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SOLID WASTE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SWPAC
MINUTES DECEMBER 15, 1986

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

Committee Members Absent: Teresa DeLorenzo, Ed Gronke,
George Hubel, Delyn Kies, Gary
Newbore, Craig Sherman

Staff Present: Dan Durig, Yvonne Sherlock,
Wayne Rifer, Dennis Mulvihill,
Rich McConaghy, Steve Rapp,
Gerry Uba, Sandy Coats

Guests: 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

AGENDA ITEM 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 DEQ. 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 reports 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
eacn 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
begqun. The City 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 regquired
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 tc handle the worklcad. 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 PForce 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 Committee was asked if there were any questions or comments.
Discussion followed 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, cost 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 8t. 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 COLLECTICON 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).



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 192, 1987. The meeting was
adjourned at 1:50 p.m.
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. MEMORANDUM . . . .

?.1i DATB: January 5,_1986;;'

»*7;ro- Tri-c. %nﬁi._ngnf;_3  .

“erOH Wayne?Rifer

*znncannzno Calculating the Savings in,Solid Waste Disposal'nue to ;fofJV
5 g Diversion of Yard Debris-f' : ) S

-vgf~The purpose of thir analysis is to initiate discussion-_;uﬁfff*”
o on.a question which is critical to, determining the = -
" costs: of-a yard: ‘debris collection system. Prediction =~ 7
o iof. the ‘savings which can be expected from- instituting}f;%;“igrlq-
- yard: debris: collection ‘does not lend ‘itself to precise
- measurement.  However, a 'reasonable'’ prediction must -
. be. presented to the Metro Council. . The following - - . =
;vigﬁ'testimony from various waste- management professionalstﬁm~ﬂbT
“’Cﬁgshould help frame the discussion.;,;v St e

PROBLEM STATEMENT

G The establishment of a separate'collection"system for Yard
7 debris: will impact costs. for ‘disposal and collection of- garbage;e
Lol by reducing ‘the amount of" material collectad as mixed waste._ _
" "These savings, or "diversion credits"* are an important factor An”
'-:'-'calculating ‘the net ‘cost to a jurisdiction establish ‘a- yard'
'~ 'collection system.~f : : . :
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i 34 ot Minneapolis 1nstitute¢;a monthl?ﬁcufﬁgiéé
collection system citywide’ and ‘has measured a . 6% diversion’

rate ‘after' factoring in. the . natural’ ‘growth of waste flows.£ f:“

i

(rf Steve Beseke,_Minneapolis Recycling Office)

'fnontclair. NJ (pop 38 000) estimates a;1ox reduction_of
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P State law and executive order assign authorities for solid waste
management in the three county area as follows:

-Collection
Disposal .

,-‘.z-collection. franchising to local o
-f,governments and: directs them' to- carry

i ‘n

'?E:.reduction plans. L

matter of st.ate w:de concern

collection servi

behalf of the State of Oregon to carry out s
~(a) The purposes of ORS 459.015;

-ORS: 459 ;defines: franchises” broadly
Solid}_? waste managementf”includes o

county aur.honzmg a peuon to prov;de collection
(19) "Sohd waste mnagement" means pre-

‘of the storage, coilectxon. transportation, treat-

Solid Waste Planning . Metro- s

iij:‘.'.'._ffLocal government authorities in waste
. collection  are further restricted. by the

o : Metro solid waste nanagement plan
"’-;—.‘out regional waste nanagement and waste -

loca.l ‘government ‘units. (1) No ordinance, ;" -

.. " order, regulation- or: contract affectmg solidor = "
- liquid waste disposal, resource recovery or solid

- waste’ management‘shall be adopted by a local . .

- - government unit if such ordinance, order, regula- .

-~ tionor ‘contract conflicts with: -regulations -

e ~a459 200 City county authority toissue-l‘-]',‘ -
Lo collecuon ‘'service franchises; opportunity - .
. torecycle; rates. (1) The Legislatwe Assembly -
i finds that prov:d:ng for collection service includ- EERR
.+’ ing but_not limited to the collection of recyclablef’ Ry

~ o - adopted by the zommission-pursuant to" ORS .
‘material as part of the opportumty to recycle isa . - adopt y P

" °459,045 or with a solid waste management planor
- program adopted by a metropolitan service dis-
_ trict'and “approved -by the department or any.
ii;'ordmances or rcgulatnona adopted puuua.nt ‘to-
'such plan or program R

(2) The exercise of the authont} granted by::"_."_' E P
this" secnon is: subject to: ORS 221 735. gnd i

o e ' S
bl) that a city or county ‘may displace: compet:-f
t;on with a system of regulated collection service,
by issuing. franchises which may be exclusive. if
service areas are, allocated ‘The.city' or: county_
may_recognize; an’ existing’ collect:on -service. A
city or county ma) awa:d or, renew a franchise for:-

':}‘The” legislative intent that Metrol

program - which -address all" aspects of: -

/(b).The’ requxrements of. ORS 459‘005
59, -

. feasible and that urry out t.hc publlc pohcy dcltnhcd in ORS e
; "".._-._.:;ﬁsozsfz).md - T

-’""oflolld mmud wiﬂnn the district. . \

- (4) “Collection’ ﬁlnchuc mnschnchne. S L s
rtificate; contract or license issued by a cityor “To carry out this directive. ‘the Metro e
_ Program which states: "Local .
_iyention or reduction of solid waste; management

_ment, utilization, processing and final disposal of

.. .. .. in the waste reduction-efforts through
solid waste; or resource recovery from solid waste; - - -
iti

‘ : R '-.:";?Metro certification ":Final Report pri2.
_Decessary ‘or- oonve?ient to luch___z-. R T T T ‘

- Cities and Counties
Hetro ' |

459 095 tReatrictionl on outhorlty ‘of

evelop“and ' implement . a waste:: reducti n

" (b) A timetable a,, implementing
lolld mtc uductlon progn.m i : .
(c) Enemr efﬁcnnt 'coat-effective approaches for solid -
waste reduction that are legally, tachnically and economically .

(d) Proccdum comnmmnu mth’t.be type aud volume

Council adopted the Waste - Reductiﬁon

‘governments, which exercise regulatory : "
control ‘over solid waste’ collection ERTRCT
f-will be encouraged to- participate fully;,,:




S 20005 W First Avenue
. Portland, OR 97201-5398

l?,fﬁ%ﬁh ry 13, 1937 ffﬁj;[?fi. f{bge-tjgjd]ﬁfhrﬁi_{tap”léjﬂip_;f”

:Dear Members of SWPACf‘

.,,_;yA Rev1ew Commlttee (RC) is’ belng establlshed as part of -
. Metro's. Resource Recovery Project. for: evaluatlon of i
ffproposals to be recelved January. 30, 1n response to the¢~
' Request for Proposals 1ssued -last .fall. "The :RC. w1ll

include members of the Metro Council: SOlld Waste. Commlttee,A
namely Jim: Gardner, Chalrperson, Sharron Kelley, Gary'’ .»7
-~ “YHansen. ‘and ‘Tom DeJardln, ‘as" well as the. Executlve.Offlcer s
',@representatlves and“a ember of SWPAC St 3

~Mﬂébwm“ ;’wproposals recelved 2) 1nvolvement in® 1nterV1ews and 3)

“RMmmwnefr'hlirecommendatlons to the Metro Council on top-ranked flrms. L
ggﬂﬁQWWpr"ijetro Staff: and adV1sors will" prov1de technlcal a551stance

. to.-the RC that will: 1nclude analysis of: and. comparlsons
Jim Gardner: LT :
LD ml'y Pm:qu .'

hf}between the. proposals on‘each’of the 'evaluation: categorles:ﬁ
L ncludlng technlcal feasrblllty, .economic: 1mpact and- 3
;respon51veness to prlorltles (hlerarchy) 1n ORS 459 015~

: stmct 3 '

i‘ABob Olesun

I_)re!ml I
" Corky Knrkpatnck
X D:smrr 4 .

Cd;Please revrew the attached staff report that descrrbes;the

1nstrument 1tself, whlch 1s also attached.

«Revrew W1th a

© 'mind to: whlch representatlve of SWPAC. will. have the tlme"
and. 1nterest to ‘devote ‘to this: undertaklng e y
fw1th proposers’ wxll ‘take place Marchr23 26.

;brleflng wrll be’ held for the RC: prlor to Jahuaryﬂgo

Geor ¢ anBo.- en

:Dlstntz! 6 rg KR
"-Sﬁil’i'r'uh Kelley'
- Dlsmcf 7o
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Qrsfn%f 9y
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AN afA copy of: the Evaluatlon-Process'
-_instrument is attached as. Exhlblt A.
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S EVALUATION CRITERIA AND EVALUATION FORM
'RESPONSES TO MASS INCINERATION, RDF AND COMPOST'; '
' REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL S a

.w‘ o
e

EVALUATION PROCESS

;nghe evaluatlon of proposals submltted to: Metro,by ‘January 8, 1987 '
. will‘involve. rev1ew of proposals and interviews with each: flrm, by:a o
* - Review- Commlttee. The Rev1ew Commlttee (RC) Wlll be establlshedmby Lol
"jﬁMetro staff R . e

-ﬁﬁAll flrms submlttlng a proposal by January 30 1987, W1ll be;m“” ;!
*g1nterv1ewed In: the interview," the ‘RC* w1ll seek clarlflcatlon to'. e
Jany’ outstandlng questlons related to. the proposal. Informatlon may {“
,,”‘-,;;be ‘solicited to clarify or: complete a Proposal, but no negotlatlon
;ﬁ;ﬁ+~;W1ll occur: durlng the 1nterv1ew.;lw.;_.,, : L :

u;jijhe RC w1ll 1ncorporate flndlngs from the 1nterv1ew into thelr
:_”;3feva1uat10n forms., Metro and Metro: ‘advisors. will ‘prepare matrlces
- depicting’ ‘information from the proposals to assrst ‘the RC in the.
ev lu t1on process.“; -

- __{Comblnatlons of top rated proposals Wlll ‘then besevaluated in- order
dﬁh“to select- the best: potential resource’ recovery "system." This:

on system" may be. composed of one or more fa0111t1es,ﬂus1ng one or
;more technologles.‘ o \

”hegpr;ority;glven d1fferent technlques for wasteid1sposal (the
ra'ch” i e

\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Lus e all criterla and subcrlterla RN
{ ngn overall rat1ng for ‘each. firm’in each category w1ll-"
be'eStabllshed through evaluation of these 'criteria. Firms will '
“then. be compared on the ba51s of overall ratrngs in each of the
‘three. categorles. ;1' .
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FUALUATION CRITBRIA OR CATBGORY "

ﬂffi; Evaluatlon of Cost_Proposal

:Competltiveness of Serv1ce Fees
relative«to other Proposals 'and:
alternative: dlsposal methods in: the
Metro: Area on-a:life~cycle cost,:net

Revenue-shar1ng'approach‘between
_Metro and the Proposer, S

strength:of ‘the: Prqposer tO back
offered;guarantees and other

EMarketSffor'the'RecovefedfMaterlals
-«QMarket(s}, and the Energy Market(s)
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~ acceptance of: the relatlonsh1p5to be

‘established with Metro's de81gnated
1nvestment banker o

1)

i

Congruency of plan W1th the tééponses
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SN ';TTechnlcal fea81billty of the zg;*'-“‘“‘”
. 4. ... Proposalj,.based on the’ Proposer 5 :
" . experience with a sxmilar operating
””gsystem..

';ftnEvaluatlon of Management Proposal

!;Evaluate the Management Proposal'on‘the }iffﬁ”

iTechnlqyes of controls for ProJec
-management: (iie.; reporting
‘procedures,; audits, payment: and___
imon1tor1ng respons1b111t1es,q_."

}Malntenance phllosophy and;pollcles FaRiH

_”ﬁteg,Reasonableness of constructlon 'ng
_fngschedule and. Payments-»wn SR

,;;Safety pollcleS,}_:;‘g_i“

?relatronghlp ‘and’ procedures'w1thf
1) Metro, 2) the Recovered_Mater1als

ohangea from the response to?the RFQ/Ijﬁ-
evaluate. 3 ; i,;:' s .

Experlence?fi‘

iExperience as full—service S
'KContractor in- resource recovery,

\1_




Pa:ent;comppny? Gk

subcontractor(s);_taff experigg
in similar. assi ‘

buaget/ptxce?

.

1

ndﬁppapt ces,




the Contractor, its ‘parent, or
Jornt venture. partner to support
~their. guarantees through =
constructlon and . operatlon- and ‘a
‘statement as-to their willingness

“to commlt these resources for the
guarantees.




..; . - H{i},”

The hlerarchy in ORS 459 015(2) stipulates the order of waste
disposal to be’ reduce, reuse, recycle, recover and landfill so
i a8 eachjmethod is economically and technically feasible This
applies’to“resource recovery*technologie_“,

‘iong-

”etro Council;hasilnterpreted;the;statut:xsuchqthat,compost;ise
means of recycllng, with: preference ‘over: incineration: technologles
s;a method to_d1spose of mater1a1 that cannot be source separated_

‘conventlonal fuel, greater: oreference is: shown over a: technlqueathatﬁf
3yy1elds electricity. Incineration to- vield. electrlcal ‘power  is thef:'*
j*least attractlve due to the overabundant, ‘local: power supply'

RDF/Mass Burn“replac1ng ,
conventlonal fuels? 1;_ S

RDF/Mass Burn yleldlng
electr101ty?

e
6725C/481-2
12/29/86
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7ﬁgif;it' 'n_and CQmmJttee Member COmmunlcatlons

-. 'There were no communlcatlons from 01tlzens or commlttee
“.members.-

'lffsteve Larrance dlstrlbuted coples of the WashlngtonTCOuntyﬁ
'~,Garbage Coordlnatlng Commlttee s "GOALS AND OBJECTIVES"h




i,RlCh.OWlngS responded that he w111 dlscuss the questlonewlth

. the: Technlcal cOmmlttee and Subcommlttees. A presentatlon on

;g}revenue needs and ‘uses will e included ‘as- part of the next
- meeting. - The Committee agreed to refer ‘the issue- to the_fn\M
,.Technlcal cOmmlttee for further con51deratlon. | S

1'ESC11fford CIark and Shlrley Huffman supported Larrance 5 g~
rf;rstatements and: felt that:a: "Washlngton COunty‘Plan" could,be
';1nc1uded in: the overall plannlng process:and:.that solld“waste-

;Jlm Gardner,lnterjected that the Metro COunc1l,representatlon;
“on the:Policy Committee may ‘be. changed as the Council. Solldi’

)ifQWaste Committee chairperson: is: the chalr‘for the. POllCY




Dale Harlan moved to recommend to the Metro Execut:l.ve Offlcer and N
”-‘_'Metro Council that the East Transfer and’ Recycl:.ng ‘Center:. should
- be privately” owned and operated. _ The motlon was. seconded by Lo

_h‘lrley"‘Huffman_. . |

AMENDMENT AN]_)'-*-VOTE -ON' AME NDMENT




R S PP

f7Kathy Thomas responded that these 1ssues could be addressed

““in“the RFP-‘and in an; ana1y51s of how- facilities will affect

:_-'theqtotal system cost.: "Rena . Cusma 1ndlcated ‘that. these
~.concerns can also be addressed when the f1na1 recommendatlon
-ﬁgoes to the Metro Counc1l. o .

i MOTION AND. vo'rg

t.was moved by Shlrley Huffman and seconded by SteveyLarrance*to
adopt: the Technical: Commlttee =5 recommendatlonrthat”separate”
,Requests for~ Proposals ‘be -issued s1mu1taneously for: the
-transportatlon/depot RFP. and the transfer statlon RFP."
'was*Unan1mously*carr1ed“* : '

Kathy Thomas presented the Technlcal COmmlttee's ! e
_recommendatlon that the East Transfer Station should handle R
.both commercial and self-haul waste. The Techn1ca1 cOmmltteefﬁ~%~

~. . felt that,. desplte the self-haulers' generatlon of " trafflof“
1*; and lltter, it was polltlcally unacceptable not to*prOV1d"




ofﬁel;glble sites,
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“The meeting
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January 6 1988

”BNASHIHGTON COUNTY GARBAGE COORDINATING COMMITTEE & INTERESTED PARTIES

-~O$E§pngx;g5TEVE LARRANCE, NASHINGTON COUNTY COMMISSIONER :~:?¢‘ﬂ'jf

' JSUMMAOY OF PRUCEEDINGS OF DECEMBER 3, 1987 MEETING_OF THE.
g WASHINGTON COUNTY GARBAGE COOROINATING COMMITTEE ;;,fa _3_,;3j*_;;nyfj:~f )

"fff‘ItiﬁfifAssessnent of Regiona] ProceedTngs to Date

*A;pgﬂetro staff seems to be the maaor 1n1t1ator of po11cy Tn1t1at1ves..f S
B, ‘Policy group not initiating direction of policy initiatives.. .~~~ .o .0
.- The. landfill siting; barge/rail depot and transportatTOn tol1andf111
- -and the Multnomah County initial transfer 'site all are on a "fast
“track": process ‘instead of. the 18 month agreed upon So11d waste 'iv
o {Management ‘Plan” (SWMP) update: timeline. oo :
“ooooDys iTechnical: subcommTttees WT11 shou1der maJothy of work]oad 1n SWMPQ,;;
.0 update. .l - i
1;f.E,;;How do these events Tmpact Nasthgton County po11cy {nTtTat1ves.é' e

:tfwecHavg th“Capab111ty.to DeSTgn a System That 15 HorkabIe in Nasthgton:,fi'”
ounty- 5

e eedethe opportunTty to d15cuss our Tdeas more sub3ect1ve1y
1th the regTOn.,_,, s i R

Nash1ngtonuCounty w111 pay for Its decentra1Tzed system
within: the 'overall regTOnal network Is thTS compathIe
wathiMetro;pIanning to date? i S e

ransferring. Ts a'functIOn of p1Ckup and hau11ng, therefore
should: Tnvo1ve Nasthgton County franchTSed hau]ers as part of our
otutions. oo e T SR e o

_BoardolCountyCommnssnoners k T S
Hlllsboro. Oregon 97124 .. .. Phone:503/648-8681 . .
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'The wash1ngton Coun£y5garbag ‘now transferred to CTRC (CTackamas

ﬁSo]ution should: be generated by franch1sedvhau16'szfr0ﬂ
southeast: portion of County now utilizing. CTRC::
.. -SoTution should utilize the Washington County Garbage "
..,,,Coord1nat1ng Comm1ttee as the: consensus. bu11d1ng*‘*
' Q;group and our agreed upon goa]s. SRR :

‘_Nou is the t1me to- appfoach the?reg1ona1 consensus bu11d1ngﬁgroupd
’*with these_1ssuesf“‘

weﬁe"VISTO" a’fi“a"°1a11y 1ndependent and decentra1izedicounty
system within ‘the regional network: -
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WASHINGTON COUNTY GARBAGE COORDINATING COMHITTEE

S L - ‘ '. o --__':‘::

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

%1Adopt a policy of privatization of solid waste handling Metro willfj[”f},
- then" solicite thru ;an . RFP: process_ the - necessary privately owned - - .
; fjﬂfacilities and igites: within Washington County The following".(-i;;f
"”fobjectives should be considered in developing the RFP - e ’

,":_FACILITY REQUIREMENTS et T s

1 _Conform to the needs 6(;[eiistihg;;ffanéhi§éagiﬁa¢ié5§iaﬁa;iﬁéf§g¢§§ii5§;
o -'"'f‘industry TS R S T T L S T e

Function within’the'adopted Lanngsefregulations as much“as possible.s -

"Utiiize

existing and_planned transportationrsvstemi,
Spread impactﬂthroughouttthe“County in order'to facilitate inplementation.

?Consider,kpublic_opinion nhich has favored siting faciiities Wlthin areas offf:;f‘

;_Wastes ater_disposal
fgSite. ater. runoff .

‘ Truck traffic impacts
ianfering e s

,Differentiate,between industrial and residential waste generators.
1)’ Their outputs ' . o
BRr-) BN Recycling potential

3). Other needs




o _‘GARBAGB d COORDINA‘I‘ING COHHITTEE
" GOALS" AND OBJECTIV'ES o
PAGE 2
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