
. ,_. __ ,:.::,, __ , __ .,_· ...... -~,.·.· .. ',' .. ••• ,'·-~-- ·.·• :~--: .. _.:-: •.;.,'· •. ··~·-:·· .. -:-~ - · . . :-. ·."·t _,_ . ._., 

·········· ,\~:~!~~it~ti~\~o,f;~ii~:~~;~~~r:~~;.,~~d .,
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S~fficient financial resource of'~ 
fhe Contractor, its parent, or 
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,, ·.·EVALUATION · CRITERIA". FOR CATEGORY "HIERARCHY" 

'<":,'.> 
~~~ . -~!t~;1 

... ·. The hierarchy ,in ORS· 459.015 h> stipulates t~e order·· of. waste. · · < 
disposal to be reduce, reuse, recycle;. recover and,,landfill so 'long 

"as each. method is· economically, and technically fe'aslble. ·:This 
... ·applies to . r.esource recovery. >technologies ' as·· welL ... ··.· .'. .i ··. · 

f'. :_:>.:_:;"__:· .. -_-·:;_;·_:-.·,_·:·.- ·_.'·>-·:_· ____ ::_':;·-::~----·-- _ _.-.n: __ - ·;~.-~, .. :::. -.·- .. ·,;· _ _--;·:·_- _·:·. :··· · ... · :··.·:., i::.:-~-'.: .-:. -:.~.--.. ·~·-... -.:~ _:·.:_,_·::-··.-:.;;-.: 
· Metro council' has interpreted the . statute .such that compost<. is ~a .·.·.·· . 

.... · .. ·.. ;,means of' recycli'ng' with prefei:ence>over incineration ;technologies. ' 
;; ·.· ' a~f. a method,t() disJ?.ose, o,fl' material that. cannot' l:)e :source il3e'p~~at"'d .· .•···.'' " · .. i~':{·:··.·.:.~_i .••. '.:.:~·.: .. 

· ·.·.· ·.: f()r recyclil19';. 1 .nor: recovered ·:through material· rec~very syst:ems ~ ·\:The< .. -.· 
.. · ;technologicaLpreference then, is l).·compost~ and' 2)·· .. Incineration.. .··.- .. :,·· ,,,,. 

A : \ ;·· ·Y . ' > '• ' ;; .... ·. •. . •. · ..... ··, . ' . .• . . ·. . . ·. ..• .•·. ·. . .•. . . ... ·.· ... ·, ...•. · ... ·.. . ·.··· ·.· . ·..• .. . -;~] 
. . Furtlier, where incinE!ration yields steam, thereby replacing a < . . .• _~;;: 

· .··:·conventional fuel, greater preference is shown over a•· technique that · ~; 
·:·.>··yields-electricity •. Incineration to yield electrical power is thei. \•' 

. least. a.~tracti ve due· to the overabundant 1 local power. supply •. · . · :.: 
. . . . . . . ' . ' . ' ... ' . . ; '. . ·. •• . . ' ., . . .',i- "· ·l '. - · .. :: .·.·?:r,:: 

·.··. Materi~·l ~e~overy is categorized as a mean~ ~L'~~6y~ling'. a~d. ·: .. /~v 
•· ••••••• · •·•·• .•. <. g~?H!!~:~~~~nPii;;t~g~~~~~~·· and/or., backend•.mate~i alr•??~ery. wil1,;;;~ ''~;~~ 

< ••• ~~;.~~o~~GY. · · · ·· ....... · . . . . .. .. . " . . 2 ••• ··' • }~r· ... · .... ··. 

',, . 

<:'Mat'E~r f~l" Recovery > .. , •· **** . . · · · , . 
: i.Compost ; ··' , . , ··... . . . , . . ,, , ., ***> >. • ···...• .··.· .. 

. :;IM·:~ .:~;~ ;i~~~r!~~.~~~~~·ti~~~~:~·l ........ · .. :· · .. ··•·· .•....•....• . . ~ ~;W;~ 
. h,~prOJ?,f>,f;al will_ be ie·wed to: ascertain-~percent -of .: :~. , .. -<'<0{ 

ste :t~~B~~ thro . .. ..... . ... ···· . aci~!\~ct~~~f~!.~s~i'~~~~i~0,:!\\i;~)~CI~~ 
2:;~-~:;~\lt'~~~~?~i~~.k~lt . · •-•t:ated\'ac::c:or~ i.ng.t;o~~quant~ ty ;.o~.' tt~Cis.t~F .. :.-;·~\' 'ii:;i;,~Y<•t:(~ 
~· . tot.al;throughput•·· maJ1aged •,by' .tec~m~lpgies.·;;,,, . ;,'' ;\c;~ ·:~.;'; 

~.eher~rchy~;r·:::.·,':: .. ·········>· .. ' · · · .. ······ · ···· · ..•. ~,'ji;f; 
·. ·: . ir. • s ·. P: .·. :0. . .:.;-;1;~:,:1 

' .. ·· trl~l. will,,b_~~l;:processed /.> ·.. ' ' : ' ' .• ~·;,:}.'.i":\;.~:;j 

c:cil.~:::: ~·c.~reryr i'' ;, ' . ... ., ... ,. .. '" .. · • . •.•. I) I . 
··. ,, . . <. ·.·· .. ···. ·. v) ... ·.·:·· 

. RDF/Mass Burn~• replacing •. · · ... " '' u... •1 .• .<· '~ 
.conven.~ional fuels? ' ... ··.. .·.··.··.·••·• •.. -.·.·· ...... · .. 

, IU>F/Mass Bu~n yiel~ing . . ·' ···· .. ·.. . < ' ··.·.· .... ·•·.·• , .... 
> .. e.lectdci'ty? · C .. ·. ,: 

' -~ ; ,o ·.~ . . . ; .,, 
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Citizen and committee'' Member concitunications _ 
i. 

Th~re were no communications from citizensor committee 
members. 

.Minutes· 

.·s_ ... · • 
. ,:'.<'l .......... 

. ·~ .... 
~·; :- '. 

.••.. ·.. .it 'Was •.moved and seconded t6' approve' the. ~l~utes ~f'•.th~···· 
.·:·· .· · , · ···· · · .. ··.·. ·oecelnber 11th'; meeting.' Passed '!lrianimously~. • ••· • ·· .. , 

:; '_. -· ·. - ::.' ·- . . ' ·.· --~~.'-, . --: ·,: ":·.:·_.- .·;-~:-: .. ·,-' ·: .; • .. · . . :t1· 

' . ;·.-

· >III/ ,.,1, 'oiscussielri of I~~e~.im washington ccmnt~ T;t:ansfer sta.fi()h 
!;I)' ·~ ' ' • ' • ' 

.· '· ... 'Rlcl~ .· o~ings , .. ex~t~ined ;th~'f the own~~, ()f': t~e • ,F()~est <Grove/;, ,: ·< 
'•· ;Transferj)Center lias requested., Metro'• to'· allow expansion ·o:f th~' 

... ,,. · •.··. current' facility'.··.·. Rich handed out• a ·list of -West ·Transfer .... 
. ' C:dte:rla for the Committee to review iri light of this · ... · request. ·· ·· .. ·.·· · 

,,_, · .. steve .•• Larrance, distributed.copies .of the. washington-.c6unty •. ·.···· 
Garbage. Coordinating Committee 1 s "GOALS· AND. OBJECTIVES'', and ·a • 

·.· ' 11 SUMMARY_ .. OF.•PROCEEDINGS·.'oF.~DECEMBER3, >198"J .. MEETING"·•to the' .. , 
·· ... ,.. .· ; ·.·····,Commit~ee~ · ,In •reviewing sal~~nt p()fnt's··. of these' documents'~ .. :··.·····.·.···· 

·· , · .:,}, .. · ... ·, .· .·,·.he emphasized; that Washirigtori ··• C()unty 1 s garbagE( awareness : , . . ·: :• 
. ~ : .- : ; ' 

. ' .'· . lev;el had· increased·. over the _,past, sev;eral ·.years,: arici':,exp:r~sseci , >.;:'i;D':\ 
concern c, t1tat · th~ •: :regional~' perspec_tl ve'.iniay:tnot be' ''the:;; sallie'· as'',. : Y;•';tr~ 

;:,;.the·.washington county·' perspective.' .. < . . · > • · · ... ·· .. · .. •· ::r~::c~~ 
·_:: ' _, ,.-r,. '· ,,,:· .. . ' .. . . '~·:• . ' . . :-.:. . . '. -' ::·:.-='}_:_~--:-( 

··." ·, -. ·. ·:.:· > .. w<l~hinc]ton .·county. co~cel:'ris· ~~~<~umm~~i~~d ~~ '~oii.b~~:: • .· ···,hi_ · ·.· .•.. , ·. ·. ' ·,:;\\ 
' : '.; 

' '.1 

. ~- ' . 
• .¥c. • • ,· ., •• l .. ~-· I• -. '. I'. ' '.· . '(.. ·:··· .. ' 'Y-:~~<::':;" 

"·· · .... ·. ·. ·~i{>. · :w~shlhgto;~&~~ty·pre.fers··.a logical;_.· ~ystem· of s<ltell.ite.· <~:.HtY~~ 
., •.• ··.· ..• ·;.•. ;::··· ,:c;, ._ •.• :\~~:~~~t~o~. an~g·a~sf~};-tit~s.. ··~·.::·::·,;:,,·,, .· .. ·''.~ .J,: ..• · .. · ...•• ·.. >. ··.. :~'!.: ,·· :··;·,~·:;:: 

· ., ... '' '2) •: ·. . Washington: County envisions: a , financially iridependerit .;) .:•. · ·.~ ·:'' 

;,· ... ;.r•·., ...•.. ,. :-.::··_·· ',.',~ ....... ·.;·;,, .•• ~;trr?~~~nt~ai~J&·'·~~~~;i?":0E~'f1(\~t1:l~~~ '\e1~~*0~»i'C~~;A;;,ii~ 
· · ., 3) :·l·h·: washihgton county· .. supports~- the' .involvement .·of •'haulers\ in•:,. i' ·::w:;,, 

···< , · <:t~e 'tr~nsf~:<t.o~.~-t~~n -:~ •. ·~ . · .. ·. ··-······ .. ·· · ... ;·~~~~->'·f:i(.~t;r··.:·~:.i;: ••. : •••···· :.· .::·"·':".,_•. /?~}f~~{(1 

Spec_1f.:J..C,ct,lly ,:WashJ:ngton:county:w.ants · .. to·1have. a,better,,':;, .' ·. .i'/: 
F underst:ahding: · of · .. revenue .· informat'ion from 'Metro,;. ·for:' :further ·•· .; . •,,;, L>.:, 

............. -.·.· .• · 'ey~l';l~t.ion •· /:: .• s • . Lc\.rranc~ s~ggested. tha.t. .: ,the'·:soiuti9h .• f()r .. > .. · : ·· ·, ~··[t~(i 
•:t;·•,;::: .. ::/·. '•(J1~~h1ngton county w,ould: pe ·'to.· go . em e1: \fast track for both , ;•. ·.~ ;;,;;'J >• short and :.long.· term ;.solutions.·. He then'Ydirect~d ·.·a' q\les~ion •· to· .... ·.· · ';/ ~~· 

· Jim Gardner as follows: ' "What can .we: do to .modify. tliei .. · :, · .;' 
· • plaf1ning process?" 11. · · · · . · · : ... ·· lAc 

·· Ga:piher responded that he · thought · th~ process · c~tiid . .··. · .... · ... 
. accommodate . Washington .. County Is . needs through the . Technical · ...•.... '. 
'·c6mm1,::t:tee and subcommitt.~es~:< · · ·· ... -,:"'_ . .•. t . . . . . . · · · ·w··: .• 

• -.. _ '!, . 
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:: Rich owings responded .that· he will discuss the . question with ·.. .... ·.· . 
. the ·Technical Committee and . Subcommittees. A presentation on ~: ·. 
revenue needs and uses will be included. as. part of the next 
meeting. The committee agreed to refer the issue to the · ' 
Technical Committee for further consideration. 

. ··.'·· 

Clifford Clark and .shirley Huffman supported•.·Larrance•s ... 
statements and. felt' that a "Washington Courity. Planll" could be> ··.· 

,. included in .the overall plimriing process' a.nd that solid waste 
·problems could still be· solved~ " ·· .... 

' ' . . - . ., . 
• (< 

. Dale Harlan, stated. that.· he ·llop~d ·washington • county ~ould :•1lot 
":sidetrack .the planning. proc~ss. Jim Gardner .stated _that, the.· . 

•.;. · Washington, county proposal .. would.hesi,lggest:ed;.t() the···. • ·: 
. . . • • • • . - . • . . 1,. • . • . ! ' ,. • • .• • . - •• . . • • • ·.Technical: comm1ttee and 1ts Subconuuttees as soon ·as·· .. · · 
·possible~. "· ···· .. ·. ·· · 'I 

' ' 

·,Jim Gardner~ {nterjected that the Metro. Council repr~sentation .,.~·: ."" 
·on the Policy Committee. may 'be changed, as the Council Solid ,;·:.J:. '·· · 
. Waste Committee chairperson is the chair for the. Policy • ·· ·.· Fi~\·C 

-. Committee and that position ris currently in. transition/ · .. . . . ,. . . . .·' . . ' , ........ • .. ; ... . 
·. , .. ,.:.:1 '-.' . . - . . . . . . . " . . . . . 

IV• East' Transfer station ··Policy· Issues. 
·· .. . ·• ·.' "ll, .. ' ..... 

A~ ·, •Private versus Public OWnership 'of the East StatioiL,' ;, :'' ,,, ) 
'"·., . ·_.·:.·.·:.::.: .. . ::~ ··. -:.· .. ·.~-;~_·: ,;/~~~-' -~~·,'·::r\ ·,~~·"·;~~fl:.,~:~····:_,_~·::~·.::·<;~'·:·.·:.~-\·:.~~{~·;_-~i: ·<-~~!".,_ .._/:--,-~:.· --:._:/<:.r.),!•:\-~,: · .. ::".'< .. · 

. ,.,if' Marlf~:tWilliam,f;··~·:~chair. _f~r'othe' Facil~'t;:i~s :Subc.pmmittee, , • ·. .. . 
. .. . . . •· · requested that the PolJ.cy -.Committee. recommend. to .,the. Metro . :: 

··1~ : _· · · ·.· · .council·:.that;•:the.: East Transfer ;and' Recycling ·center:' should· be·_ 
·. ·.· ,· .... '·.privately o_wned iimd.c.operated~ ·:,The -three primary re(lSC:>riS:for.·'·· 

' ·. the recollllliendatici~. are·, all' rel~;.e~ to: time. ·c~~strai'h.ts ~ · ·T~ey, . 
~.. ,· ::·> \'' .·,· .' ' 

" . ' .. 

; . . ' · .. _ : .. :·, - >-: 
is,cussed--public .hearingreq\iirements ._·and. the'·. ·· 

\t. ' 1 . • • • • • ' • .• • ' l. - • . • • . . publl'l.c: nvolvell\ent that. 1s'' de~urable. _·. :Rena cusma 
... ~ ... -that, publici involvement will occur when the permit· is 

suea and when the public bid is reviewed ,by. ME;!tro. · ··· · .. . 
""' .,, • . .. i ;l\,, : • . . . • . 

; :• ,'' I : • •• 
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; . 
MOTION: '1' \ ~ .. 

, .•. 1. , . ,·. 
. : .'. ': . . . "'/ . . ' . . 

Dale Harlan moved to recommend to the Metro Execut1ve Off1cer and 
Metro Council that the East Transfer and Recycling Cente~, should 
be privately" owned and operated .. The motion was seconded by·· 

'l '' 

.. Shirley :Huffman o · · ,., ..• · .. · 
,· . • . . • . . . : •• i ''. , , . . .c·.·.;::~:-:-::-;:..:.~:: . 

• •• ' • . • . -:. ' . - . . • • ··.:'. • • J · •.• •• ·''' ' . ' ;, : ·. :, ' 

.. · .. AMENDMENT .. AND VOTE ·ON· AMENDMENT: ' ·· . . . ••... 
. '. ·. -: . . ·. : , .. 

,_.,;.'_~---, .. ~~-:; __ .·,.;' -~··:.·· ~-' .- .. :~·-· .......... . ·\''.:.· ._:.~~·-· ')'; ... ·.- -'·.:·.:·-;.;._ ..... ···"· '. '• ,,)', -, .--·: '· .·.· .. ·;. ·.,_ .. ·_<:,~ .· -:,; .. ~----. 
. John' Lang .me~ved J~o .. ameri~ the recommendation: to includ.e good• ,cost. .. '. j'~ 
,· comparison/ evaluation • an'd public input o :' Clifforci Clark ~secciJ1ded ·. ; :. · ' ······ 

···. the.:amendment/to the motion~ ·. The amendment'was accepted / .~·, . . . .>;k 
'-·~· uri~~i~o~s:ly~ .. :~<C·;· •.. _:·····.''· ·.~~.·;~~ ...• ':·~ .:'::.··.\.\\. > .. ·.,,_,.•L.:" .. ·.~····:.< '.' .·.~':!j 

.:i. : Further discuss1on•of the'· motion,_revealed tl:lat:, the ra~1ona~ef . ,. :7,' 
checklist: i~ 'the staff report supported a· foregone ccmclusi'on . .• 
rather than'· stating both. advantages and disadvantages to>. · ..... . 
pri vatfzation o They agreed to delete the rationale section · 

. . ·.on thE! privatization recommendation request~·-· · .• ··, .. ·· .. > .· · .. • ...• · 
; . . . ..... ~.:· .. · : .. · ...... ·.· ·. ·.•. '.· ..... · >: :_•> .: ... ·.,: .. ·! · •. :o.·: ... · .. · .• :. :·.·.·:.p·.:: .·.··;' :, .... :::;'(::-.... ' 

" ···· • " The:.group agreed, that .conclusions drawn.were'accurate, J:lut: 
.,, ' ' they did not>support thE:!' rationale. b.ehind: them~ -.~~ :;. 

. . . . '-

,z,.;;.~~~~ ~~ .1~T~,. ~~ ~D!IE~ ;, .. · '"" .. """'/ ;~" ·· 1!·, : c . < .. :, • . 
< ,.,, ..... < .. :' ·· xt··wa·s: moved ·and ·seconded ·to 'delete -the rationale section from.the 

,,, ., .·. :···c-. .. :J~; ':·,.TechniCal. Cp,mmittee 's' reqUest ·to;· the Policy Committee. to recommend 
l:A'::;;·:· · • · ;'private Ol_mer~hip and. operation .of the E(l'st. Transfer station. · -~~-· .. · 
r~<.. ; Ame~~m~n~··pa~~ed~ .... ·· .. '· \\· ' < '< ·J:c··· . 'J ' • . . ,, •••. 

. ·,... '!'.'.·,__ \,··,'~. ,. ,_.;: ~. -~ :, .,'·. ~';·" :--.,:_:···. ·,,_ ,,,.· .. -
-=~!:!.,;..~.:...;_~~~~ ·:'-i, -~·, . :·. ..,._, . _ _._ 

; _ .. 

;~--L~:~:~-->~-'- ·: . 

ill~t~\~ft~·' .. ' 

,,I ·~ . 

,., ... 

and Facilities,.; 
' '. ~ 

' . 
• '. • I ,•', • ,,.' ·• .' ·_: 

·'. ' . 

The recommemdatiori. was' discussed •• 'John' Lang not~d that Bob 
· :. Koch. did .not support the • recomnieridation· if the proposal was.· 

' for. two '(separate): facilfties :inrthe,~same, area/neighborhood. 
: .. •He.\'also questioned how Metro would address the problem of. two .. 
. ·,:,·sites .in, close proximity~ . ·. . . . ·. . ~·,;, . . 

,c ... ·.'" ·.' ':' '.) ... • ., . ,,; .·_ .. ,. 
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Kathy Thomas responded that these J.ssues could be addressed . 
in the RFP and in an.;anaiysis of how facilities _will affect 
the ,,total· system cost. ·Rena.· cusma indicated that these . · 
concerns can also·be addressed when the final recommendation 
goes to the Metro council. 

MOTION AND VOTE: . ·, 
. . .... -i! 

' .; .. 

. -_H.·: .. 

' It was . mo~ecl by.' shirley. Huffman and se~onded by '~teve· Larr~nce hc:i .· · .. '. 'i .• 

·· .. adopt\ the\ .Technical. Committee 1 s ._ recommendation""that, separate .· ..•.. : 
- Requests foi Proposals be issued simultaneously, fc:ir·:'the · · , '·l 

n transportation/depot RFP and the transfer station RFP. ThEi. ~~ti~rt . 
was· unanimously carried. · ., · ._._, •· ·. _.·· 

~ - . . . - . . . . . . 
. . ' . - :'" . . . ' . . . 

Kathy ·.Thomas · presented . the .. TechnJ.cal·_•' CommJ. ttee' s. . . ., . 
recommendation that the East Transfer station should handle·. 

·.both commercial and self-haul.waste. The Technical' Committee 
felt. that,_ .. despite'_the_.self-haul.ers' ·generation of. traffic<··· 

. and litter/ it. was politically 1.maccepblble not• to provide 
service to. them •. · ... -... ·. ·.··• ..• · .. , .. ·. · ...... ·· '.· -· '· · .. '· .··._ .•.. ·.· .. · ·. : . . .·.· .. .. 

. . .'>' ": ,,: '. ' ; . . 
·-- . :. - -.' .·. ,.,_ -·. · ... - ·. :. ·· .. - ~ .·-·.----- .;·::;"' ....... ·_ .. _ .. ·· .. -.· 

· "A . dJ.scussJ.on . followed whJ.ch ·. consJ.dered : al ternatJ. ves · for.. · •t&J · .. · . ,, _·.· .· ... 
. . mon:i,:t:qring' self~h~ulers~_;'and;.motiva1::.ing them' to~ p~rticipate . ir( 

:: a,·more~positive fashfori~ -: '.Clifford ·.Clark' suggested.'. that;. Metro---.· .. -..... · 
· .. · • :.' should'~'cc:ini:itict· a cstudy on, I,imitations to. self-hauling~·,_.· · · ·· 

" . . '·, , ·>:·-.: ' __ , '> .- - . ·._, . ' :_··.; .-- . - : .:·'·· .:·: .. ,. " t·:. 
-: -'' . ; ·.-' ' .. " . -, . -

. ·, .. 
·,;. 

~--. : _._.. . 

~·:.·r~11'1n·n,.n ·to tlie . Technical·.cc>lllllli 'ttee .. a 
:agenda.·.~·.·_· .. · • ·· · ._., . .,._., .... 

''· ~.-,_ . 
·: -:,·; 

.:; ·.,.":._. ---~:-__ :. ;-,: .. _,: :· :·~_:'·:. . _, 

'o;'·:·.·.' '"i •. ·. ' '_: .'. ·'(-.~,}·>, 'o_;· .. ·:.._. ·< .';_: ': .. -·> :.·. _. :_·. ·. . · o ~-- !,.>::•:·. -:_.. _.:-__ ·. __ ;, ! .. ";;_:.: :-;, · ,:< ·_: .:,. ,~· ·-· ". · '_-'_~!~.'::;:,:_~· \;_.\:~;~~- ~':,.':'·;··.' . .'; . .-.,._;· :>· ;. 
~m-,.t<app ·-chaJ.r'of>the Land Use' SubcommJ.ttee, ;preseritedthe 

Te.ch.n ...... a, .... _. Co:mnli tfee' s ._· recommeridatioll. that -. a-i notice be.: sent to 
po•t:e~ntac:u._ proposers·- in·-- January ],988, ·wJ:iich· irid.fcat(;!sthat" ·•·· 

"""::-...to obtain land use permits -for eligible sites by •. :t. '' •--' 
1988 •· / . .. . ·'' . . . . .,· ... ·. .,,. 

' . ' . ' . - ~ ~': i ' ' . . ' ' 

.· · ... ·• · . r~tioil~le foJ:" this; r~~onuriendation is 'in J4~~ri~in~ the. .. 
w.:,;·;;;;;-,:-.;;.:,:;:;,;:;:.:-,·,. ,,,· .. •·· .. :. •· '.': ... opportun'.ity to potent'ial. proposers to . qualify ,. in the . ' .. · . ·. · .. 

,. '£. • :·, .· - "" • ·• . . ' . 

. . - : ~ . .'·1, 

5 
.. , 

. .· 
. ' . : .''; -,· ·-· 

·. _· __ ,:··· .· ;,. , .. -

. : ·. . ' ,. .'- : ' 
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WASHINGTON 
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January 6, 1988 
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To: .· · WASHINGTON coUNTY GARBAGE cooRDINATING cor4MITTEE & INTERE~TE!lPARTIES · 
FROM: ••·. STEVE LARRAN,CE( WASHINGTON COUNTY COM!HSSIONER .·.··~ . . 

~RE:. SUMMAAY OF .PROCEEDINGS OF DECEt~BER 3~· ... 1987 MEETING OF THE.•• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY GARBAGE COORDINATING COMMITTEE 

{ t 

I.· · Assessaent of Regional Proceedings to Date . 

,, 

. A. i_,etro staff seems to be the major initiator of policy initiatives. 
B. Policy group not initiating direction of pol icy injtiatives •. 

.•.. C. :The laridfillsiting; barge/rail depot and transportation to landfill; 
an~. the ~1ultnomah County initial transfer site all are on a "fast· . 

. tr.ack" .Pr-ocess instead of the 18 month agreedupon Sol.id Waste · 
Management:'Plan (SWt1P).update.,•,timeljne. · .••·. :: . y · . ,., .•. <' , . ,,. 

D. •.Technical subcommittees will shoulder majorityof workload inSWMP 
. update.·· . · . · ... · ...• · · ... · . .·•·· ·. . ... · .. · .. •· . . . ., · ··.· . . · · · 

::; E •. How. do these events impact Washington County po 1 icy ·~~1ifJirtlves\ 
. ·;_-. 

IL We Have· the. Capability to Design a System That is Workable in Washingt'on 
. , County . . · · . · . 

.... · ..... :P..J~·~~e~the.· .. oppdft\Jhity ·todiscO~s our .. icleas more. subjectively ·.·j 

< · \vk withth'e reg'ion. · .·.,·.: .. · .. ··.·· .. ·.·.·•···· .. ··· . < .. · .. ····• · .·.·. ·· ... 
...... ~~!j;,',qur con~:eri~us goals c;i'n,be followed to logical' syst~~ of, 

··. :, ;satellite'collection and transfer sites/· •· • ,, 
'e. financial issues need to be. addressed' as part of our 

ng ·process: , , .. ~ . 

. ' - -- - - - ' -. .. '· --- ... E:.--1- ·:-. . : ' .- ., --. . . · ... ·; ·,, .·, . . ' . + . '. . . . l.\ ·.·. .:, . . . . ' ... ' \' . ' 
· .•. What revenue ·isb now derived from the Hetro Solid Waste ·. · '·· ·s· ·t· · ?·.. · · .· . 

. < ys em. ..·.· .. ··. . . , . . . . . . ... .. .· . ······· .. · 
·. .washington County will pay for its. decentralized! system 

· .. · withinthe'overall regional network~ . Is this· compatible. 
• , . I . , 

"., ..... ·. with.Metro.planning to date? .·• 
,, -.\~--- >' ; . ". "-' . . - . . '·- ' 

r - ' - - ._. . . - .. -- , -. '. 

· ,;Transferring is a function of pickup and hauling,. therefore 
- s~oiJld'involve Washington County franchised haulers as part of 

· · ution~ · '\ · · · 
our. 
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·, ; . 
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'. 
E •. -.The Washington County garbage now transferred to CTRC (Clackamas 

.· ... ·:··Transfer Site): , .. ' · .. , -,,; · 
' '~ 

. ·:);··.-.: :::d ~- . . . . . .. I· .. , ~ ' ·. ··J· 

· L . Is less than.the amount that the· facility: is over their., . 
· · · tonn.age limit~ . . · ·1 '" ·· · ·. : <: · · · ·-"· ·· ,. 
2. Must :be eliminated soon •. · . . ·- ·~: · ._: · .·· ,, · · · ' 

· r. · 3. ··Solution' should be' generated by franchised haulers from ·· 
,,:- ., ._'~: __ ,._)~_· __ \,:·:·!,.,_:.c .. ··. southea~fi portion't of County, now -utilizing .~CTRC~ \:~· . · 

... '4 •.. _Solutf6n ·should utilize the Was~ington County Garbage_:'··: 
. · Coordinating·Cominittee as the·corisensus building· ; ·._ · 

group and our~agfeed upon goals~ · · .. · c•-

F~ _ Now is the.time to approach the regional consensus building group." 
.. ;, ~ i .\ . 

_·_.I I I.. ' .• Sunnary' of Washington Cou~ty 'Concerns 
with these issues~ · . . · · ... . : . : .. :'. . : .. ~, .. ' 

. .' ' 
.. : ,' " _:,,._ :• .. ,' .. : '" . . . . . ._, 

', J ~ 

· ·A. Policy " ._. . . · · . _, . 
::0: ~<.:.': '_~·,·· , : '"-v ·.<:._,;~'->~<·-~",:·· c•_; 7~-":~A~v: .. -:·:: • .. : .. ~~ ~~.' ..... ~·;A~:-~:,:--~~~t< .. , ,,'t0:·_·: ~·":"-- !~.:~. t. '' 
_Washingtori" County prefers· a >logica 1 system of satellite .·-

., collection. an~ transfer sites~ · · ·. · 
• , • . . . • . . . '. " . : ·. ' . . . . ~, II: . . ' 
·II ,. ' I" , • d • , , " ' 1 ' 

· · ·:· _ .:2~ We e.nvision a financially independent and decentraliZed county 
· . · , <''' systt!m within the region a 1 -network~ 

. 3t.· ~ash~~gtori.c~urity supports. the··_· involv~m~nt 
· · lution. :r'., · · 

' • . ._onnr1r1: 
level'~>.· .. 

. ·i{.~ ~ashfngton county: desi 
· . •the Metro Solid' Waste 
._.evaluation~ . ,. :< 
\• ... 

3~. Washington C~unty wants . 
. goa 1 s as part of the SWMP ~ update .. · .-.·._ . · , · • · JL- ·_ -·· -• . ·· • ··. ,_ · . . . . 
Question for Committee Chair qn Jamiar,y 9, 1988: · . 

· .. "Can this .process be·~- modi·fi~d· to .. acconmodate our polity~~-' : ' 
. : ._.,initiatives? 11 _. • · · ·_., , • ; • ' · 

. ,l' . . . ''• ' . 

·.: · . 

":-·. 
~ : .. ' 

. ·'"· 
-,"•: _., ·c , ' 

. . ~- . 

,· 

.,·. ,, . ' 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY GARBAGE COORDINATING COMMITTEE 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
\': 

. -~; -.. ·GOAL: 
. } . 

- . . 
.··.- -r··;_-_ 

Adopt a policy of privatization of solid waste 'handling. Metro will 
then· solici te thru , an ·. RFP -· process. ·.the . neces~ary privately owned . 
facilities and .. ·· 'sites within Washington c'ounty. · . The following 
objectives should be. considered in developing the RFP .. -

. '· . ' . . : .--~-+---. 'f, 

OBJECTIVES . 

'I 

FACILITY REQUIREMENTS . . . ' . . . 
-1. Confora. to' the needs 

.industry .. ··-
of,, ,existing fram}hised •, haulers; arid the recyc~1~g 

- -Function within the adopted Land Useregulations as_much.as .possible. 
• ' .. ::- \' .• _.·,·. ;7_. ...... ::· -":. ,_-- :,_ ----;·>_;-.,:·:·,:_·.}~'_.~--;,-;;:~ :'_?:·,_ f_,.: .: ·---~< ': ----- :> ;t_;~~--- ,_;'•.:--:: :\,-<·:_>:.! ):~- <>:"(:.'_.:-.. :\f: :;:.',.-._-. ' __ ,.-:_. 

3. .·Utilize ·1existing and planned transportation system. 

-~~re~di~ba~fthro~~ho~tthe C~unty ~n order to··· faCilitate implementation .. . ; ', . ' .. ' ,._ ._· 

2. 

5. chnsider :i!ip~blic opi~i~n which has favored siting facilities within areas of 
. ' generation'; i~e; handling ones own waste 

;·: : -· . . ·---~~1 . . ". ': . 
·. - ' - ·. " i.~ 

': .. - 6 Locat~, waste . eeneratiori centers; (and potential centers). Site facilities 
~S ,,_ , , ··--- __ ,.,~~'1:.o; <-,bitrldi,e .. · > -- ~-.T~is __ aust include. large ind#1:~i.a}~~ . desiilla~;~· 
,, , . , '\: .. '>-~_identifying._sites or potential sites · > j, , - -. - · · 
~;?~:{(':::-i?'J';[ __ ;-,-~--:·D~;·~~~?' "' - --~--~: __ ( , - . , ·'" 1~,~_,, __ _ ... .. - : .ll {~ _ ; · _ 

., .. _: .. ;·· 

--.. ' 

5+,;;;:',;'' ',:.> ',7·.-•i- Conditions within . each jurisdictions .. land -, use regulations to 
~:.:,-f;:;··:,-':!;:y~,'(,.;.:,{(~.o~~hi~D?si 1:il1g~-= > \.. ... , • .. , . ···.· . _ -_ · ;(: ... _, 
~ )•·1'''~'•'' ' .. ;,:. •.>.a)•.•· T~ansportation. facilities "· . ·e).··· .. W~s'te lfat~l- disposal ···· ·' iJ · 

~PC:\·;,;;t{:U?\?f '};.'··'"'?'f. -'Freeway proxilllfty'Y·:, .. ::• ' ', • . f) - Site .·water runoff .•... · . 

~iil~!~~;~&i~';:'~~~~!iU=:~;!~ii~}~:.;~i;!:!:~ ... ;,;~ · •••;!:;:~I~i;~. ·· ·· ·•·· ·· • · .. ··.·· 
i>?:,,,,, •. ; ;</''" :'' ·:, cf'·i Proxiili ty to other· uses 
-~\i:;:·~·lV,~r,',0S~~:_:~,:-~-::~-,:_.'i:::_;-.i---/; __ .- -~~~-,,. -· --- .:.-:,;-.'. _.-. __ ,--:-. -, 
!fi):;.:;-,,:_,,-,:-,r:·:,, :;-, d) ·.Hours·of operation . · .. ,, 

t~~;~~~~}~~~~tft~~.;r~:11o~~i;~!~~~.::.:•::.•!:.~:t!~t ~ies !roo. prtitesSional ·haUler's 
f;;;,• :'!'<.<"·:" 9;-:·;-Dlffe~entiate between industrial and residential was.te generators. 
'f..'·".' .. _,, - ' .- .. ·, ·.:. -. . .. - . t : ' · 1) Their outputs 
ll· .. · 2) Recycling potential 

ifig~ '"s._( 3) , Other , needs 

'i·;j.~~:: --. ::'' .. -:.: ,:,, -\I ' . ; I 

-~~"•t::~~~~\·;:-,:_,,, --r-:"'" . . ~ , ! -

~;";--·~~~- ·"'- -~r j • ' -- ' 

~;~ib~~ii~;~~~~S:if~~?.~~~'ti~.JTf~'_ig;!:,li''+~~'!?''< ::: ;· ·• -, · • . , ' , .. · · -·.·. - .... ,;_·.: 
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. :. < ~'.'. 
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GARBAGE'' COORDINATING 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
PAGE 2 

;.: .. · .. ·.,.- . ~.\ ~. 

.. ·-. 

COMMITTEE 

·.··,GOVERNMENT 'REQUIREMENTS 
. ' . _,,_,_ ...>:,:1: 

;e: : ' 
-~ . .. \:~ 

·Local ~overmu~nts,. to faclli tate process· of si tings. 
•. • ., • ,• • ·•. . • .. • •I. 

,, 
:' . 

. '.)· 

" 

'''',l . ,_,:. 

. _-, 

_,. 

··, , , 'rt ·. · ,"!:: '.•/,', ,· >'.::··. • " ..... ~;:~·-.:·_. "• :Jt~-<-.' ,'" • ',••n ,' '•,/" -~• 
· '.\2; 1fork with' lndustJ;'Y. ,;and Legislature·· to regulate plastic 

statewide level · ···o;~, ·. ' · . ·· · · · · 
packaging· at 

~ ': 

. . ., . . ' . ' .. 

~ .· \I . 
. RECYCLING PROGRAM 

" 
.·.create aarket for· recycled 11aterials .. 

. .. •·.· .. 

·'or ' .· ne~e~Si ty· . and .. p~oc~du~~s ,fo~,~ indi v~~ual 
. ·l· •• ·:: ' • 'j • • - ~:- • • 'i.• • '. 

:~ '~ . 

and 

t.~} -· ., 

·hous;·h~l ds • 
-> .. ' :I 

,,-·.... . . ·. 
consistency within 
·•if ';., :··:·.:· .. •' \{·;.· 

countywide ~yst~a of ·.recycling.• proces.s ~· · \\ . 
;(. . . , .· : .:::·.·(< ·--~,-~ . ··.:·.·. ·:·:.<~ ~- .':rl.~--.: -.. - · .. :w~--.... 

.·. ·-~:·: ... 
. ... 

~ . . , . 
; .. 

. .•·' 

_{· ·. . . . .·.··.·. 
ve~'''''·'· t.C); e~t'e11si ve .· · usEr;.: ()f, landfills 

'c·l~l,llllr ·: aethods ... ('for; <disposal Qf .. ash ···:-c ... 
ectricity ~; asli~· ., :. ' v ; : ;·, . 

. . :·>~·- ·.': ·,. 

_, .. · 

···. pub~i~·filrito;a~tiori 
, . "I. ' ., .... . " , . . . 

• ,;;_;J 

,, .. 
,.; .. 

·~. '> .; •. ' -' 

cu:i·rerit operatfng.~o~f~ of ~xisting s~lid waste. 
, .. ..,,. 'the: various entities · (L e. <Washington 
t.h.esle' . services~ .. . ., . 

. . ,, . 
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