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fl METROPOLITAN SERE DISTRICT
6400 S.W CANYON COURT PORTLAND OREGON 97221 503 297-3726

TO Metropolitan Service District Board

FROM MSD Staff

SUBJECT STAFF REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 22 1974 BOARD MEETING

Presented to the Board for transmittal information recorrirnended

action are the following items

Page

MINUTES

Action Approval

II RECEIVE PHASE SOLID WASTE FINANCIAL REPORT

BARTLE-WELLS ASSOCIATES

Action Accept the report and authorize staff

to return within one month with review

and comments so that the MSD Board

can approve the Solid Waste Plan in

concept

III REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING TRI-COUNTY

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COUNCIL REPORT COR-MET

Action Accept the report and approve the

TAC and CAC recommendations

23 IV JOHNSON CREEK DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PRELIMINARY

WORK PLAN

Action Direct that the proposal be reviewed by

local jurisdictions represented by the

1OO Recyced Paper
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the MSD Board before the next Board

meeting Further direct the MSD

Advisory Committees to return to the

Board at the earliest date with recOm
mendations

24 NSD DIRECTION CONMITTEE MEMBERSHIP SELECTION

Action Authorize establishment of the MSD

Direction Committee and select members

VI DISCUSSION OF NSD/TRI-NET ACTIVITIES

Action None



MINUTES

The following pages contain the minutes of the Board

meeting of February 1974 The staff recommends approval
of the minutes



II PHASE SOLID WASTE FINANCIAL REPORT BARTLE-WELLS ASSOCIATES

The MSD o1id waste financial consultants are scheduled

tä present the Phase Solid Waste Financial Pre-final

Submittal Report The MSD staff recommends the Board

accept the report and authorize staff to return within

one month with review and comments Further it is recom
mended the Board authorize staff to return at the nex
meeting with appropriate financial questions that need

immediate action



III REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING TRI-COUNTY WASTE
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL REPORT COR-MET

The MSD Technical and Citizens Advisory Committees met
in joint session on February 19 1974 to hear the COR-MET

response to industrys proposed amendments The attached

pages contain the COR-MET response requested by the

Board and provide the Committees action

The MSD staff recommends the MSD Board accept the COR-MET

report and approve the TAC and CAC committee recommendations



-- CORNELL HOWLAND HAYES MERRYFIELD
METCALF EDDY

jPT AVENuE SUIIF 50 OREGON 72O

February 14 1974

Ietropolitan Service District Board
6400 S.W Canyon Court

Portland Oregon 97221

Subject Viewpoint of the Solid waste Industry Tn-County
Solid Waste Management Council February 1974

Gentlemen

Ve have received and reviewed the report Viewpoint of
the Solid Vaste Industr in which private industry has sug
gested modifications to our recommended solid waste management
action plan At your request we have evaluated the suggested
changes for their effect on the reconended system and our
observations are presentcd herein

The suggestions presented by the Tn-County Solid Waste
Management Council in th subject report are certainly valid
ones which result fron the day-to-day involvont of Council
members in solid waste handling lany of their suostions
are in fact options that we considered in the course of our
initial study but rejected for reasons that will subsequently
be presented

Before proceeding with our evaluation we wish to empha
size that there is no single best system to answer the solid
waste management needs of the tn-county area Any system is

depenJnt on the assumptions and evaluative criteria used to

develop it and different groups will make different assuno
tions and trade-os- -depending upon their own values and

degree of objectivity This makes careful documentation of
the development of plan or suggested modifications to it
critical requirement for subsequent appraisal

In reviewinc the Councils report we found that there
was not enough background data and substantiating information
for us to conduct detailed analysis of the suggested
modifications We shall therefore present our best judgment
as tc the overall impact of the modifications

In general we feel that the suggested modifications will
result in total system cost that exceeds the total cost of
the originally recommended system It would require
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Metropolitan Service District Board -2-

detailed syster analysis to produce the actual costs for the

modified systerr but our experience indicates that the sug
gested relocation of the milling-transfer stations would re
sult in increased transportation costs for that portion of
the system that we were charged with studying from the
centroids of the collection areas through transfer processing
and disposal It atpears that any savings in capital costs
would be offset throughout the 25-year study period by in
creased transportation costs

Our specific comments on the Councils report are pre
sented in the following sections

Comments on Criteria and Assumptions

Although there are several points in the criteria and

assumptions with which we do not fully agree it appears that

there is only one that might have widespread impact on the

system The meaning is not totally clear but it appears from
items and that there is some intent for processible
waste disposal sits to accept unprocessed and nonprocessible
wastes In the originally recommended system the sites for

processible and nonprocessible wastes were generally separate
The primary reason for this is the fact that processible aste
sites are regional facilities which in conjunction with local
transfer stations can serve large geographic area whereas
nonprocessible waste sites are smaller localized sites located
close to the source of th heavier generally nontransferrable
wastes they are intended to accept It is of course possible
that the SD staff may upon assessment of alternative non
processible waste disposal sites decide in particular in
stance to set aside portion of processible waste site to

accept nonprocessible wastes but as general rule the origi
nallv recommended system included separate sites for these
functions

Regarding the suggested acceptance of unprocessed or
raw refuse at processible waste disposal sites there was no
need for this in the originally recommnded systcL Sufficient
emerency refuse storage space and back-up equipment were pro
videci the milling stations to ensure that raw wastes could
be accepted at the stations at all times All processible
wastes were to be milled with the economically recoverable
portions to be salvaged and the remaining milled residue to
be taLen to sanitary landfills to accomplish land reclamation
To allow vehicles carrying ra refuse to dump directly at

the disposal sites would complicate disposal operations and
would also Tyie enforcement of the system difficult

11



letropolitan Service District Board -3-

Comments on Recommended Modifications

Comparing the COR-IhT analysis with the Tn-County Solid
Waste Management Council analysis for recommended system
there are two fundamental differences in assumntions that
should be highlighted whereas the COR-MET project was

specifically exeoptei from considering collection routes and
therefore began all analyses at the centroid of refuse gen
eration center the Council not only relates its recommenda
tions to collection routes but further asserts that urban
transfer stations should accommodate present collection
routes apparenfly without any route modification and

whereas th COR-MET project was specifically charged with
25-year svster analysis the Council appears to premise its

recondaticns on the early years of operation without any
detailed consideration to long-term economics or eftccts
Neither of these approaches is necessarily better than the

other but it is important to recognie that they will produce
different results

Responses to the Councils individual recommendations are

presented in the following paragraphs with item numbers cor
responding to those on pas and of the Councils
report

In the original analysis we considered the Frank
site as potential location for regional sanitary
landfill From an enginec ring standpoint the site
would probably be acceptable although it would ac
complish only marginal land reclamation in that the
final site use would be the same as the original site

use farming Our reasons for rejecting the site as

regional landfill were political rather than tech
nical and are enumerated as follows the Frank
site is nonconforming prior land use and our dis
cussions with representatives of the Washinton
County Planning Commission indicated that the
Commission is opposed to anY expansion of the site

in 1973 the olnr of the site attempted to ex
pand his facilities by adding truck storage and was
denied permit by the County Planning Commission

the present DEQ and County pernits specifically
exclude all additional site users by stating that
only the commercial collection trucks serving Franks
franchized area shill use the site traffic vol
ume on Beef Bend Road leading tc the site is already

problem and expanded use of the site by additional
haulers would increase the traffic loads opposi
tion among residents of the area is organized and
vocal Considering these political drawbacks and

adding to them the relative small capacity and mar
ginal reclamation aspects of the site it was decided

12



Metropolitan Service District Board -4-

that the Frank sit should not be recommended as

regional landfill hut should continue to operate as

at present until the regional Durham site is ready
for operation

Because the Councils report proposes the Frank site
as an alternative to Durha in the early years the

following advantages to the Durham site should be
considered land reclamation is of paramount im
portance the access from adjacent 1-5 is excel
lent the property is already owned by Washington
County representatives of the Washington County
Planning Commission hac indicated that landfilling
of the pits would be conforiiing land use of
all the three sites originally recommended for devel
opment in Washington County Durham appears to have
the best County support

From technical standpoint it would probably be

possible to develop Franks site as regional land
fill and then upon its completion to develop the
Durham site But the unit cost for developinc
small site is high and with the apparent political
opposition to the Frank site its only minor recla
maton benefits and the traffic problems there
carefull consideration should be given to the desira
bility of developing this site as regional
landfill

Decision Point 2s the SD Board uh to utilize
the Jr as raional ii

The originally recommended Durham milling-transfer
station was not intended to be an integral part of
tht Durham landfill--only to be located in the same

general area Its existence would therefore be inde
pendent from the existence of the landfill Rehard
ing the potential relocation of the Durham milling-
transfer station to site in Beaverton we agree
that location in Beaverton would offer more trans
portation economies to the haulers than would the
Durham site if politically accept ahle location can
be found in Beaverton In our initial investiga
tions we considered location along Route 2l near
Route to be the most desirable from transporta
tion standpoint but City representatives indicated
that it would be politically very difficult to obtain
clearance for milling-transfer station in any

13
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commercial-industrial area there Our alternative
choice was Durham

Decision Point Does the .SD Board vis to locate
Jranrcr staton Beaverton ratier than

Durham

Regarding the issue of providin service center for
the storage and servicing of collection trucks at

milling-transfer stations itc and also
item we agree that this woald be an impor
tant convenience for the haulers hut the question
is whether or not ISI should assume the responsibility
for providing this convenience At the joint TAG/GAG
meeting on February the Councils engineering con
sultant stated that approxinately 15 additional acres
would be required for this convenience The origi
nally reconriendod milling-transfer stations require
about acres so addition of the truck storage area
would require finding site four times the size of
the site originally recommended Our exacrience in

site investigations has indicated that the need for
such large site would significantly compound the
difficulties of finding acceptable locations for

milling-transfer facilities

Decision Point Does the .2D Board usi to provde
center for the storage and ser 2g of collect on

oceles at the nlYngtransfer ctatoco2

If the Durham milling-transfer station is to be relo
cated to the Beaverton area then there definitely
should not be station at Hilisboro-Cornelius and
the compacting-type transfer station sugested by the
Council for Forest Grove would be posibilitv It

should be emphasized however that this station
would be of the same general size as the small rural
stations analyzed in our original stad and thus
would no be economically self-suppot in if it were
to operated by 1h1 and open to the public direct
haul would be more economical The same is true of
the small stations suggested by the Council to be
located in Iulino Estacada and Sandy In each of
these cases the ISD Board might wish to allow the
local jurisdictions to provide these small conveni
ence stations for the haulers and the public or

else collector may choose to provide one for his

own operations It is possible that the Council in
tended this for its cost estimates include no provi
sion for these stations

14
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Decision Point Does the .SD Board ua to asti
the rsibiiity or rovdng rural eouenience
stations

In our initial analyses we considered the oation of

locating milling-transfer station at the St Johns
landfill but suhequent analysis indicated that the
Columbia Boulevard location would provide better
savings in haul costs Our reasons for selecting the
Columbia Boulevard site were as follocs there
is excellent access directly off the I-S interchange

the site is nearer the high-densitv refuse pro
ducin areas than is the St Johns site there
are already some private refuse transfer operations
in this industrial area The disadvantages that we
considered for site at or near St Johns were the

following it creates greater haul distance for
most collection vehicles than would the Columbia Boulevard
site the further the station is located from the
I-S interchange te greater the impact of collection
vehicles on local roads leading to the site

local opposition to the traffic caused by refuse
activities in the St Johns area is already organized
and vocal when the St Johns landfill is com
pleted it will be used as park and did not
consider the continued use of milling-transfer in

park area to be desirable condition once
the St Johns landfill has been completed use of the

suggested St Johns milling-transfer station to ser
vice other landfills would require significant
backhaul

An important difference in our assessment and the
Councils assessment of the suitability of milling-
transfer station at St Johns appears to be the pro
jected life of the landfill there In computing the

capacity of the St Johns site we utilized informa
tion supplied to us by the Citys engineering con
sultant and our computations reflect expansion into
the future area east of the present site With this

capacity and the quantities of refuse that we routed
to the landfill the site would be filled in about 10

years and replacement site would be required at

that time In the Councils report none of the
facilities is related to time frame but the Council
has eliminatof any replacement site for St Johns tiJ
shows only St Johns serving its area on the map en
titled Long Range Implementation so it appears

15
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that they assume the St Johns landfill will last
until the year 2000 For this to be true the Council
would have either to have assumed much larger
capacity for St Johns than we did or to have reduced
significantly the quantity of wastes that we had
routed to Johns If the St Johns landfill is to

continue to the year .000 then there is some justi
fication for locating mJling-transfer stction
there but we feel that public opposition would still
be significant obstacle The increased costs for
the suggested private access road must also be taken
into consideration

Decision Point Does the SD Board wfsh to locate
rT ltrer stat oz near t7e St Jons dll
uctead 1-5 and Coluid Boulevard

The variables are so complex and the inforation in

the Councils renort so incomplete that we cannot
readily assess the effects of the suggested replace
ment of the two stations at S.E Portland and at

Killingsworth and 82nd with single station in East
Portland There is no explanation for how two sta
tions with combined capacity of 6912 tons per week
could be renlaced by single station of.3840 tons

per week What happens to the rest of thu refuse
In our initial analyses it proved more economically
advantageous to provide the two stations at the loca
tions recom than to provide single station
because the two stations provided significant sav
ings in haul costs

Decision Point Doec the IfSD Board wish to locate
Si71C mYl.-transfer station East Portland
rater than tuo statdons at Southeart Portland and at
Killingswor and 82nd

Regarding the su.gested installation of air classifi
cation equipment at the suggested East Portland
station we do not necessarily concur unless the
Council has defined market there for the light combusti
ble wastes Our choice of the Ililisboro-Cornelius
station as the initial location for air selaration
facilities was based upon nearby market for the

light combustible iwiterials

Regarding the suggested use of milled wastes to re
claim gravel pits in East Portland we considered
that possibility in our initial analysis As ex
plained in our report we concluded that these sites

16
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would better be reclaimed with nonrocessible wastes
The pits that we identified have capacity equal to

the projected needs for nonprocessible wastcs
throughout the study period If these sites are used

for milled wastes then new sites must be found for

nonprocessible wastes

Decision Polat Does the SD Board vfsh to utilize the

orevel East Port Jad or lied wastes

If the Rossman milling-transfer station can be located
on or next to Rossmans property then the concept of

using off-road transport vehicles is valid This

system will not necessarily eliminate the need for

stationary compactor however for when air separa
tion equipment is Ld to the Rossrian station com
pactor will be required for the light combustible
wastes In addition the off-road equipment will be
come obsolete when the Rossman landfill is completed
and the Rossman station begins to serve another
lajifill at that time stationary comaction and

over-the-road equipment will be essential These
comments also ely to the suggested use of off-road
equipment at St Johns It would appear that this

is matter that could be decided in pre.liminary de
sign and thus does not warrant the present action of
the Board

Additional Comments

In the table Coarison of Available Capacity for lilling
Transfer Stations between MSD Alternative Plan and Industry
Plan as Anended sic the cumulative total capacity of

the initial Industry Plan is 14592 tons per week compared
to 18132 tons per week for the initial 1SD Plan The

fact that the industrial plan eliminates the Hilisboro
Cornelius station with no replacement for it would explain
difference of 1536 tons per week but there is no explanation
for the arbitrary exclusion of the remaining 2304 tons per
week

Decision Point Does the SD Board wish to nse

27rent set so waste quantitj ectematec than

was derived the COR-MET study If eQ what should
be the basic or those estmatc

17
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In reviewing the tahular infor.aition presented in the

Councils report we would caution the Board against accepting
an overly simplified picture of the effects of the suggesteJ
changes on the originally recommended system The collection-
transfer-disposal systen is dynamic one and changing any

part of it causes ramifications throughout the system For

exaiTlule we note that in relocating milling-transfer stations
the Council has generally asuned the same capacities for
those stations as in their origial locations- -even thouh
changing the location would change the service area and

thereby change the quantity of wastes recei.ed In addition
the Council shows initial capital costs for its suggested sys
tem but includes no operation and maintenance costs at all--

even though operation and maintenance costs represent about
60 percent of the total annual costs in the originally recom
mended system We realize that the Councils report
assembled rapidly and thus could not be very conurehensive
but we consider it important for the Board to recognie that
the report presents only partial assessment of the sug
gested changes

If the Board wishes to modify the system that was origi
nail recommended in our report then it will require de
tailed analysis of the modified system to determine the size
of each facility the capital costs and the operation and
maintenance costs for the entire system We estimate that it

will require $10000 total to rerun the computer odcl and
derive the cost estimates for specific modified system that
the Board would select anJ direct us to analyze There is no
allowance in this sum for comparing alternative modifications
neither does it include the additional work that would be re
quired by Bartle Wells Associates to reassess the financing for
the system It would be possible to extract the $10000 from
our present 40000 contract for Phase II work if the Boar.i

wishes to approve modification to the scope of work for that
contract

Decision Points Does the .ISD Board uirh to ple
ment mod hcsztion of the sistem oricnallii recom
mended by COR-.ET so vt snail the specfc
miicatfonr be Doer the Board ush to diret
COR-iT to prepare detiled cost anajris the

moi-Led system

We commend the in-County Solid Waste ianagement Council
for its genuine interest in contributing to sound and equi
table solid waste management action plan and we look forward
to the full cooperation of the Council in implementing what
ever system the MSD Board may select

18
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Ve trust that our review comments will be of assistance

to the Board in selecting appropriate modifications to the

recommended plan There will be COR-MET representatives at

the February 19 TAC/CAC meeting and tL February 22 MSD Bord
meeting to respond to further questions

Sincerely

COR FT

1CtAJ
Melissa Brown

Project Manager

JMB sb

1_9



ACTION OF MSD TECHNICAL AND CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEES REGARDING

VIEWPOINT OF THE SOLID WASTE INDUSTRY BY COR-MET

After review of the CUR-MET response to Viewpoint of the

Solid Waste Industry the MSD Advisory Corrunittees took the

following action

Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to utilize the

Frank site as regional landfi1l

Committee Action The MSD Board direct that the Frank

site be kept under consideration as Washington County
site and that Washington County provide report to the

MSD Board after Was1inton County and industry meet together
to determine its feasibility

Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to locate

milling-transfer station in Beaverton rather than in

Durham

Committee Action The MSD Board include the location of

this milling and transfer station question in the discussion
with Washington County people as is appropriate See Action

Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to provide
center for the storage and servicing of collection vehicles
at the milling-transfer stations

Committee Action It is recommended that this point not

be made necessary part of MSD Board action regarding the

Solid Waste tnement system



Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to assume the

responsibility for providing rural convenience stations

Committee Action It is recommended that this point not

be.considered at this time

Decision Point Does the NSD Board wish to locate

milling-transfer station near the St Johns Landfill instead

of near 1-5 and Columbia Boulevard

Committee ActionE it is recommended that COR-MET re
evaluate the St John location for milling transfer station

instead of near 1-5 and Columbia Boulevard

Decision Point Does the NSD Board wish to locate single

milling-transfer station in East Portland rather than two

stations at Southeast Portland and at Killingsworth and 82nd

Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to utilize the.

gravel pits in East Portland for milled wastes

Committee Actions and It is recommended that the

East Multnomah County gravel pits be utilized for milled

refuse and the entire East Portland proposal by industry
be evaluated by COR-MET with the stipulation that industry

specify which gravel pits are to be utilized

Decision Point Does the MSD Board wish to use different

set of solid waste quantity estimates than was derived in

the COR-MET study If so what should be the basis for

those estimates

21



Committee Action The consultant be allowed to make some

arbitrary adjustments in waste generation data to see whether

it affects CUR-METs plan tLt was derived on the basis of

that data and to report the results to the MSD Advisory
Committees

Decision Point Does the MSD Board \\ish to implement
modification of the system originally recommended by COR-MET
If so what shall the specific modifications be Does the

Board ish to direct CUR-MET to prepare detailed cost

analysis of the modified system

Committee Action It is recommended that the Board direct

CUR-MET to evaluate industrys plan using industrys waste

ener tion figures for volume and cost those portions of the

plan that we support in our point by point discussion

Further it is recommended that this work be accomplished

by April 1974 and include an update of financing by

BartleWells Associates Industrys waste enerations

figures must be provided by March l97 in order to make

this date

22



IV JOHNSON CREEK DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PRELIMINARY WORK PLAN

As you remember at the last MSD Board meeting the Board

authorized staff to prepare work plan including estimated

costs for review by the Board The attached document is

result of that work

The MSDstaff recommends the MSD Board direct that the

proposal be reviewed by local jurisdictions represented by
the MSD Board before the next Boardmeeting Further the

Board should direct the MSDAdvisory Committees to return
to the Board at the earliest date withrecomrnendations
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MSD DIRECTION CONMITTEE MEMBERSHIP SELECTION

The fol1owing..pages contain the Board directed action

regarding the MSD Direction Committee and suggested names

for that committee

The MSD staff recommends the Board authorize establishment

of the MSD Direction Committee and select members

24



MEO

February 1974

TO Metropolitan Service District Board

FROM Lloyd Anderson

recommend establishment of committee to the MSD Board to be

made up of citizen members administrative members MSD

Board members and CRAG Board members and to be charged with

the following

Define the roles of MSD in policy statement to be used

as an evaluation mechanism for defining areas of metro
politan public service which should be provided under MSD

jurisdiction

Apply this statement of role to specific metropolitan

public services which MSD is currently performing or

could perform Provide recommendation for or against
MSD participation in each area

Recommend structure for the MSD Board

Recommend an organizational structure for MSD

Summarize the processes required in bringing about the

recommendations made above and provide an action plan

and timetable for accomplishing those recommendations

including necessary legislation financing etc Submit

these findings in report to the Board by June 1974

PSbg
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MEMBERSHIP CONSIDERATION FOR THE MSD DIRECTION COMMITTEE

MSD BOARD

Robert Schumacher

Lloyd Anderson

CRAG BOARD

Bill Young

Mel Gordon

ADMINISTRATION members
John McIntyre

Dan Potter

Bud Kudurer

Bob McWilliams

Larry Sprecher

Don Carlson1

CITIZENS members
Wanda Nays

Ed Winter

Pete Snedecor

Chuck Frost

Ruth Hagenstein

John Huisman

Alden Krieg

Ron Cease

Jerry Tippins

Dennis West
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