
MINUTES OF THE 

MITROPOLITAN SIRVIC! DISTRICT COUNCIL WORKSHOP 

ON PREMIUM COST OF ALT!RNATIV! TECHNOLOGIES 

APRIL 16, 1986 

COUNCILORS PRISINT 

STAPF PRESENT: 

Councilor• Waker, Van 
Bergen.Gardner, Prewing, 
Kelley, Hanson. Myer•. 
Kirkpatrick,Kafoury 

Dan Durig, Doug Drennen, 
Debbie Al l•eyer, Nora 
Wietting, Mary Jane 
Aaan.Vieki Rocker, Ray 
Barker. Denni• Mulvihill, 
Steve Rapp, Rich Mcconag-
hy, Becky Crockett,Wayne 
Rifer 

The workshop wa• brought to order by Presiding Officer Waker at 
S:l9 p.m. Councilor Waker began by introducing the members of 
the Solid Waste Policy Advisory Coaaittee (SWPAC) in attendance-
Kathy Cancilla, Craig Sherman, Pete Viviano, and Shirley Coffin 
and then turned the workshop over to Dan Durig, the Solid Waete 
Director. Durig preeented an overview of th• evening'• agenda 
and pointed out aoae pertinent date• in the Alternative Technolo-
gie• process -- April 22nd, first reading of the ordinance on 
preaiua cost deterainat1on; May l•t, the second reading of the 
ordinance: and May 19th, the deadline for submittal of reaponaee 
to the Requeat for Qualiticatione/Inforaation (RPQ/I). 

Durig introduced Solid Waste Analyst Debbie All•eyer who directed 
attention to ite• 8. page 12 of the Waste Reduction Plan rraae-
work document. Thie section is the reaponae to Environmental 
Quality co .. i••ion'• (EQC) coaaenta on the plan in relation to 
the alternative technologies. 

Bob Zier, conaultant with Geratuaan, Brickner, and Bratton.Inc. 
(088), then outlined the key cost factor• of a reeource recovery 
facility with Durig pointing out that eoae variable• can be 
controlled other• cannot. Zier, using Exhibit 1,docu•ent P, 
di•cuaeed the aethode u•ed in analyzing Metro'• potential preaiua 
co•t. !xhibit 1 ahowed eleven recently financed/i•pleaented 
re•ource recovery faciliti•• in the U.S. Baaed on factor• auch 
•• type of technology, eize ot facility, bond eize of th••• 
facilitiea and energy/aaterial• revenue•, projection• for like 
systems in Portland were generated. Further into the analyai•, 
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Zier and Doug Drennen, Solid Waete lngineering Manager, diecu•••d 
Exhibit 2, pointing out that a single facility would boost eyetea 
coet by roughly the •a•• a•ount whether the plant wa• large or 
••all. Zier, reeponding to question•, reported that the coapost-
ing ecenario had been baeed on th• only coapoeting facility 
operating in the U.S. which indicated above average coat, and 
hence above average projected iapact on the •Y•t•• coat using 
thia aatrix. 

In reviewing ten syet••• displayed in Exhibit 2 of various 
reeource recovery project•, ditfering in eiz• and technology, 
Drennen pointed out the r•a•on• tor considering eyatem coet, as 
well a• th• aarginal coet of project•. Reeourc• recovery 
project• aay coat aa auch a• $&0/ton, yet because it reduce• the 
quantiti•• being traneported to aore diatant landfill•, the coet 
to a aystem with theae projects ia about ••Olton. Thi• pr•••nta-
tion included diecuaaion ot the aany variable• that can effect 
the coat of project•. Therefore, it waa pointed out, any tigures 
are an "order ot •agnitude" esti•ate. Real coet will only be 
deter•ined through the RFP process. 

Councilor Myer• aaked if a ehorter ti•• period fro• the beginning 
of a resource recovery project to full implementation had 
econoaic aerit and it a value had been aecribed to thi• ehorter 
tiae. Zier reeponded noting that the aborter tiae might aake a 
difference, but that no real value could be put on that until the 
technology and size of the facility were deter•ined and financing 
arranged. There aay be no value in a faeter proc•••· 

Councilor Kelley aeked about the value of public ve. private 
ownerahip, taking into coneideration the anticipated lo•• ot tax 
incentive• and the atate's property taxee. Durig advised that 
the private ••ctor ie better equipped and, in eoae ca•••· ha• 
proprietary right• to the technologiea. He related that tor the 
propoeed Oregon City project the tip tee• had been anticipated at 
Sli-20/ton of which S4.~& wa• property taxee and that thi• tax 
advantage had little eigniticance to the voter• who turned the 
project away in a referend\111. Harvey Gerehaan of GBB added that 
there i• a chance that the paet expen••• involved in th• Oregon 
City project could be directly related to eoae of the work on 
current reeource recovery project• ae a development coet. There-
fore the current project could conceivably tall under old tax 
lawe. 

Steve Rapp. Solid Waste Analyat, presented coat eetiaate• 
which repreeent the true coet of landfilling. The ba•• ca•• wae 
calculated on 1- 20 year landfill and 1- 20 year landf 111 
including only the f iret ten yeare. Three ecenario• were 
diacu•••d with different annual waete f lowe. Por the baee caee, 
$1~ per ton wae identitied a• the tipping fee tor 1990. Thi• 
wae calculated on aeeuaption• etated in the handout,e.g. '' 
annual inflation, 13 aillion ton landfill capacity. 

Steve reeponded to question• advieing that poet-eloeure revenue•, 
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euch •• ••thane gae recovery revenue, were not included in th• 
analyaie, nor were any expen••• incurred for thi•: rehabilitation 
and enhanceaente feee were not included, however a 30' (of total 
coete) contingency wa• included in the coete. System costs and 
landfill co•t• were differentiated. Sy•t•• coets would include 
not just the landfill costs, but alao tranefer etatione, trane-
portation and planning coeta. Th• aaeuaption wae aleo iaade that 
any resource recovery facility would be located within the urban 
growth boundary, involving only •hort haul d1etanc••· To l••••n 
total •Y•tem cost•. recycling centers could be located at the 
reeource recovery faciliti••· 

The workehop adjourned for a break at 1:22 p.a. 
and reconvened at 7:43 p.a. 

Councilors were given ti•• to diecu•• and ask queetion• a• 
needed. Councilor Haneen voiced a concern that our very agres-
•ive waste reduction program would reaove cardboard fro• the 
waete etreaa causing a lowering of the BTU value of th• waete 

Drennen advised that an ordinance on the premium coet would be 
drafted following the diecu••ion incorporating intoraation fro• 
the workshop. Prem1WI co•t could also be dealt with not only in 
price per ton, but on a percentage baei• - how auch over th• 
landfill coat the Council would elect to go. Councilor Prewing 
queationed when thi• deci•ion would need to be made, noting that 
cost factors could change the day after the decision is aade. 
Councilor Waker advised that the decieion auat be aade aoon even 
if the decision is no premium coet. Vendors will need thi• from 
the Council and the beet decision will have to be made baaed on 
th• inforaation. Councilor Gardner •aid that he aaw thi• 
deciaion aa a string of decision•, such as what the premium coat 
will be, what riaka are involved, and what type of financing i• 
arranged. 

Councilor Van Bergen aeked what happen• to Metro if we don't have 
alternative technologi••· it the price i• too high. Durig 
reeponded that the D!Q will aake that decision. Dennie Mulvi-
hill. Waete Reduction Manager, added that the arguaente to !QC 
that juatif ied that deciaion will deteraine whether or not solid 
waet• authority will be taken fro• Metro per 98862. Councilor 
Frewing reaarked that if the alternative technologie• were too 
costly, could the Waate Reduction Plan be aodified with aore 
aggressive recycling effort•? Councilor Van Bergen acknowledged 
that the Clack•••• area citizen• did not like burning and walked 
away from an offeet of 93 •illion in property tax••· He added 
that forcing eource ••paration recycling (through legielation) 
ehould be a con•ideration. Councilor rrewing queetioned if the 
reduce, reuee, recycle prograaa had coat• in ton• aaved. 
Mulvihill re•ponded that th• co•t• aeaociated with recycling 
progra•• have not been eatiaated. He added it i• not known how 
auch the rate• effect recycling. Councilor Waker added that the 
Waete Reduction Plan Council Taek rorce had worked over the 
coat/benefit ratio and had coae to the language in th• plan. 
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Basically, he coaaented, it aaounta to what it i• worth aocially 
to do all th1•- what people think the benefits are. 

Councilor Haneen expreesed concern that he did not have th• 
inforaation to deteraine the landf 1l1Jng coats, since rehabJ11ta-
t ion and •nhanceaent to coaauni ti•• h11d not been included as 
coat• and that the extended life of the landtill a• a result ot 
reaource recovery wae not included ae a coat/benefit. Hie 
second concern waa that the Council would be unable to aet a 
preaiua since they did not know if the preaiua wae to be set tor '8' of the waste or aore or l••• of waate which would iapact 
•Y•t•• coate. Councilor Hanaen'• third concern waa the coat to 
the conauaer to coaait reaourcea to IRP. The Japact on the 
reaidential cuatoaer waa low, but buain••••• would be effected. 
He did not feel the information pre•ented addreaaed the aub-
atreaaa. Finally, he expreaaed concern over the overall coat to 
collection. 

Councilor Kafoury aaked if by eetting this preaium would coat 
drive the bid• or ahould the bide drive the preaiua. Oerahaan 
reaponded that aoae propoaera aay take the riak that Metro will 
pay aore if eet too low; other potential propoeera aight be 
discouraged. 

Councilor Frewing asked if the Councilors felt confident given 
the f indinga of th• report, to coaait a certain percentage of 
waate to reeource recovery-etraight out- no preaJua coat invol-
ved. Councilor• Waker and Kirkpatrick reaponded no. councilor 
Waker followed up aaying that whatever the public want• to do 
with its garbage i• fine aa long ae the public i• aware of the 
coeta at the outset. It was noted again that the reeidentJal 
customer would feel only around a 91/ton increaee, but that 
coaaercial/induetrial customers would ehow a 50' increase. 

Councilor Van Bergen queationed if Marion County had gone through 
this type of process, eatabliehJng a premiua coet. Staff 
reeponded that Marion County, nor anyone el•• that they knew, 
had gone through thi• type of process. 

Councilor Myer• aeked whether the preaiua aetting wa• necesaary 
to meet our commitment to waete reduction planning relative to 
DIQ co .. ente. Would we jeopardize our eolid waate authority if we 
don·t •et a pr••ium? I• preaiWI eetting neceeeary for the RFP 
proceee? 

Oerehaan replied that typically the proc••• •tart• with a 
landfill cri•i•, the difficulty in •iting a landfill, the 
conecioua dec1•ion to develop alternative technologie•, followed 
by a deci•ion on the technology and the nuaber of tone to be 
coamited to the alternative techology: and finally, the RFP 
proc•••· and the •election of the contractor. 

In reply to Councilor Myer•'• queetion on D!Q'• poeJtion, tori 
Parker troa D&Q •aid that in the plan &2• of the waate i• 
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deaignated recyclable. Th• queetion 1• what •111 be done with th• 
reaaining 41•. DIQ i• in a ti•• bind to eit• a landfill and 
need• thi• intoraation. 

Councilor Maker etated that th• Council need• to look at the 
factor• and ••k• a decieion on alternative technology not to 
plea•• th• DIQ,but to pl•••• th• Council-it• conatituent•. 

Councilor Gardner eaid that h• would contact the Councilor• to 
tind out what approach ebould be taken on th• preaiUll coet -- a 
coet aaount or a percentage. 

After receiving no further diaeueeion, Councilor Waker adjourned 
the workshop at 8:&4 p.a. 

Submitted by 
Mary Jan~ Aman 
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