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niEUEL WASTE
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS. INC. lAmSTECH

September 16, 1988

Rena Cusma, Executive Officer 
Metropolitan Service District 
2000 SW First 
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Dear Ms. Cusma:

Our firms are pleased to submit this joint application for 
exclusive franchises to build, own and operate the Metro East 
Transfer and Recycling Center.

We believe there are substantial public benefits in our

proposal to place the ETRC on three sites owned by Riedel and 
Wastech which are either committed or permitted to process
solid waste. Our proposal explains these economic,

environmental, and operational advantages. If we receive the 
franchise by January, 1989, we assure Metro that we will have 
the principal portion of the transfer station and recycling 
center operational by January 1990, when the Arlington 
landfill opens.

Contained in the enclosed package is a description of our

overall concept as well as detailed franchise applications for 
each of the three sites.

We look forward to meeting with you, your staff and members of 
the Metro Council to explain our approach and answer any

questions you may have. Thank you for your consideration of 
this proposal.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY 
GARY LORD

Gary Lord 
Vice President 
Riedel Waste Disposal 
Systems, Inc.

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY 
_ _ _ _ _ MERLE IRVINE
Merle Irvine
Executive Vice President 
Wasteclr; Inc.
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RIEDEL WASTE 
DISPOSAL SYSTEMS. INC. yV/KSTECH

October 26, 1988

Ms. Rena Cusma 
Executive Officer 
Metropolitan Service 

District

2000 SW First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201

Re: ETRC Franchise Applications

Dear Ms. Cusma:

On September 30, 1988, Wastech and Riedel submitted 
joint exclusive franchise applications for your review and 
consideration. In order to expedite the processing of our 
applications, this letter provides supplemental information which 
is necessary to complete the applications pursuant to ordinance 
requirements.

First, in accordance with Metro Code Section 5.01.060, 
a franchise applicant is requested to submit proof that it can 
obtain public liability insurance and a corporate surety bond.
Our application included proof of our ability to obtain liability 
insurance. The proof of our ability to obtain the necessary 
corporate surety bond is enclosed. Attached is a letter from 
Corroon and Black v;hich documents Riedel' s ability to obtain a 
corporate surety bond. Because Wastech presently has two bonds 
filed with Metro, one for the OPRC facility, and one for its 
operation of the CTRC facility, we request that reference be made 
to those existing corporate surety bonds as proof of Wastech's 
ability to obtain bonding. Upon issuance of an order granting 
the franchises, both Wastech and Riedel will, in accordance with 
Section 5.01.070(e)(2), obtain and file the necessary bonds with 
Metro.

4611 N. Channel Ave..
Portland, Oregon 97217

A Subsidiary of RIEDEL ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES. INC

WASTECH INC. 701 N. Hunt Street. 
Portland, Oregon 97217 503/285-5261
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Secondly, Metro's franchise application form requested 
all data and correspondence which was submitted to DEQ by the 
applicant as a part of the DEQ permitting process. All data and 
correspondence was submitted to Metro with respect to the KFD and 
OPRC applications. Because Riedel previously submitted all such 
data to Metro as a part of the negotiations for the Memorandum of 
Understanding for the Mass Composting Project, only a portion of 
the DEQ materials were submitted as a part of the Riedel compost 
facility franchise application. We request that our franchise 
application for the compost facility be supplemented by those DEQ 
materials previously submitted to Metro. In the event that you 
would like Riedel to resubmit the DEQ application materials and 
correspondence, we would be pleased to do so at your request.

Finally, as a part of our joint application, Riedel and 
Wastech requested that a variance be granted to the application 
form request for a proposed rate structure. We made that request 
because the solicitation process for the ETRC facilities is 
presently undecided. Because that process may incorporate a 
competitive process, the submission at this time of our proposed 
rate structure would be inappropriate. For similar reasons, 
Riedel and Wastech did not supply specific information in its 
applications regarding the replacement schedule, value and age of 
equipment, and equipment make and model. Please note that the 
franchise applications included an inventory and description of 
all equipment which is intended to be used at each site.
However, because the ETRC solicitation process is a matter 
outside of our control and as yet remains undefined, the 
submission of equipment value and replacement information, etc. 
would presently be inappropriate. For that reason, a variance to 
that application form request is likewise requested. At such 
time as Metro approves of our franchise applications and enters 
into negotiations, Wastech and Riedel will submit this 
information as necessary to finalize approval of our franchise 
applications.

We look forward to meeting with you and your staff 
during the course of your review and consideration of our 
applications. By filing this supplemental data, we believe that 
the franchise applications are complete for processing pursuant 
to Metro ordinance requirements. Please advise us if our 
understanding is incorrect. Also, do not hesitate to contact 
either of us if we may respond to any questions.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours.

WASTECH INC

Merle Irvine
Executive Vice President 

RIEDEL WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS, INC.

By

iary Lord 
Vice President

MI/GL/jrp

cc: Mr. Daniel B,
01.NC.054

Cooper



METRO
2000 SW First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
(503) 221-1M6 
Fax 241-7417

November 14, 1988

I^EEISlIWi
f'iOV 2G 1900

OREGON Pf^OCESSING 
and RECOVERY CENTER

Executive Officer 
Rena Cusma
Metro Council
Mike Ragsdale 
Presiding Officer 
District 1
Corky Kirkpatrick 
Deputy Presiding 
Officer 
District 4
Richard Waker 
District 2
Jim Gardner 
District 3
Tom Dejardin 
District 5
George Van Bergen 
Disfrid 6
Sharron Kelley 
District 7
Elsa Coleman 
District 8
Tanya Collier 
District 9
Larry Cooper 
District 10
David Knowles 
District 11
Gary Hansen 
District 12

Gary Lord
Riedel Waste Disposal Systems, Inc.
4611 N. Channel Avenue 
Portland, OR 97217

Merle Irvine 
Wastech, Inc.
701 N. Hunt Street 
Portland, OR 97217

Re: Riedel Waste Systems, Inc./Wastech, Inc.

Application

Franchise

Dear Gary and Merle:

We have done a preliminary review of your proposal with 
regard to your joint application dated September 30, 1988 
submitted with your cover letter dated September 16, 1988.

We are pleased to see an innovative and creative proposal 
to address the waste transfer and recycling needs for the 
Metro region into the future after the closure of the St. 
Johns Landfill. Your keen interest in the project and 
professional approach are greatly appreciated.

I am sure that you are aware that the Metro Council has 
adopted Resolution No. 88-1009 with regard to establishing 
a competitive process by which to procure private 
proposals to meet transfer and recycling needs after the 
St. Johns Landfill closure. In addition, the Metro 
Council, in the same resolution, has established a 
procurement process by which the Council will obtain 
consulting services to analyze the options of a publicly 
owned facility vs. a privately owned and operated 
facility. A copy of the resolution is attached to this 
letter for your reference.

Given the expressed intent of the Council and the 
directives given to the Solid Waste Department in 
conformity with that intent, my recommendation to the 
Executive Officer is that the Executive Officer recommend 
denial of your application pursuant to Section 5.01.070 of
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the Metro Code. In so doing, I do not express an opinion 
as to the merits of your proposal and I encourage you to 
become an active participant in the proposal process that 
will be occurring in the near future to meet Metro's needs 
for an East Transfer and Recycling Center.

Very truly yours.

Bob Martin
Solid Waste Director

RM:mk

Attachment

cc: Rena Cusma, Executive Officer
Dan Cooper, General Counsel



COUNCIL SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT 

September 18, 1990

Agenda Item No. 6: Discussion and Update on Technical Analysis
of the Washington County Solid Waste System

Judy Wyers; Yeah, why don't you present us a shortened version 
of It and then we'll launch Into questions.

Rich Ccirson: The technical Information In your agenda packet
covers eight main Items. It shows the preliminary cost estimates 
for transportation to material recovery facilities, the 
preliminary unit haul cost for collection, assumptions for 
conducting the analysis of potential financing options; the 
description of the facility cost model that the consultants will 
be using to cost out various systems for the county; analysis of 
the OISRCC to tell us why OISRCC has material recovery potential . 
for Washington County; an analysis of the feasibility of 
transporting waste in Washington County to Metro East; 
information requested by Washington County haulers to...; and a 
letter from myself to Shirle^ Hoffman on the Hillsboro reload 
facility and the status of that.

The Washington County Steering Committee (WCSC) has reviewed all 
this information on September 10. They have not made any 
decisions. Basically, they have a great little staff to do the 
technical work to get on with it before making any final 
decisions recommendations...Further analysis on two issues.
First on reloads...Facilities and their role, what role they have 
in the system, and second on self-haul in terms of the question 
do all transfer stations need to provide self—haul service.
That's pretty much all I have. Terry Moore is available from ECO 
Northwest (ECO/NW) for...questions on the analysis.

Tanya Collier; Thank you Madame Chair. Rich, where are we on 
the issues that have been raised by the majority of the Council 
that we consider the policy issues. Are we still in the vertical 
integration, the public/private, the you know list...Are we still 
in the mode, this information goes into helping these decisions?

Rich Carson: Yes.

Tanya Collier: Okay, and how far are we in that process?

Rich Carson: We have worked with Council staff in addressing
some of the questions that were raised in the concept plan in 
terms of how the RSWMP addresses that. We will be putting 
together some issue papers for the workshop for the Council and 
the Steering Committee and send that out prior to that meeting to 
address those issues.
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Tanya Collier; Are there, these preliminary results in where ECO 
is, let me back up a minute. I really appreciate the information 
I have gotten. All of the minutes and everything and 
Commissioner Lawrence wants me to go to lunch and talk about the 
policy part before we get to it and I'm willing to do that. What 
I don't want to do is repeat this every time. But how much of 
this information, how much more information do we need from this 
to get to the policy issues? When do we need to be flagged on 
those issues that we know are of concern?

Becky Crockett: Terry Moore is trying to set October 10 as a
date to have some preliminary, this preliminary draft information 
ready, which would be the complete technical analysis. At that 
point in time, what we'll do here at Metro working with Council 
staff is take that information and incorporate that information 
into the policy discussion papers, and have those ready to send 
to the Council Solid Waste Coininittee and the Steering Committee 
at meetings prior to the workshop. So that's kind of the time 
frame we're on. We need Terry to finish his technical work 
really before we construct those policy papers and put the 
questions forward.

Tanya Collier: The policy papers, the draft policy papers, that
we...

Rich Carson: I think it's worth...to state that the policy
papers in many cases define the issue and provide information on 
the issue, but they're not resolving public versus private. The 
answer comes from the Council. Vertical integration, the 
procurement process, the answer comes from the Council. We'll 
find the issue as best we can at the workshop so the folks can 
discuss the issues, but you know in some cases we can provide 
information, but the decision on the policy is the Council's 
decision.

Judy Wyers: Rich, maybe also Councilor Collier, you're talking
about a list of policy issues. Do we have that list? Is that 
defined for us?

Tanya Collier; The issues were primarily to find when 
Commissioner Lawrence made his presentation on the concept 
papers...we accepted the concept papers as received, but not as 
the great correct. Those are the issues I am talking about. I 
think they have them all written, they were passed out, I think 
Karla has something to say.

Karla Forsythe; Madame Chair. The issues were outlined in a 
paper that was passed out and discussed at the retreat and



COUNCIL SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE 
Partial Transcript 
September 18, 1990 
Page 3

Planning staff has a copy of that available. And there are 
further issues that weren't addressed in those papers but listed 
in the Washington County Concept Plan. My intention is to be 
getting to you some analysis similar to what you saw on those 
issues we discussed at the retreat on those remaining issues and 
that will supplement what Planning staff is going to be 
providing.

Judy Wyers: Are those issues going to the Steering Committee?
Do we know what they are?

Rich Carson: The Steering Committee basically working with
Washington County staff and Metro staff, initially defined the 
issues in the Concept Plan listed here and since then they have 
been relooked at and Karla has also looked at them and they were 
brought before you at the retreat, and they will be defined even 
further before the workshop. " They're fairly well, for the most 
part, we know what they are and what the questions are.

Judy Wyers: I missed that one meeting and Councilor Collier was
there so that's fine and...Councilor Saucy.

David Saucy: I know at this stage's been going on for some time
and perhaps I'm ignorant of just what's going to happen, but 
we've had reams of material and the process of studying and 
studying and studying some more, and I wonder where we're going 
to get when we get to this. You say we'll have some policies to 
decide, but is that any closer to getting a transfer site if 
that's what we want. It's my understanding that St. Johns 
Landfill will be closed, we'll have the agreement with the people 
at Arlington that we have to meet 90 percent of our waste is 
going there. So it seems to me that even though the haulers 
don't want to haul it down the hill, that they're going to be 
hauling it into Metro East and if we were to start today with 
siting a transfer station somewhere in the west it could be 
probably two years or more before it would be functional. It 
just seems to me like we're going and going and going and getting 
nowhere. Is this, are we going to arrive at a point where 
Washington County will say yes we're going along with you, that 
we will agree to a site, we will support this. Where are we 
getting this?

Rich Ccirson: Well hopefully, I would like to bring most of this 
to a close by the end of the calendar year. What I propose to do 
is that we do the work on the technical analysis. That we hold 
the workshop between the Council and the Steering Committee, at 
this point, we propose on the 20th. What I would like to see 
come out of that would be basically, at least by the end of the
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year, that the Council by resolution could adopt a set of 
principles that basically says this is our position in terms of 
what the Washington County system will look like. Given that, 
the staff will then complete the Plan chapter, technical 
analysis, and then get on with the procurement process. We hope 
that by the end of the year the schedule we're working on now, 
the Council could come to that set of conclusions and say this, 
we have worked with Washington County on this issue and this is 
where we are and this how we're going to go forward. Given that 
specific direction from the Council to get on with the work.

David Saucy: Yes, I may be missing a point here, but are we re­

inventing the wheel? Is Washington County that different from 
any area that we have two stations now, the transfer stations and 
I'm sure we've learned from both of them. This isn't the first 
time a transfer station's ever been built. It seems to me, seems 
to be the siting issue that Seems to be the principle problem.

Tanya Collier: Rich, let me save you from this, okay? Councilor

Saucy, I'm not chuckling at you because I mean you are asking 
really obvious questions and the toughest and whatever. When I 
got on this Council in July 10, 1986, I think it was that second 
week that we were voting on 209th/TV Highway. At that point was 
such a brouhaha in Washington County, someone out there correct 
me if I'm wrong, and it was such a political nightmare and 
wrapped up with the things of Clackamas County who said it's not 
fair we have to have one. Backed up because we couldn't get one 
sited there, frankly, and we went through a functional planning 
process and sat down at the table with Washington County and said 
"Look, how can we do this to make you partners in this decision?" 
And because of that backing up, it seems to be a better approach 
so far, but nevertheless, that is the reason for the delay and 
that's sort of the history on the issue. And people were dealing 
with siting there way before I came on the Council. I don't when 
that first site was dealt with. Rich, do you? Ten years ago?

Rich Carson: Councilor, some of us feel like ghosts in this
whole thing. When the 209th site was sited, I was working for 
the state representative governor, and my crime in this, I'm 
serving my sentence here for doing that.

Judy Wyers: But I think though, that the point still remains,
and that is that Councilor Saucy is asking are we going to be 
able to site a transfer station out there and what are the hoops 
that we have to truly go through. Not just gathering all the 
information and getting all the parties on board. Councilor 
Collier.
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Tanya Collier: One of the things that was guaranteed us in this
functional plan process and I don't know if it was by 
intergovernmental handshake or what, but that we would go through 
this and we would attempt to do this but Washington County was 
responsible for adjusting zones et cetera, so that we're not 
going to be fighting with the land use part of the issue any 
further. Is that correct?

Rich Carson: Yes Councilor. Part of the agreement was that the
Solid Waste Management Plan now says that all jurisdictions have 
to provide zoning for solid waste facilities, either permit or 
conditional, but they have to have clear and objective standards 
which is a term of ours that says basically you can't say the 
facility has to be harmonious with the neighborhood. You have to 
be very clear about what it is you're requiring. We are 
finishing a model zoning ordinance we'll have completed by the 
end of the year that people wbrk with all jurisdictions in the 
region to implement. What they implement is up to them. We've 
provided the model ordinance to give them some good ideas about 
how to implement.

David Saucy: Do we have the authority to demand that? To make
that a reality?

Rich Carson: Yes.

David Saucy: I hope our contract with Washington County hasn't
expired, but you know it's gone on so long. I've been to two 
county meetings and I'm sure they're very well-intentioned and 
there's a lot of information provided. But there's 15 or 20 
people that are spending an afternoon or more in preparation for 
this, and it just seems to me that there's an overabundance of 
effort that just spinning our wheels and we're not getting at the 
root of the issue. And that's a personal opinion, but I sure 
feel it.

Judy Wyers: Just a couple of items then, unless there's further
discussion, are we going to have the workshop on the October 
20th?

Rich Carson: Karla's going to poll the Council to find out what
would be the best date so we can get the most Councilors there.
I think we were talking about October 20th, November 3rd, and I 
don't have the results of that yet, but I'm going to make sure we 
can get as many people there as possible.

Judy Wyers: Well, I think it's imperative that Councilors come
and certainly Councilor Saucy, I think it's going to be
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absolutely imperative that we have you there. I asked Karla to 
poll the Councilors because I was concerned that many of them are 
sort of oblivious to this issue, no matter how much paperwork 
we've given them. They know it's out there but they're not quite 
ready to devote a whole Saturday to it. So I just want this 
Committee to know that we're polling and that we may be 
considering a different date. I know it's darn hard to get 
everybody together for our own retreats and so we're going to 
need to have some...Councilor Collier.

Tanya Collier: Councilor Wyers
as the date. Karla.

I thought that was given to us

Karla Forsythe: Madame Chair. At the time of the retreat I
think we were all thinking that was the date, but since then it 
seems that there needs to be more time to complete the technical 
analysis. If the meeting is/ if the workshop is held on October 
20, my understanding is there will be technical analysis to a 
certain level. One advantage of waiting till November 3rd is 
that there will be more technical analysis available. We have 
been polling other Council members. I don't have the complete 
results. My understanding is most people don't have a 
preference.

David Saucy: I have a special reason, I have a conflict on
November 3rd, I'll be out of state.

Tanya Collier: Also, I'll say it was announced as October 20th
and after going through the process of trying to set the Council 
retreats, changing dates is we'll be setting it next spring.

Judy Wyers: Yes, and I feel the same way. I think we've had the
20th out there as a date and I think that even though we don't 
have every ounce of technical analysis that we do have enough to 
be able to proceed certainly to have a full discussion of Council 
issues. And so, you've heard some opinions here tonight Karla, I 
hope you'll help us out with that.

The other thing we want to ask is does the City Council in 
Sherwood deferring a non-incinerator referral to the committee, 
to the people, to the citizens out in Sherwood, have anything to 
do with our possibility of being able to site a transfer station 
there?

Rich Carson: Madame Chair. Legally, politically?
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Judy Wyers: Legally. Does it just, I haven't read the language
that's in the ballot measure that they have referred to their 
citizens.

Rich Carson: I'm not sure. As I understand it, it refers
specifically to an incinerator, not a solid waste facility.

Judy Wyers: I think it does, but I think it needs to be checked.

Rich Carson: Yes, I agree.

Judy Wyers: Councilor Collier? Further comments? If not,
that's a good report, I think we boiled it down pretty well here 
thanks to Councilor Saucy. Let's go on to the next item then.

END OF TRANSCRIPT

/pa
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METRO
2(XX) SW First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
(503) 221-1646 
Fax 241-7417

September 28, 1990

Executive Officer 
Rena Cusma
Metro Council
Tanya Collier 
Presiding Officer 
District 9
Gary Hansen 
Deputy Presiding 
Officer 
District 12
David Saucy 
District I
Lawrence Bauer 
District 2

* Jim Gardner 
District 3
Richard Devlin • 
District 4
Tom Dejardin 
District 5
George Van Bergen 
District 6
Ruth McFarland 
District 7
Judy Wyers 
District 8
Roger Buchanan 
District 10
David Knowles 
District 11

Rich Carson
Director of Planning & Development 
Metro

2000 S.W. First 
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Mr. Carson:

It is my understanding that you and your staff are working with 
Council staff and Washington County consultants to establish the 
format for the October 20 Council workshop with Washington County 
officials. I want to make certain that the. workshop will focus 
on policy issues.

As you know, under Policy 16.0 of the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan,the Council's role is to determine whether the 
local government solution outlined in the Washington County 
concept plan is compatible with and achieves the objectives of 
the overall solid waste system. In making this determination, 
the Council will ask whether the Washington County approach is 
regionally balanced, cost effective, technologically feasible, 
environmentally sound, and publicly acceptable, when viewed as 
part of the regional solid waste system.

Several approaches favored by Washington-County differ 
significantly from previous Metro approaches in designing parts 
of the regional system. The Council recognizes that the Plan 
does not require a particular approach, and that the Plan does 
not prohibit any of the proposed approaches. But sound public 
policy requires more; a local government solution must foster the 
underlying goals of the Plan. The Council believes that previous 
Metro approaches were selected because they promoted these goals; 
the Washington County portion of the system should be considered 
from the Scune perspective.

This does not .preclude alternative approaches in Washington 
County. It simply means that the Council must determine that 
these approaches achieve fundamental Plan goals.

For this reason, I request that you structure the workshop format 
around these goals. For those areas in which Washington County 
has made a specific recommendation (such as ownership and 
vertical integration), we want to hear from Washington County the 
rationale behind this recommendation, and how the recommendation
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meets the goals. i For those areas in which the Concept Plan 
outlines options rather than making a specific recommendation, 
the discussion likewise should be focused in terms.of the goals. 
We would appreciate a summarized presentation of any relevant 
technical information which can assist us in this effort, again 
in terms of the five basic goals.

This format will give Washington County the opportunity to fully 
explain the ^ basis for its recommendations. To the extent that 
the discussion concludes with divergent views, this format will 
have placed the discussion in a larger policy context.

Please continue to coordinate with Council staff in developing 
the workshop along these lines.

Sincerely,

Tanya Collier 
Presiding Officer

TC:KF:pa

K1:WAC0WKSP

cc: Rena Cusma
..Metro Council 
Steve Larrance 
Council Staff 
Mike McKeever



METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland. OR 97201-539S 
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Memorandum

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUB:

October 1, 1990 

Karla Forsythe 

Richard Carson

Regional Solid Waste Management Flan Requirements

The Presiding Officer's letter to me (9-28-90) points out the 
importance of testing the Washington County Concept Plan 
recommendations for consistency with the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan. I concur that Metro must include such plan 
consistency statements about the local government solutions.

However, it is important to make.one clarification. Policy 16.0 
states that "the implementation of the solid waste management plan 
shall give priority to solutions developed at the local level that 
are consistent with all plan policies". The policy clearly states 
that the important considerations are the "solutions” which to date 
are embodied in the Washington County Concept Plan and the 
"policies" which are detailed in the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan.

The plan requirement is for the Metro Council to make findings of 
' consistency about the local government solutions with regard to the 
"plan policies"/ not with the plan's coal statement.

An important legal precursor to siting these solid waste facilities 
is amending the plan. Amending the plan under Oregon's land use 
planning system requires making "findings of fact" which become 
part of the record that supports the legislative action (i.e., 
adopting of the plan chapter). For this reason Metro must make the 
findings of consistency exactly as directed by the plan policy.

I recommend that in order to achieve plan consistency that each 
"solution" proposed in the Washington County Concept Plan be 
addressed through a Metro plan "policy" consistency statement. This 
allows us to avoid making individual consistency statements with 
each of the 18 policy and 27 sub-policy statements in the plan.

cc: Rena Cusma
Dan Cooper 
Don Carlson 
Becky Crockett
Council Solid Waste Committee

Rea/cled Paper
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September 28, 1990

Executive Officer 
Rena Cusma
Metro Council
Tanya Collier 
Presiding Officer 
District 9
Gary Hansen 
Deputy Presiding 
Officer 
District 12
David Saucy 
District 1
Lawrence Bauer 
District 2

■ Jim Gardner 
District 3
Richard Devlin ■ 
District 4
Tom Dejardin 
District 5
George Van Bergen 
District 6
Ruth McFarland 
District 7
Judy Wyers 
District S
Roger Buchanan 
District 10
David Knowles 
District 11

Rich Carson.

Director of Planning & Development 
Metro

2000 S.W. First 
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Mr. Carson:

it is my understanding that you and your staff are working with 
Council staff and Washington County consultants to establish the 
format for the October 20 Council workshop with Washington County 
officials. I want to make certain that the. workshop will focus 
on policy issues.

As you know, under Policy 16.0 of the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan,the Councilxs role is to determine whether the 
local government solution outlined in the Washington County 
concept plan is compatible with and achieves the objectives of 
the overall solid waste system. In making this determination, 
the ^ Council will ask whether the Washington County approach is 
re9i°naHy balanced, cost effective, technologically feasible, 
environmentally sound, and publicly acceptable, when viewed as 
part of the regional solid waste system.

Several approaches favored by Washington-County differ 
significantly from previous Metro approaches in designing parts 
of the regional system. The Council recognizes that the Plan 
does not require a particular approach, and that the Plan does 
not prohibit any of the proposed approaches. But sound public 
policy requires more: a local government solution must foster the 
underlying goals of the Plan. The Council believes that previous 
Metro approaches were selected because they promoted these goals; 
the Washington County portion of the system should be considered 
from the same perspective.

This does not preclude alternative approaches in Washington 
County. It simply means that the Council must determine that 
these approaches achieve fundamental Plan goals.

For this reason, I request that you structure the workshop format 
around these goals. For those areas in which Washington County 
has made a specific recommendation (such as ownership and 
vertical integration), we want to hear from Washington County the 
rationale behind this recommendation, and how the recommendation
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meets the goals. For those areas in which the Concept Plan 
outlines options rather than making a specific recommendation/ 
the discussion likewise should be focused in terms.of the goals. 
We would appreciate a summarized presentation of any relevant 
technical information which can assist us in this effort, again 
in terms of the five basic goals.

This format will give Washington County the opportunity to fully 
exP^a-j-n the basis for its recommendations. To the extent that 
the discussion concludes with divergent views, this format will, 
have placed the discussion in a larger policy context.

Please continue to coordinate with Council staff in developing 
the workshop along these lines.

Sincerely,

Tanya Collier 
Presiding Officer

TC:KF:pa 
K1:WACOWKSP

cc: Rena Cusma
.Metro Council 
Steve Larranee 
Council Staff 
Mike McKeever
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METRO
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503/221-1646

Memorandum

TO: Don Carlson

FROM: Karla Forsythe

DATE: October 10,1990

RE: BOB MARTIN'S VIEWS ABOUT REGIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
PROPOSED TRANSFER STATION(S) IN WASHINGTON COUNTY

Over lunch today, you asked Bob to outline the factors he believes are 
important from Metro's perspective as the regional system provider. He 
said that:

1. Station operations and design must be compatible with Metro's waste 
transport contract with Jack Grey. This means there must be a 
compactor. This requirement impacts system size and cost.

2. The system must be redundant: either two compactors at one station, 
or one compactor apiece at two stations.

3. The system must provide service both to commercial haulers and to 
the public, although not necessarily at the same location.

4. There must be some degree of post collection recovery; avoided cost 
most likely would continue to be the incentive.

5. If the system preferred by Washington County costs considerably more 
than other components of the regional system, the County must find a way 
to pay for it. Other parts of the system will not subsidize Washington 
County (note that in an earlier conversation. Bob indicated to me that 
he did not know how to define "considerably more," and also that if the 
cost was only somewhat higher, it could be averaged out).

6. If this component is privately financed, Metro's credit cannot be 
used as backing.

7. If Washington County wants to use a non-competitive procurement 
process, it must demonstrate how this can be accomplished within 
potential legal constraints.

In my previous conversation with him, he also made the following points:

8. There can be no flow guarantees. The service area concept, however, 
will work.

Recycled Paper
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9. The system must be able to handle anticipated tonnage, and provide a 
20-year solution.

10. The vertical integration policy was aimed at Waste Management.

11. It is important to provide a facility soon. Until then, all that 
can be accomplished at Metro South is keeping up with the flow; good 
recovery efforts are not possible until Washington County comes on line. 
Metro South is functioning to capacity, and is close to violating the 
conditional use permit; 100,000 tons need to be diverted. The facility 
physically cannot handle more waste; overtime charges are running up.

KF:pa

KlrBOBM



DRAFT

DATE: October 12, 1990

TO; Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

FROM: Donald E. Carlson, Council Administrator

RE: REGIONAL SOLID WASTE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Please find attached a copy of a memo from Rich Carson which 

provides an opinion on how the Council must consider the issues 

raised in the Washington County Concept Plan. I am a bit 

concerned about the manner in which this memo appears to answer a 

fundamental question; What criteria should Council consider in 

determining whether a local solution is "consistent" with the 

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan? Mr. Carson seems to be 

saying that a local solution is "consistent" as long as the 

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan does not expressly 

contradict the proposed solution. In my view, such an approach 

would undermine Metro's role as the responsible provider of the 

regional solid waste system.

As Presiding Officer Collier indicates, determining how a local 

solution fits with one of the eighteen "policies" is only part of 

the review process. I concur with her view that the Council also 

must consider whether there has been an affirmative showing that 

the broad criteria stated in the overall "goal" have been met.
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My understanding of the plan is that it contains a goal 

statement, several objectives and a set of policies. All of 

which serve as a framework for implementing decisions by the 

Council. The introductory comments to the goals and objectives 

section supports this view as follows:

"...The goal, objectives and policies are not mutually 

exclusive. That is, any decision regarding solid waste 

will need to be made with review of all applicable

provisions of this policy chapter, as well as all
\

applicable provisions of this plan."

Ordinance No. 8-266B, Section 2(a) provides guidance about 

priorities between the elements of the plan as follows:

"a. The Solid Waste Management Plan contains several 

sections of priority for implementation. The following 

list of priorities in the plan demonstrate which plan 

provisions take precedence over others where 

inconsistencies in the plan elements may arise:

(1) Goal

(2) Objectives
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(3) Policies

(4) Chapters (including waste management, solid 

waste system implementation, and planning 

process sections)

(5) Annual unified work programs..."

In light of Mr. Carson's memo, I would appreciate your advise on 

the following questions:

A. When the Council considers an amendment to the plan to 

incorporate provisions for a facility or facilities to 

serve the west waste shed can it measure the amendment 

against the goal statement in the plan as well as the 

objectives and policies? In other words, is not the 

Council responsible to find that the amendment will 

provide for a facility or facilities which are:

1. Regionally balanced;

2. Cost effective;
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3. Technologically feasible;

4. Environmentally sound; and

5. Publicly acceptable?

B. As a procedural matter, what is it that the Council,

will adopt as it pertains to a "local solution"?

1. Is the Washington County Concept Plan a "local

solution" which must be considered as a proposal 

by the Council? If so, is the Council required to 

prepare findings which indicate whether or not the 

Concept Plan, or any portion, are consistent or 

inconsistent with the Regional Solid Waste 

Management Plan?

2. On the other hand, is the Council going to 

adopt a chapter to the Regional Solid Waste 

Management Plan which provides for a facility 

or facilities in the west waste shed and is 

it using the concepts in the Washington
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DEC:aeb 

Attachment

County Concept Plan as ideas to be included 

in the Chapter? If so, then is it the 

responsibility of the Council to find that 

the new chapter is consistent with the goals, 

objectives and policies of the Regional Solid 

Waste Management Plan?

A:1002



October 15, 1990 Draft
WASHINGTON COUNTY TRANSFER STATION/MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITIES PLAN 

1. TONNAGE PROJECTED TO BE HANDLED AT TRANSFER/MATERIAL RECOVERY STATIONS

I YEARj APPROX. TONS

1993 200,000
2003 300,000
2013 400,000

2. PROPOSED WASHINGTON COUNTY FACIUTIES

j LOCATION lYEAR OPENED | TONS IN 1993*1 TONS IN 2003* TONS IN 2013*

FOREST GROVE 1993 80,000 120,000 120,000

WILSONVILLE 1993 120,000 180.000 180,000

HILLSBORO* 2003 100,000

TOTAL TONS 200,000 300,000 400,000

3. CHARACTERISTICS OF FACILITIES

jpOREST GROVE jY/ILSONVILUE [HILLSBORO

OWNERSHIP Private Private Public
OPERATION Private Private Private
COMPACTOR ?? Yes Yes
RES. MAT'L REC. ?? Yes Yes
COMM. MATT. REC. Yes Yes Yes

4. ‘NOTES AND OTHER ISSUES
• All facilities, tonnages are approximate, to be fine-tuned with analysis
‘ Hillsboro site to be purchased by Metro now.
• Appropriate use for Hillsboro site (transfer station, composter, etc.) to be 

determined later
• Need to decide whether Forest Grove only continues as site 

for Riverbend or ships waste to Arlington.
« Wilsonville to be constructed to expand as needed
‘ This plan makes it possible to adapt 3rd facility to 

realities in the year 2003, while guaranteeing a site 
for a station now. Also preserve possibility of not building 
a 3rd facility if it is not needed (see tow waste growth forecast)

• High grade facility, if needed, in Beaverton area
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Memorandum

DATE; October 29, 1990

TO; Washington County Steering Committee

FROM; Tanya Collier, Presiding OfficerfC
Tom DeJardin, Solid Waste Committee Chair

SUBJ; Next steps for developing solid waste facilities in
Washington County '

On behalf of our colleagues on the Metro Council, we want to 
thank you for spending your Saturday with us to help us 
understand the key features and rationale for the Steering 
Committee's proposal for solid waste facilities in Washington 
County. A great deal of useful information was presented.
Council members really appreciate your hard work in thoughtfully 
deliberating about these issues. Now it is the Council's turn to 
give careful consideration to your recommendations, and to reach 
a decision. The purpose of this memorandum is to fully apprise 
Steering Committee members of the Council's proposed approach, by 
outlining the anticipated procedure step-by-step.

On October 23, the two of us along with Councilors Judy Wyers and 
Jim Gardner, met informa3ly with Metro Planning and Development 
and Solid Waste Department staff to discuss the next steps for 
the Metro Council in developing solid waste facilities in 
Washington County. As a result of the discussion, we plan to 
introduce a resolution for consideration by the Council Solid 
Waste Committee at its November 6, 1990 meeting, and by the 
Council at its November 29, 1990 meeting. The resolution will 
outline the process which the Council will follow in order to 
reach a decision, and will also reference the adoption of 
appropriate zoning by local governments, with both processes to 
be completed by July 1, 1991 so that procurement can begin at 
that time.

The proposed resolution will contain the following provisions;

1. So that further discussion can be based on as much hard data 
as possible, Metro staff and consultants will complete the 
technical analysis, as outlined in the attached list prepared by 
Planning and Development staff. The analysis will complete tasks 
identified in the ECO contract, and will also address information 
requested at the Saturday workshop, including system options for 
a single transfer station, composting. The analysis is to be 
completed by November 30, 1990, and distributed to Steering 
Committee and Council members.

Recycled Paper
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2. Based on the analysis, Metro Planning and Development staff 
will develop facility system scenarios. Each scenario will 
include a factual description of ownership,■financing and 
procurement options, as well as costs, material recovery 
requirements, operational considerations, and rate structure 
impacts. The scenarios will be presented to the Steering 
Committee on December 17 and to the Council at its January 10 
meeting.

3. The Council Solid Waste Committee will review the scenarios, 
and develop an ordinance for an amendment to the Regional Solid 
Waste Management Plan addressing solid waste facilities in 
Washington County.

4. The ordinance will be transmitted to the full Council for 
approval or modification, and subsequent adoption.

This process should be completed in time for the District to 
initiate procurement on or about July 1, 1991.

5. As you all probably know, when the Council adopted the 
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan in October 1988, we 
indicated an openness to incorporating local government solutions 
into the regional solid waste system, provided that local 
governments in turn provided appropriate zoning to allow planned 
solid waste facilities. In order to coordinate these activities, 
the resolution also will provide that in January, 1991, local 
gover^ents in Washington County will begin the process of 
amending their local zoning codes to incorporate clear and 
objective standards for siting solid waste facilities, with this 
task to be completed by July 1, 1991. Metro Planning and 
Development staff will complete the model solid waste siting 
ordinance and have it available to assist local governments in 
accomplishing this objective.

You are invited to attend and participate at all Solid Waste 
Committee and Council meetings at which this resolution and 
subsequent action will be considered. Councilors also will be 
glad to speak with you individually about your concerns at any 
point in this process.

cc: Metro Council
Don Carlson, Council Administrator 
Rena Cusma, Executive Officer
Richard Carson, Planning and Development Director 
Bob Martin, Solid Waste Director



The following tasks need to be conducted in completing the technical 
analysis on the.Washington County System:

1. Allocate facility scenario costs (public and private) into the 
Metro rate structure.

2. Complete post collection material recovery analysis

o Adjust per high-grade analysis conclusions 
o Determine feasible recovery potential (range) and

corresponding facility design considerations 
Determine cost per ton recovery on residential 
commercial waste

and

3. Conduct high-grade analysis

o Facility cost configurations at transfer station and as 
separate facility (determine need for Washington County) 

o Adjust per post collection analysis conclusions 
o Impact on existing buy-back centers (Far West 

Fibers/Weyerhauser)

4. Add and model 1 transfer station system scenario

Assumptions

- Forest Grove shuts down when Riverbend Landfill closes
- No Forest Grove retrofit
- Forest Grove tonnage limited to 8% of waste destined for 

a general purpose landfill
Design facility prototype for model

5. Add and model composter system scenario option

Develop assximptions
- Phasing based on tonnage availability
- Financing (cost)
Facility cost and design configurations at transfer 
station(s) or as separate facility (limited purpose 
landfill)

6. Develop additional public/private financing option 
counsel)

(legal

7. Develop legal opinions on procurement options (legal counsel)

8. Assess feasibility of waste allocations from Clackamas County 
to Washington County for planning and facility design capacity 
considerations.

o

o

Survey hauler routes and franchise boundaries 
Adjust waste tonnages in model to show impact

9. Complete public vs. private analysis

Note: Some of these tasks are identified in the ECO Contract for 
completion, while others identified here were suggested at the 
Saturday Workshop.

r
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Portland, OR 97201-5398 
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Fax 241-7417

DATE: November 1, 1990

TO: Washingto

FROM: Tom

RE: Process for|

Jig Committee 

olid Waste Committee

igton County System Plan

Subsequent to the Steering Commhtec*Slast meeting I met with Metro staff and then 
with Commissioner Steve Larrance to discuss Metro’s initial proposal to you. In 
light of these discussions, I think it is important that I better articulate my proposal 
on how Metro can accommodate Washington County’s local government solution.

Attached is a proposed process for bringing closure to the Washington County Solid 
Waste Plan. The process is premised upon first obtaining a Resolution of policy 
preference from the Metro Council for the Washington County proposal in early 
December. This action would provide all parties with a clear direction of how the 
Council would decide on the Washington County plan upon completion of the 
technical analysis.

The process should include established standards to judge the merits of the 
Washington County proposal. The intent of the Resolution is to affirm that the 
Council will choose the Washington County proposal provided the established 
standards are met. The final action of Council approval on the Washington County 
proposal then needs to be accomplished by an Ordinance which adopts the 
Washington County Chapter to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

As I stated, the Resolution establishing the Council’s intent to approve the 
Washington County proposal should be done in early December. After that, Metro’s 
Planning and Development Department would complete the technical analysis and 
write the chapter to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. This process will 
be completed by May with procurement to be initiated in June.

The model zoning ordinance will be available for local government and the Steering 
Committee review by the first of the year. A final version of the ordinance should 
be available for all local governments in the region to initiate the adoption process 
for siting solid waste facilities starting in late spring or early summer. I have asked 
Steve Larrance for Washington County’s assistance in developing a cooperative 
process to achieve this goal.

Plan policy states that "local solid waste management options may affect local 
rates," so Metro needs to have a base case in order to make that assessment. 
Historically, Metro has considered adding a transfer facility in Washington County 
in conjunction with the continued operation of the Forest Grove facility. For that 
reason I believe the base case must be a two facility system.

cc: Council Solid Waste Committee



WASHINGTON COUNTY PROCESS

• Nov. 1-12 Staff drafts Resolution to include:

• Nov. 19

• Nov. 20

• Nov. 30

• Dec. 6

• Dec. 30

• January, 1991

• February

• March

• April/May

• June

Statement of general policy intent for preference for 
Washington County plan provided it meets certain 
standards. Standards included in the Resolution.

Decision process and timeline for bringing closure to 
the Washington County system plan

Criteria and process in accordance with Metro Code 
Section 5.01.085 which would allow the Metro Council 
to authorize long term franchises for the Washington 
County system.*

Steering Committee review of Resolution.

CSWC Public Hearing Resolution.

Technical Analysis completed.

Council adopts Resolution.

Staff completes summary of Technical Analysis.

Staff completes model zoning ordinance.

Steering Committee review and recommendations on technical 
analysis conclusions.

CSWC review and recommendations on technical analysis 
conclusions.

Staff writes Washington County Chapter to RSWMP

Steering Committee review of Chapter 
CSWC Public Hearing 
Council adoption (Ordinance).

Procurement process initiated

Local governments initiate adoption process to incorporate 
clear and objective standards into local plans.

*NOTE: Development of criteria and process to be done in conjunction with advice and legal 
opinions from Metro’s General Counsel



TECHNICAL ANALYSIS PROCESS

The following tasks need to be conducted in completing the technical analysis on the Washington 
County System:

1. Allocate facility scenario costs (public and private) into the Metro rate structure. r

2. Complete post collection material recovery analysis

• Adjust per high-grade analysis conclusions
• Determine feasible recovery potential (range) and corresponding facility design 

considerations
• Determine cost per ton recovery on residential and commercial waste

3. Conduct high-grade analysis

• Facility cost configurations at transfer station and as separate facility (determine need 
for Washington County)

• Adjust per post collection analysis conclusions
• Impact on existing buy-back centers (Far West Fibers/Weyerhauser)

• Design facility prototype for model

5. Add and model composter system scenario option

• Develop assumptions
Phasing based on tonnage availability 
Financing (cost)

• Facility cost and design configurations at transfer station(s) or as separate facility 
(limited purpose landfill)

6. Develop additional public/private financing option (legal counsel)

7. Develop legal opinions on procurement options (legal counsel)

8. Assess feasibility of waste allocations from Clackamas County to Washington County for 
planning and facility design capacity considerations.

• Survey hauler routes and franchise boundaries
• Adjust waste tonnages in model to show impact

9. Complete public vs. private analysis

10. Conduct analysis on the Washington County proposed plan consistent with methodology 
used for prototypical facility analysis (this will not be a site specific analysis on Forest 
Grove, United Disposal proposals or Metro TV Highway/209th site).

Note: Some of these tasks are identified in the ECO Contract for completion, while others identified here
were suggested at the Saturday Workshop.



WASHINGTON
COUNTY,

OREGON

November 2,1990

Memo to: Washington County Solid Waste System Design Steering Committee 

From: Steve Larrance

Subject Metro position on Washington Coimty Plan •

A
Attached is a memo from Metro Councilor Tom DeJandin proposing the process Metro will use to 
act on the Solid Waste System Plan developed by our Committee. As you know. Councilor 
DeJardin is the chair of the Council's Solid Waste Committee. He attended our Steering 
Committee's October 29 meeting to discuss these issues with us.

I am extremely pleased with the attached memo. The memo makes it clear that Councilor Tom 
DeJardin has heard our concerns and is committed to finishing this process in a timely and 
cooperative manner. In particular, I would like to call your attention to the following key elements 
of the memo:

• Metro action to establish a "policy preference" for the Washington County Plan would 
occur in December, 1990 (it is not possible to formally add a new chapter to the Regional 
Solid Waste Management Plan before the end of the year).

• Metro would work cooperatively with Washington County and other local governments 
throughout the region to develop a plan to implement the model zoiting code. There is no 
linkage between local government actions on the zoning code and Metro approval of the 
Washington County Plan. I believe this is consistent with our treatment of this issue in 
tile Washington County Plan.

• There is no modeling of a single facility system and the base case to be used for 
determining rate impacts will be a two facility system, roughly similar to the Washington 
County Plan. This is because the Forest Grove station is an integral part of the Regional, 
as well as tiie Washington County Plan.

While the process outlined in Councilor DeJardin's memo gets our process back on track, there are 
still some critical issues to be resolved. Of highest importance is the need to come to consensus on 
the standards which will be used to evaluate the Washington County Plan. These standards are to 
be included in the Resolution adopted by the Metro Council in December. Our staff will be 
working with Metro staff on these standards begiiming immediately. I also have some concerns 
that the timeline does not call for procmement to begin until June, 1991. I believe it can occur 
sooner, and have been assured by Metro staff and Councilor DeJardin that if the work activities can 
be accomplished sooner that procurement will begin before June.

Councilor DeJardin will be coming to our November 19 Steering Committee meeting to discuss 
witii us a Resolution incorporating the process proposed in his memo; the Resolution will be 
before the Council Solid Waste Committee on November 20.1 want to personally thank Councilor 
DeJardin for his substantial efforts on this issue during the last few days. He has exhibited the 
leadership and cooperation which will be essential to bring this process to a successful conclusion 
and will allow this process to be seen as a model for future regional planiting efforts.

155 North First Avenue, Suite 300
Board of County Commissioners 

Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 Phone; 503/648-8681
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DATE: November 1, 1990

TO: WashingtopjGqunl^ SplidsWaste.Steeiing Committee

FROM: Tom Waste Committee

RE: Process forlWashington County System Plan

Subsequent to the Steering Committee>flast meeting I met with Metro staff and then 
with Commissioner Steve Larrance to discuss Metro’s initial proposal to you. In 
light of these discussions, I think it is important that I better articulate my proposal 
on how Metro can accommodate Washington County’s local government solution.

Attached is a proposed process for bringing closure to the Washington County Solid 
Waste Plan. The process is premised upon first obtaining a Resolution of policy 
preference from the Metro Council for the Washington County proposal in early 
December. This action would provide all parties with a clear direction of how the 
Council would decide on the Washington County plan upon completion of the 
technical analysis.

The process should include established standards to judge the merits of the 
Washington County proposal. The intent of the Resolution is to affirm that the 
Council will choose the Washington County proposal provided the established 
standards are met. The final action of Council approval on the Washington County 
proposal then needs to be accomplished by an Ordinance which adopts the 
Washington County Chapter to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

As I stated, the Resolution establishing the Council’s intent to approve the 
Washington County proposal should be done in early December. After that, Metro’s 
Planning and Development Department would complete the technical analysis and 
write the chapter to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. This process will 
be completed by May with procurement to be initiated in June.

The model zoning ordinance will be available for local government and the Steering 
Committee review by the first of the year. A final version of the ordinance should 
be available for all local governments in the region to initiate the adoption process 
for siting solid waste facilities starting in late spring or early summer. I have asked 
Steve Larrance for Washington County’s assistance in developing a cooperative 
process to achieve this goal.

Plan policy states that "local solid waste management options may affect local 
rates," so Metro needs to have a base case in order to make that assessment. 
Historically, Metro has considered adding a transfer facility in Washington County 
in conjunction with the continued operation of the Forest Grove facility. For that 
reason I believe the base case must be a two facility system.

cc: Council Solid Waste Committee



WASHINGTON COUNTY PROCESS

• Nov. 1-12 Staff drafts Resolution to include:

• Nov. 19

• Nov. 20

• Nov. 30

• Dec. 6

• Dec. 30

• January, 1991

• February

• March

• April/May

• June

Statement of general policy intent for preference for 
Washington County plan provided it meets certain 
standards. Standards included in the Resolution.

Decision process and timeline for bringing closure to 
the Washington County system plan

Criteria and process in accordance with Metro Code 
Section 5.01.085 which would allow the Metro Council 
to authorize long term franchises for the Washington 
County system.*

Steering Committee review of Resolution.

CSWC Public Hearing Resolution.

Technical Analysis completed.

Council adopts Resolution.

Staff completes summary of Technical Analysis.

Staff completes model zoning ordinance.

Steering Committee review and recommendations on technical 
analysis conclusions.

CSWC review and recommendations on technical analysis 
conclusions.

• Staff writes Washington County Chapter to RSWMP

Steering Committee review of Chapter 
CSWC Public Hearing 
Council adoption (Ordinance).

Procurement process initiated

Local governments initiate adoption process to incorporate 
clear and objective standards into local plans.

*NOTE: Development of criteria and process to be done in conjunction with advice and legal 
opinions from Metro’s General Counsel



TECHNICAL ANALYSIS PROCESS

The following tasks need to be conducted in completing the technical analysis on the Washington 
County System:

1. Allocate facility scenario costs (public and private) into the Metro rate structure.

2. Complete post collection material recovery analysis

• Adjust per high-grade analysis conclusions
• Determine feasible recovery potential (range) and corresponding facility design 

considerations
• Determine cost per ton recovery on residential and commercial waste .

3. Conduct high-grade analysis

• Facility cost configurations at transfer station and as separate facility (determine need 
for Washington County)

• Adjust per post collection analysis conclusions
• Impact on existing buy-back centers (Far West Fibers/Weyerhauser)

• Design facility prototype for model

5. Add and model composter system scenario option

• Develop assumptions
Phasing based on tonnage availability 
Financing (cost)

• Facility cost and design configurations at transfer station(s) or as separate facility 
(limited purpose landfill)

6. Develop additional public/private financing option (legal counsel)

7. Develop legal opinions on procurement options (legal counsel)

8. Assess feasibility of waste allocations from Clackamas County to Washington County for 
planning and facility design capacity considerations.

• Survey hauler routes and franchise boundaries
• Adjust waste tonnages in model to show impact

9. Complete public vs. private analysis

10. Conduct analysis on the Washington County proposed plan consistent with methodology 
used for prototypical facility analysis (this will not be a site specific analysis on Forest 
Grove, United Disposal proposals or Metro TV Highway/209th site).

Note: Some of these tasks are identified in the ECO Contractfor completion, while others identified here
were suggested at the Saturday Workshop.
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503/221-1646

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJ:

Dan Cooper, General Counsel 

Karla Forsythe, Council Analyst 

November 5, 1990

COUNCILOR REQUESTS FOR LEGAL OPINIONS

Two Councilors have asked me to convey the following requests:

Councilor Van Bergen wants to know the status of your opinion 
regarding the proposal from the Washington County Steering 
Committee that transfer stations should be procured through direct 
franchise with specified vendors rather than a competitive process. 
At the Saturday workshop, you indicated that you would be looking 
into this issue.

2. Councilor Wyers wants to know if and when the contract for 
operation of St. John's Landfill must be rebid, if rather than 
closing in February, the landfill remains open for three more years 
and continues to accept construction and demolition waste in order 
to achieve proper slopes for ultimate landfill closure. Solid 
Waste Department staff indicated that Metro's contract with BFI 
continues through September 1992, but that the terms of the 
contract do not anticipate continued operation as a limited purpose 
landfill.

If additional information about these requests would be helpful, please 
let me know.

cc: Councilor Van Bergen
Councilor Wyers ^

Don Carlson, Council AdministratoiT
Rich Carson, Planning & Development Director
Bob Martin, Solid Waste Director

KFipa 
K2:LEGAL

Recycled Paper



Council backs Washington County garbage plan, transfer station
By JEFF WUORIO______________
Correspondent, The Oregonian i.,. , j

WfLSONVILLE — The City Coun- ' 
cil has voted to support a proposed 
Washington County garbage plan.

The proposal includesj-a new i,, 
transfer station in WilsonvUle that' 
would be built on property west of 
Interstate 5 and north of Southwest 
Ridder Road. Plans call for the site 
to be in operation by 1993. '

The transfer station initially 
would store 120,000 tons of garbage a 
year that subsequently would be 
trucked to a landfill in Arlington. 
The station’s annual capacity would 
be increased to 175,000 tons by 2003.

The overall county garbage plan 
calls for construction of a recycling 
center in Beaverton and increasing 
the capacity of a transfer station in 
Forest Grove.

The plan eventually may Include

a transfer station or recycling proc­
essing facility in Hillsboro. ■ ■

Washington County Commission­
er Steve Larrance, an architect of 
the plan, told the council Monday 
that he was optimistic the Metropoli

6, Larrance said.
■ Metro historically has favored a 
single transfer station that is public­
ly owned rather than the privately 
owned, multi-station system pro­
posed by Washington County. The

t^ Service District would. approve.wi;Wilsonyme,facility,would be.owned
rnp nlsm Tno final -nlan iirin Via - 'i .the plan. The final plan will be pre 
sented to the Metro Council on Dec. by-United Disposal Scndce.'V ■! ' .

; !‘I have^a real goddTeellng About

this. I think Metro is coming to its 
senses,” Larrance said. “I think they 

- know that regionalism is not popu­
lar outside of Portland. ”

Council members expressed 
strong support for the plan..They 

T.*salso voiced opposition to any sort of- 
; larger transfer station, that would „ - 
' not be privately owned.1?'' tf r'. tKt



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358 FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES AND 
A PROCESS FOR PROCUREMENT OF THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM, AND ESTABLISHING A POLICY 
PREFERENCE FOR THE WASHINGTON COUNTY LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT SOLUTION

Date: November 12, 1990 Presented by: Richard Carson

PROPOSED ACTION

Resolution No. 90-1358 would establish a policy preference for the solid waste local government 
solution proposed by Washington County and the cities therein. The Resolution further identifies 
procurement guidelines and a process (timeline) for completion of the Washington County solid 
waste system. The intent of the Resolution is to affirm that the Metro Council will choose the 
Washington County local government solution provided established procurement criteria are met.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSTS

The first question Metro Councilors may ask staff is "Why should the Metro Council pass a 
Resolution stating a policy preference for providing Washington County the opportunity to 
implement their’local government solution?’"

The answer is that with the adoption of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) 
in October 1988, Metro made a very clear policy decision. Policy 5.3 states:

"Local solid waste solutions shall be integrated into the solid waste 
management system to the extent they are compatible with the 
system and meet all other plan provisions."

Further, Policy 16.0 states:

"The implementation of the Solid Waste Management Plan shall 
give priority to solutions developed at the local level that are 
consistent with all plan policies:"

These policies were adopted in the context of cost to the region. Policy 11.1 states:

"While the base rate will remain uniform throughout the region, 
local solid waste management options may affect local rates."



The policy language of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan is very straight forward in 
its intent. If the Washington County proposal can meet Metro’s planning standards, then the 
Metro Council should accept their proposal. The Resolution has been prepared to conform to 
the basic concept outlined by the chair of the Council Solid waste Committee, Tom DeJardin, 
in his letter of November 1, 1990 to the Washington County Solid waste Steering Committee.

The second question Metro Councilors may ask staff is "Should the Metro Council pass a 
resolution which states their intent to proceed with Washington County's local government 
solution prior to completion of the technical analysis?"

The Resolution as it is written provides for the completion of the technical analysis and adoption 
of the Washington County chapter to the RSWMP prior to the Council initiating a procurement 
process. The Council decision to proceed with Washington County’s proposal will be made at 
the time of adopting the plan chapter and then again upon initiating the procurement process. 
This Resolution is a statement of intent to proceed in good faith and within the context of the 
RSWMP, which gives preference for the local government, provided it can be demonstrated to 
meet all plan policies. The technical analysis will provide the basis for ensuring that this can 
be achieved.

The adoption of this Resolution will also direct staff to begin writing the Washington County 
solid waste system chapter of the RSWMP. The chapter will be based on the technical analysis 
and will include the Washington County system option.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 90-1358 which states a policy 
preference for the Washington County local government solution and establishes procurement 
guidelines and a process to complete the Washington County Solid Waste System



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING ) 
PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES AND A ) 
PROCESS FOR PROCUREMENT OF THE ) 
WASHINGTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE ) 
SYSTEM, AND RECOGNIZING AND )
GIVING PRIORITY TO THE WASHINGTON ) 
COUNTY LOCAL GOVERNMENT SOLUTION )

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358

Introduced by Councilor 
Tom DeJardin

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 

(RSWMP) in October, 1988; and,

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 16.0, gives priority to 

local government solid waste management solutions in the Regional Solid Waste Management 

Plan; and,

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 89-1156 identifying a process, timeline and minimum 

standards for development of the Washington County solid waste system as a local government 

solution, was adopted in October, 1989; and,

WHEREAS, Washington County apd the cities therein have developed a local government 

solution consistent with the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 16.2 identifies the need 

for each city and county to provide appropriate zoning for planned solid waste facilities by 

establishing clear and objective standards; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 11.1 states that "local 

solid waste management options may affect local rates" so a base case must be established for 

the technical analysis to conduct this assessment; and



WHEREAS, a need for policy guidance to complete development of the Washington 

County system has been identified; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District recognizes and gives priority to 

Washington County’s Solid Waste System Plan (Exhibit "A") as the local government 

solution, consistent with Policy 5.3 and 16.0 of the Regional Solid Waste Management 

Plan.

2. That Metro staff, working cooperatively with Washington County staff and the Steering 

Committee, shall complete the Washington County Chapter to the RSWMP. At a 

minimum, the Chapter shall include:

a) waste flow and tonnage projections,

b) analysis of viable facility system options,

c) base case scenario,

d) self-haul analysis,

e) post collection material recovery analysis,

f) high grade waste processing analysis,

g) public vs. private ownership analysis,

h) analysis of public and private financing options, including turn-key and joint 

public/private financing,

i) facility service areas for allocating waste to facilities,

j) vertical integration impacts and mitigation.

A:\RE90-135.WAC



k) rate analysis.

That the Council adopts procurement guidelines as listed in Exhibit "B" as a starting 

point for developing criteria in accordance with Metro Code Section 5.01.085 which 

would allow the Metro Council to authorize long-term franchises for the Washington 

County System.

That the Council adopt the process and timeline as listed in Exhibit "C" for the purpose 

of completing the Washington County system.

That Metro will work cooperatively with local governments to initiate the adoption 

process for incorporating clear and objective standards into local planning codes by late 

Spring, 1991.

That the base case facility scenario used for purposes of conducting the rate impact 

analysis will be a two transfer station system with tonnage allocations delineated upon 

the East and West service area concept contained in the technical analysis. This reflects 

the Metro Council’s historical preference for a two transfer station system in Washington 

County and further incorporates land use and transportation considerations through the 

designation of service areas.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this 
- • ._______________ 1990.

day of

ATTEST:
Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

Clerk of the Council

A:\RE90-135.WAC



EXHIBIT "A"

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Chapter 18; WASHINGTON 

COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

SYSTEM PLAN
The following outline for a System Plan was 
passed unanimously by the Washington County 
Solid Waste Facilities Design Steering Com­
mittee on October 15,1990.

WHAT SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM LOOK LIKE?

1. Washington County System Configura­
tion Data/Assumptions 
Metro’s mid-range waste generation and dis­
posal projection has been used as the basis for 
this plan. The mid-range projection assumes a 
40% increase in the per capita waste disposal 
rate between 1990 and 2013. The mid-range 
waste disposal projection is as follows:

ANNUAL WASTE TO BE HANDLED AT 
TRANSFER/MATERIAL RECOVERY STATIONS

Year
Residential
Tons

Non-Residential
Tons

Total
Tons

1993 82,149 143,599 225,748

2003 101,852 194,943 296,794

2013 134,299 258,238 392,538

The projection assumes that no Washington 
County waste is shipped to transfer stations 
outside ofWashington County and only minor 
amounts of waste are imported from Clacka­
mas and Mulmomah Counties to Washington

County transfer stations (i.e. where hauler fran­
chise areas overlap). While the latter assump­
tion was used for modeling purposes, the 
County is open to the idea of importing mutu­
ally agreed upon amounts of Clackamas County 
waste to a transfer/material recovery facility in 
the southeast portion of Washington County 
should Metro decide this would be useful for 
the overall efficiency of the regional solid 
waste system.

2. Number of Transfer/Material Recovery 
Facilities
The Steering Committee’s Plan would put in 
place no later than 1993 two transfer station/ 
material recovery centers with the immediate 
ability to handle at least200,000 tons of waste 
aimually and the future ability to handle up to 
300,000 tons aimually. This is sufficient ca­
pacity through the year 2003 if the mid-range 
waste disposal forecast is accurate.

The existing facility at Forest 
Grove would be expanded to:

• acapacityofl20,000tons; 
and

• include material recovery 
for at least commercid 
waste (residential still 
being studied).

A facility in the Wilsonville area 
would be constructed with:

• a start-up capacity of at least 
120,000 tons;

the ability to expand as need de­
mands to handle a total of175,000 
tons of Washington 
County waste;

October, 1990 - 1



•a compactor;

• maximum material recovery for all 
portions of .waste stream which are cost- . 
effective today; and

• the ability preserved to add more 
material recovery based on changing 
cost-effectiveness.

The mid-range projections indicate capacity to 
handle an additional 100,000 tons;will be 
needed by 2013. Since this is the final 100,000 
tons in the regional system Metro is likely to 
need maximum flexibility to determine how 
best to handle this tonnage. If Metro wishes, 
the County will help find a site in the Sunset 
Corridor area (Hillsboro) to procure immedi­
ately for development in 2003. This site could 
be procured through a private siting process, 
but owned by Metro. A decision on the func­
tion and operation of the site would be deferred

until a later time when more is known about the 
actual growth in waste disposal tonnage and 
evolution in the rapidly changing transfer sta­
tion/material recovery field. Substantially 
increased levels of recycling or controls on 
packaging may make it unnecessary to de­
velop the site at all. If the site is needed, Metro 
may wish to use it for a composter, high grad­
ing, or some use other than a standard transfer 
station/material recovery center.

A summary of the System Plan follows. All of 
the tormage figures need to be fine-tuned with 
additional technical analysis regarding the 
economic needs of the facilities and site con­
straints and opportunities.

3. Post Collection Material Recovery 
The region’s goal of achieving a56% recycling 
rate must be achieved or exceeded as soOn as 
possible. The optimum simation is to separate 
as much recyclable material out of the waste

■■ixl
APPROXIMATE AREA OF 

FUTURE SITE IF NEEDEDTRANSFER STATION 
MATERIAL RECOVERY SITE

tun. IX »»

HIGH GRADE FACILITY 
IF NEEDED

V

TRANSFER STATION 
MATERIAL RECOVERY SITE

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
SYSTEM PLAN
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WASHINGTON COUNTY TRANSFER/MATERIAL 
RECOVERY FACBLITIES

Approximate Tonnages

1990 1993 2003 2013

Forest Grove 65,000 105,000 . 120,000 120,000

Wilsonville N/A 120,000 175,000 175,000

Hillsboro N/A N/A N/A 100,000

stream as possible before it enters the transfer 
station. Any material which can be cost-effec­
tively recovered after it enters the tranfer sta­
tion should berecoveied. Theability shouldbe 
provided to expand stations for additional 
material recovery if mote methods become 
cost-effective in the future.

4. High-Grade Processing 
Technical analysis on the need for a separate 
high-gradeprocessing facility has not yet begun. 
However, the waste disposal projections rely 
on substantial levels of high grading (25,633 
tons in 1993 and 46,472 tons in 2013). If the 
techitical analysis indicates that a high grade 
facility is warranted in the near future the 
Steering Committee’s plan would place such a 
facility in the Highway 217 corridor (Beaver­
ton).

HOW SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM BE PUT IN PLACE?

5. Facility Ownership 
The Forest Grove facility would continue to be 
privately owned by A.C. Trucking Company. 
The Wilsonville facility would be owned by 
United Disposal Service. If a facility in 
Hillsboro ultimately is needed Metro would 
have the flexibility to determine whether it 
should be publicly or privately owned, depend­

ing on the regional system needs at that time. It 
is assumed that the Hillsboro facility would be 
privately operated.

6. Vertical Integration
Transfer station/material recovery facility 
ownership by haulers would be allowed so 
long as Metro controls the gatehouse opera­
tions of these facilities.

7. Financing
The Forest Grove and Wilsonville facilities 
would be privately financed. Metro would 
determine how best to finance the Hillsboro 
facility if it is needed.

8. Facility Procurement
The facility procurement for the Forest Grove 
and Wilsonville facilities would be'completed 
as follows:

• Metro, in cooperation with Washington 
County, would complete the technical analy­
sis, and establish minimum service standards 
(e.g. material recovery rates) for the Forest 
Grove and Wilsonville facilities. Additional 
teclmical analysis would also be conducted to 
fine-tune the tonnage figures and phasing sched­
ules for these facilities.

• The owners of the Forest Grove and Wilson­
ville facilities would have 150 days todemon-

October, 1990 - 3



stratc their ability to finance and construct a 
system which meets these minimum standards. 
Land use approvals, construction/design draw­
ings and financial statements would also be 
filed with Metro during this time period.

• If all minimum standards are met, and the 
ability to put the system in place is demon-

, strated, Metro would negotiate a direct fran­
chise for these two facilities. The tipping fee 
would be negotiated at this time, using the 
technical analysis and other existing Metro 
facilities as benchmarks.

• If the above process does not result in suc­
cessfully negotiated franchises, Metro would 
initiate a competitive bidding process to pro­
cure a system based on the system configura­
tion and other aspects of the System Plan and 
the technical standards developed during this 
process.

• If Metro determines it wishes to put a site for 
apotential future Hillsboro facility in the “bank” 
now, it could procure it through a private siting 
process. The Cotmty would actively partici­
pate with Metro to ensure that an appropriate 
site is secured.

9. Land Use Siting
The local governments in Washington County 
would adopt clear and objective standards to 
site solid waste facilities at the earliest feasible 
time, consistent with the policy in the Regional 
Solid Waste Management Plan. The facility at 
Forest Grove is an outright permitted use and 
could be expanded in the nature proposed in 
the System Plan without further land use per­
mits. The Wilsonville facility has a local 
permit to provide service for its own collection 
system, but will need an expansion of that 
permit to provide regional service at the levels 
proposed in the System Plan. Preliminary 
indications from the City are that a facility 
owned and operated by United Disposal within 
the tonnage limits proposed in the System Plan

could be supported.

HOW SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM OPERATE?

10. Flow Control
Metro would guarantee flows based on service 
areas for the Forest Grove and Wilsonville 
facilities.

11. Rates
Technical analysis on Washington County rate 
impacts of this system are yet to be conducted.

SUMMARY

This System Plan meets the goal and objectives 
of the Regional Solid Waste ManagementPlan. 
It is:

“regionally balanced, cost effective, tech­
nologically feasible, environmentally 
sound and publicly acceptable.”

The Plan provides Metro with the means to 
meet the transfer/material recovery needs within 
the County for the next decade and the maxi­
mum flexibility to adapt the final component of 
the system to realities in the year 2003. This 
Plan is supported by the public and private 

_ sector leadership in Washington County and is 
consistent with the existing transportation and 
land use systems in the County. The Steering 
Committee believes this planning process has 
been consistent with overall regional manage­
ment and sp>ecifically Policy 16.0, which states:

"The implementation of the Solid waste 
Management Plan shall give priority to 
solutions developed at the local level that 
are consistent with all Plan policies."

The Steering Committee believes this plan­
ning process is an excellent example of con­
structive regional cooperation and looks for­
ward to continuing its partnership with Metro 
in the implementation of this Plan.

October, 1990 - 4



EXHIBIT "B"
Procurement Guidelines

The procurement guidelines for the Washington County system are listed below. These 
guidelines will be used to develop the procurement criteria in accordance with Metro Code 
Section 5.01.085 which authorizes the Metro Council to enter into a long-term franchise 
agreement for transfer station service in Washington County. The guidelines are the "Minimum 
Standards" adopted by the Metro Council in Resolution 89-1156, and key points contained in 
Washington County’s proposed local government solution (Attachment "A"). These guidelines 
will be updated and expanded into procurement criteria upon finishing the technical analysis and 
development of the Washington County Plan Chapter.

The procurement guidelines are as follows:

From Metro Council Resolution 89-1156.

1. The proposed local planning area needs to be complimentary to the regional planning 
area for proposed facilities.

2. All waste reduction facility needs shall be met which includes adequate material recovery 
processing, lumber recovery, yard debris collection and processing and select waste 
recovery (demolition debris/salvageable building materials). These waste reduction 
facility components shall be designed such that they are adequate to meet or exceed waste 
reduction goals and standards set in the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 
(RSWMP).

3. The local system of facilities shall be designed to link up with the primary transport 
system and be designed to be consistent with all contractual obligations of the OWSI 
landfill and Jack Gray Transport contracts.

4. Facility systems which propose to utilize out-of-region disposal facilities (long-term) must 
be determined to be consistent with OWSI Landfill contract obligations. Out-of-region 
disposal is limited to those facilities in which Metro determines appropriate by formal 
agreement.

5. The local system of facilities must be designed to ensure adequate waste flows (volumes) 
to each proposed and existing facility to generate sufficient revenue for financing capital 
expenditures and long-term operations (recognizing partial subsidies between the local 
system and the regional system may be necessary).

6. Rates shall be established consistent with Metro’s rate setting procedures. Rates need 
to be uniform within the local government system. If higher or lower than other regional 
system components, flow control may need to be instituted. Rate differentials shall be 
established which encourage haulers to utilize waste reduction system components.



8.

9.

The local government system must have built-in contingencies to handle waste flows in 
the event of a breakdown in any component of the system (i.e., compactors).

The local system shall be designed to serve both public and private haulers. Service 
levels shall be established which are relatively uniform throughout the local system and 
consistent with other parts of the region. Service levels shall be established to encourage 
waste reduction.

The local system must \x designed to be consistent with all RSWMP provisions, 
solid waste disposal facilities must be approved by Metro prior to operation.

All

From the Washington County Solid Waste System Plan

Service Areas. Each application shall provide service to either the service area in eastern 
Washington County or western Washington County as identified on a map that shall be 
derived from the technical analysis.

Design Capacity. The two facilities combined shall be designed to handle general 
purpose waste forecasted by Metro to be delivered to transfer station/material recovery 
centers by the year 2003. The facility serving the western portion of the County shall 
handle approximately 40% of this waste, and the facility serving the eastern portion of 
the County approximately 60% of the waste. These tonnages shall be adjusted if 
necessary based on the completed technical analysis, including the potential for handling 
small quantities of Clackamas County waste at the facility serving the eastern portion of 
the County.

Ownership and Operation. The facilities shall be privately owned and operated, with 
Metro operation of the gatehouse.

Land Use Permits. All facility applications shall be for sites where the facility is an 
outright permitted use or where a Conditional Use Permit has been approved by the local 
government.

Transportation. Facilities shall allow access primarily from a major or principal arterial 
street or highway.

Existing Activities. A preference will be given for firms with experience which 
illustrates past positive relationships or track records and compliance with local 
government regulations of transfer, collection and waste reduction of solid waste. 
Additional preference will be given for these experiences and relationships within the 
service area where the transfer station proposal (application) is made.

Land Use Impacts. Adverse land use impacts shall be minimized along the primary 
access route(s) between the closest principal arterial street or highway and the site.



EXHIBIT "C" 
TIMELINE

Nov. 30 Technical analysis completed.

Dec. 6 Council adoption of resolution outlining the process to complete the Washington 
County system.

Dec. 30 Staff1 completes summary of technical analysis.

Jan. ’91 Steering Committee review and recommendations on technical analysis 
conclusions.

Feb. ’91 CSWC review and recommendations on technical analysis conclusions.

Mar. ’91 Staff writes the RSWMP Washington County System Plan chapter, which will 
include the Washington County local government solution.

Staff develops procurement criteria.

Apr. ’91 Steering Committee review of Plan chapter and procurement criteria.

May ’91 CSWC Public Hearing on Plan chapter and procurement criteria.

Council adoption (Ordinance).

June ’91 Procurement process initiated.

July 1 Request for franchise applications advertised.

Sept. 15 Deadline for receipt of franchise applications.

Sept. 15- '
Oct. 30 Staff review of franchise applications.

Nov. ’91 Council selection of vendor(s) for franchise negotiation. Give authorization to 
proceed with negotiation.

Staff initiates development of mitigation agreements with local govemment(s) 
hosting the facility(ies).

1The term "stafr refers to the Planning and development Department and the Solid Waste 
Department working cooperatively with the Washington County staff.



Dec. ’91 Negotiation process completed.

Jan. ’92 Council award of franchise if negotiations are successful.2 The award is 
contingent upon acquisition of all necessary state and local permits.

Feb. ’92 Facility construction phase begins.

April ’92 Facility operations begin per franchise conditions.

2If negotiations are not successful, the Metro Council will initiate an open competitive 
RFP procurement process.

If no applications are submitted in response to the request for applications, or if Metro’s 
review of the applications submitted finds no applicant that complies with the review criteria, 
the Metro Council will immediately initiate an open competitive RFP procurement process. The 
minimum plan requirements and evaluation criteria used for the franchise process will be 
contained in the RFP.
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2000 S.W. Rrst Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1646

Memorandum

TO: Metro Council

FROM: Tom DeJardin, Chair
Council Solid Waste Committee

DATE: November 13', 1990

SUBJ: WASHINGTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM - NEXT STEP

On Tuesday, November 20, 1990, at 5:30 p.m., the Council Solid Waste 
Committee will be considering Resolution No. 90-1358, for the Purpose of 
Establishing Procurement Guidelines and a Process for Procurement of the 
Washington County Solid Waste System and.Recognizing and Giving Priority 
to the Washington County Local Government Solution. A copy of the 
resolution is included in the committee meeting packet.

Since this is a critical step in developing solid waste facilities for 
the western part of the region, all Councilors are encouraged to attend 
the meeting and participate in the discussion.
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DRAFT
SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN WASHINGTON COUNTY: NEXT STEPS

The Metro Council needs a process for deciding how the 
Washington County component of the regional solid waste system will 
be configured, procured and owned.

The process should begin by using technical data and other 
Information to describe three basic approaches which can be used 
as springboards to develop specific proposals.

Planning and Development staff would use Information provided 
by Terry Moore and Metro Solid Waste apd Legal staff to prepare 
narrative descriptions of three scenarios; the Washington County 
plan, a single facility on a new site with ownership determined 
during the procurement phase, and a single facility owned by Metro 
on the existing Metro site. Each description would provide factual 
information about the following subjects:

!• Procurement and development process (describing the time 
line which could be anticipated for permitting,' design and 
construction).

2. Capital and operating costs.

3. How the scenario would integrate into the regional system

a. How would it impact the rate structure?

b. What would be the cost differential to meet local 
preferences, and how would the cost be assessed and collected?

c. What flow control measures would have to be adopted, 
and how would they be enforced?

d. How would the scenario impact operation of the 
regional system?

4. Specific financing options.

^ The scenarios would be distributed to Council and Steering 
Committee members in late November, and presented at a regularly 
scheduled Council meeting. Steering Committee members would be 
invited to attend.

The Presiding Officer would then ask Councilors to formulate 
their recommendations for a scenario which best meets the goal, 
objectives and policies of the RWSMP. Recommendations would not be 
restricted to the three scenarios addressed in detail by Metro 
staff, and could be developed by individual Councilors or groups 
of Councilors. As an example, a Councilor might suggest a blended 
approach which would allow a competitive franchise award at the 
outset, with transfer to public ownership at the end of a specified 
term. Washington County staff and Metro staff would be available



throughout for questions and needed technical assistance*

The recommendations would be submitted to the Council Solid 
Waste committee, which would review them at one or a series of 
meetings and narrow the options. The committee's recomemndation 
would be forwarded to the full Council for final action.

Timeline

November 26 - Three scenarios distributed to Council and Steering 
Committee.

November 29 - Three scenarios presented’to Metro Council.

December 7 - Deadline for Councilors to submit recommendations to 
Council Solid Waste Committee

December 18 - Council Solid Waste Committee review.

December 27 - Council review of committee recommendation.

** The timeline would be extended if necessary to obtain critical 
technical data or other information.



PROCESS IDEA

o Staff/Consultants complete the Technical Analysis (Nov. 30th) .

o Staff develop system scenarios, which will include a single 
Metro owned facility and the Washington County proposal, 
options based on technical analysis for presentation to 
Steering Committee and CSWC (Dec. 17/18 meetings).

o Staff develops resolution for Steering Committee and CSWC 
which identifies the decision making process for bringing 
closure to the Washington County Plan (Dec. 17/18 meetings).*

o Metro Council takes action on Resolution Dec. 27th. Agree to 
procurement process and CSWC to develop criteria to evaluate 
proposals.

*Note: This Resolution also would amend Resolution 89-1156 which
established December 31, 1990 as the completion date for 
the Washington County Plan.



o Adjust per high-grade analysis conclusions 
o Determine feasible recovery potential

The following tasks need to be conducted in completing the technical 
analysis on the Washington County System:

1. Allocate facility scenario costs (public and private) into the 
Metro rate structure.

2. Complete post collection material recovery analysis

(range) and

corresponding facility design considerations 
o Determine cost per ton recovery on residential waste

3. Conduct high-grade analysis

o Facility cost configurations at transfer station and as 
separate facility (determine need for Washington County) 

o Adjust per post collection analysis conclusions 
o Impact on . existing buy-back centers (Far West 

Fibers/Weyerhauser)

4. Add and Model 1 transfer station system scenario

o Develop assumptions
- Forest Grove shuts down
- Forest Grove continue with material recovery 

o Design facility prototype for model

5. Add and Model composter system scenario option

o Develop assumptions
Phasing based on tonnage availability

- Financing (cost)
o Facility cost and design configurations at transfer 

station(s) or as separate facility

6. Develop additional public/private financing option (legal 
counsel)

7. Develop legal opinions on procurement options (legal counsel)

8. Assess feasibility of waste allocations from Clackamas County 
to Washington County for planning and facility design capacity 
considerations.

o Survey hauler routes and franchise boundaries 
o Adjust waste tonnages in model to show impact

9. Complete public vs. private analysis

Note: Some of these tasks are identified in the ECO Contract for 
completion, while others identified here were suggested at the 
Saturday Workshop.
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METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503'22I-16W)

Memorandum

TO: Bob Martin, Solid Waste Director

FROM: Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer (Tc^
DATE: November 15, 1990

SUBJ: Information Request

It is my understanding that the Solid Waste Committee will be reviewing 
a resolution at its November 20, 1990 meeting which will include a 
statement of preference for the plan proposed by the Washington County 
Steering Committee for solid waste disposal facilities. I would 
appreciate it if you could provide the following information to me on 
the Monday prior to the meeting:

1. The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) states that the 
solid waste system shall support a uniform level of service throughout 
the region. This policy has been implemented for the North, South and 
East parts of the region through the operation or acquisition of Metro 
South, Metro ''Northwest," and the composter. Based on the projections 
for waste generated in the region for the next twenty years, what is the 
minimum number of facilities needed in the West part of the region to 
provide a level of service consistent with that provided in the rest of 
the region?

2. In regard to the answer to the first question, what are the 
physical requirements for such station(s), in terms of number of acres 
required, building size, and comparability to other District facilities? 
What is your best estimate of the capital and operating costs of such a 
facility/facilities? The answer to the latter question should be 
coordinated with information provided by ECO Northwest.

3. It has been suggested that the District has made a commitment to 
permit continued operation of the solid waste facility at Forest Grove. 
Is there an absolute requirement that Forest Grove must be renovated and 
incorporated into the District's solid waste disposal system? Is this 
facility needed to provide for an adequate level of service to the 
western part of the region?

4. It has been suggested by Councilor Saucy that the best way of 
serving the West part of the region would be to emphasize composting. 
Assuming the Riedel facility proves successful, if the District decided 
to incorporate composting technology within the next five years, how 
would this decision impact tonnage and operations at the proposed 
Wilsonville station and at the Forest Grove facility (assuming it is 
renovated)? Will tonnage generate sufficient revenue to support these

Recycled Paper



BOB MARTIN 
November 15, 1990 
Page 2

facilities if recycling rates continue to increase and if composting is 
emphasized? Are there alternate facility configurations using 
Washingtpn County sites that will better facilitate implementation of a 
composter (such as building an initial station at Wilsonville and 
delaying a decision on a second facility upgrade at Forest Grove until a 
final decision can be made regarding a compost facility)?

TC:KF:pa

K2:TCI11590.MEM

cc:. Council Solid Waste Committee 
Rena Cusma 
Rich Carson



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

November 15, 1990 

TO: Metro Councilors

FROM: Jim Gardner.

RE: Resolution 90-1358 (or, how did we get so far down this road?)

Jim Gardner
Councilor
Districts
2930 SW 2nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 
221-2444 (work) 
227-2096 (home)

I realize I may be part of a Council minority here but still wanted to 
explain why I care about what we do to settle the Washington County 
situation. It has only a little to do with the technical merits of the_ 
Washington County System Plan -- in fact, use of the term "Washington 
County System" sums up the fundamental problem. Does it not seem odd . 
to anyone else that we don't even think of, much less plan for, a 
Multnomah County System Plan or a Clackamas County.System Plan, or 
(shudder) a Portlahd System Plan? We are being led in the direction of 
a fragmented, turf-oriented approach rather than a unified regional 
solid waste system. As my subtitle asks, "How did we get so far 
down this road?"

Once upon a time there was a new Metro Executive Officer who got there, 
in part, by promising a new approach to how Metro made solid waste ..;,■ 
decisions. In my opinion this was a positive change, one that would 
Involve local governments more directly, and.the first piece of the new 
approach was a solid waste PAC. The PAC was to help develop the long- 
overdue Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP). It tookionly a 
few months for staff and the PAC (I chaired it at the time) to realize 
there were so many tough issues, so many complex decisions, that working 
through them one at a time would take years. So we held the legendary 
full-day workshop at the downtown Red Lion to try to decide some of the 
major policies all at once.

One of the key Reid Lion compromises was a trade: the "local option" policy 
in exchange for local government (read: Washington County/cities) commitment 
to allow solid waste facility sites. The bureaucratese for the latter is 
"clear and objective land use standards." Most of the Council was wary 
of "local option" feeling.it was a step away from taking a regional perspec­

tive on solid waste issues and could lead to a less efficient piecemeal 
system. We went along with the cooperative spirit of the day because we 
were given three clear assurances. First, "local option" meant that local 
governments would have the opportunity to propose their preferred approach 
or perhaps specific sites, and their proposal would receive1a fair review 
— but not guaranteed acceptance. Second, any local proposal, would have to 
be compatible with the regional system and meet all other plan provisions 
and policies. Much attention was focused on the word "all" and we were 
assured that it meant just that, not "most" or "substantial compliance" but 
each and every one. And last, the decision about compatibility, about 
whether all RSWMP provisions were met, would be our (the Council's) deter­

mination after getting whatever analysis we felt was needed.



Now, I know, and knew back then at the Red Lion, that over time the 
politically comfortable path starts looking more attractive than 
sticking to oral commitments made years ago. We now have a majority 
of the Council (and planning staff) who weren't at the Red Lion and 
are probably wondering what all the fuss is about. And probably a 
number of us aren't concerned when the Washington County Commissioner of 
Solid Waste says, "I think Metro is coming to its senses... they know 
that regionalism is not popular outside of Portland." (Oregonian,

11/8/90, article on meeting of Wilsonville City Council) And since only 
a few of the Council are veterans of the Metro West Transfer Station 
siting war, there's apparently little concern that the promised "clear 
and objective standards" have not shown up in local zoning codes or 
comprehensive plans. In fact, these standards now seem to have become 
part of some new trade-off for unquestioning acceptance of the Washington 
County System Plan — even though, with the plan in place, local adoption 
of the standards becomes superfluous; they will never be neededi

Well, that's enough of this history as I remember it. Where can we go 
from here. I believe Resolution 90-1358 should be amended to incorporate 
the decision process outlined in the October 29 letter from Tanya Collier 
and Tom DeJardin to the Washington County Steering Committee.

Are there any principles involved here, as opposed to just positions or 
policy preferences? That's a critical question, because this is a political 
controversy (aren't I perceptive?) more than a planning decision. The 
principles making me care about this include: honoring the spirit of the 
personal agreements we (Councilors and Washington County officials) made 
at the Red Lion; getting full and unbiased information before making 
significant regional decisions; and, making those decisions with a regional 
perspective, trying to come up with the most fully integrated and flexible 
system that meets, the solid waste needs of the entire region. That last 
one is most important of all. It's why Metro exists, and it's why we're 
all part of it.

Thank you for your patience in reading this far. I hope I've conveyed 
some sense of why I feel these are important issues for Metro and the 
Council. May we all have wisdom and a lot of luck as we resolve this.



November 16,1990

Steve Larrance
Washington County Commissioner 
155 N.E. First 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RE: Washington County Solid Waste Generation Estimates

Dear Steve:

We have reviewed the 1989 waste records at the Forest Grove Transfer Station and information 
provided by Metro on waste delivered to their facilities from Washington County franchised 
haulers in 1989. The total tonnage is 127,175 tons which when an estimated 15,000 tons firom the 
Hillsboro Reload is added equals 142,175 tons. When this is compared with the 1989 estimated 
waste generation tonnage of 191,700 there is a significant difference. The 142,175 tons is 74% of 
the 191,700 tons estimated for disposal at a genend purpose landfill.

We would like the Washington County Solid Waste Steering Committee to request that Metro 
tabulate this information and incorporate it into the analysis that are currently the basis for 
decisions. The 1990 estimate of 200,717 tons should be reduced to approximately 148,500 tons. 
This will severely impact the financial analysis that is being used as a basis for decision making. If 
two transfer stations were built immediately to accommodate 148,500 tons, oiu: estimates indicate, 
the necessary tip fee would be over $30 per ton.

If you have any questions or comments please call.

Sincerely,

David K. Luneke, P.E.
Project Manager
Solid Waste ftojects Group
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FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION EXPANSION
OPERATIONS CAPACITY DATA

CRITERIA ??0,000 100.000
Annual Tonnage 
12M0Q 150.000 200.000 250.000

Average Tons/Day = 308 385 462 577 769 962
Average Tons/Hour= 26 32 38 48 64 80

Average Trucks/Hour = 4 5 5 7 9 11

Peak Tons/Day = 385 481 577 721 962 1,202
Peak Tons/Hour = 96 120 144 180 240 300

Peak Trucks/Hour = 14 17 21 26 34 43

Design Capacity

Tons A" ear = 
Peak Tons/Day =

250,000
1,500

Peak Tons/Hour = 611
Trucks/Hour = 96

Tons of Waste Storage = 1,500

This assumes one hour only at this level.

Vehicle Queing Ahead of Scale = 14 Vehicles.
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FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION EXPANSION

— PACKER TRUCK (TARED)
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Analysis of base case for Washington Countv using Metro East

A close approximation for developing the desired base case costs could be developed using the 

Trans Industry proposal. The following adjustments should be as close as can be expected on 

something as controversial as this is.

The Metro East contract has been develop with a rate schedule that implements different costs at 
different waste flows. By selecting the waste flow cost level that equates to about 800 tons per day 

or just under 20,000 tons per month you will have a pretty accurate picture of the operations costs.

The capital costs estimates can be adjusted by down sizing the from the $15,000,000 that Metro 

East cost to the $10,000,000 or $12,000,000 that ECO's engineers have developed. Combine the 

appropriate capital recovery rates to $12,000,000 over ten years and the operations costs at Metro 

East during low flow and you will have a base case that is within the best margin of error form any 

engineering study that might be developed.



QUESTIONS TO ASK OF METRO STAFF REGARDING WASHINGTON COUNTY SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

1) How much waste was delivered to general purpose disposal sites by Washington County 

haulers in 1989 and 1990?

2) How does this amount compare with the overall waste generation formulas for those years?

3) Why would a self haul customer go to a general purpose disposal site charging $50 to $60 

per ton when the limited purpose sites are charging $30 to $35 per ton?

4) How much waste are Pride Disposal, Hillsboro Disposal, and Aloha Disposal diverting 

from the general purpose landfills by either sorting waste at there collection facilities or by 

supplying their commercial customers with wet cans and dry cans?

5) How will a transfer system operate economically if an additional 25% of the dry waste is 

diverted by collectors to limited purpose disposal sites with tip fees that are half that of 

general purpose sites?

6) What plans have been made for the Washington County waste that is now going into St 
John's landfill after February 1,1991?

7) What analysis or surveys have been done to determine how much extra Washington 

County rate payers are willing to pay for two transfer stations? ($10?/ton, $20/ton?)



FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION 
EXPANSION PROJECT 
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

TONS

OPERATING COSTS 
Fixed 
Variable 
Total

CAPITAL RECOVERY

RETURN ON CAPITAL 0 20.OX-

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
per ton

?iD

v:v. ao,,6oo

\

100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

\

\5i;o84
951,084 951,084 951,084 951,084 951,084

224,717 331,595 388,960 475,009 618,422 761,836

1,175, aoi 1,282,679 1, 340, 044 1,426,093 1,569,506 1,712, 920

/I 419/720 487,220 487, 220 487,220 487,220 487,220

aa7, 969 1,022,969 1, 022, 969 1,022,969 1, 022, 969 1,022, 969

2,-483, 490 2, 792, 868 2,850,233 2,936,281 3,079,695 3,223,109

31.04 i 27.93 23.75 19. 58 15.40 12. 89
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FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION 
EXPANSION PROJECT 
REVENUE SOURCES

TONS

TIPPING FEES 
per ton

RECOVERY INCENTIVE 
Total

Rebate Portion 

Operator Portion 

TOTAL REVENUE

80,000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

1,923,490 2,092,868 2,010,233 1,886,281 2,400,000 3,000,000 
--- $24.04-.- $20.93 $16.75 $12.58 $12.00 $12.00

20*/. $35.00 560,000 700,000 840,000 1,050,000 1,400,000 1,750,000
0 0 0 0 720,305 1,526,891

560,000 700,000 840,000 1, 050, 000 679,695 223,109

2,483,490-2,792,868 2,850,233 2,936,281 3,079,695 3,223,109

FGTSXPND
21-NOV-90



FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION
EXPANSION PROJECT
OPERATING EXPENSE DETAIL (FIXED)

TONS 80000 ^0 100,000 120,000 150,000 200, 000 250,000

FIXED HOURS

Class 1 \°\L.0 " 1
Spotters \J 4,356 - 4, 356 4,356 4, 356 4,356 4,356

Sorters (catwalk) 17,424 17,424 17,424 17,424 17,424 17,424

B&G maintenance 2, 904 2,904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904

Sub-total, class 1 - 24,684 24, 684 - 24,684 24,684 24,684 24,684

Class 2
Scale operators 4,356 4,356 4,356 4,356 4,356 4,356

Floor sorters (machine) 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904
Clamshell operator 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904
Baler tenders 2, 904 2, 904 2,904 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904

Sub-Total, class 2 13,068 13,068 13,068 13,068 13,068 13,068

Class 3
Loader operators 2, 904 2,904 2,904 2,904 2, 904 2, 904
Truck jockeys 2, 904 2, 904 2, 904 2,904 2, 904 2, 904

Sub-total, class 3 5, 808 5, 808 5, 808 5, 808 5,808 5,808

Mechanic

Supervision & management 4,160 4,160 4,160 4, 160 4,160 4,160

TOTAL 47,720 47,720 47,720 47,720 47,720 47,720

FIXED LABOR EXPENSE
Class 1 wages 0 $6.50 160,446 160, 446 160,446 160,446 160,446 160,446

Class 2 wages 0 $8.00 104,544 104, 544 104,544 104,544 104,544 104,544

Class 3 wages 0 $10.00 58, 080 58,080 58,080 58,080 58,080 58,080

Mechanic 0 $12.00

Super wages 0 $14.00 58,240 58, 240 58,240 58,240 58,240 58, 240

Fixed wages 381,310 381,310 381,310 381,310 381,310 381,310

Benefits 0 40.00% 152,524 152,524 152,524 152,524 152,524 152,524

TOTAL 533,834 533,834 533, 834 . 533, 834 533,834 533,834

= ==========

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII II II II II II II 11 II II 11========== II II II It II It II II II

IIIIItItIIIIIIIIII

FIXED NON-LABOR EXPENSE
Gas 2^00^^ 0.65; 16,250 16, 250 16,250 16,250 16,250 16,250

Sewer 700000 0. 04 28,000 28,000 28,000 28, 000 28,000 28,000

Telephone 1 4000 4,000 4, 000 4, 000 4, 000 4,000 .4,000

Supplies 1 22000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22, 000
Uniforms 1 12000 12, 000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000

Insurance 1 170000 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000

Taxes 1 90000 90,000 90,000 90, 000 90,000 90,000 90,000

FGTSXPND
21-NOV-90



Admin support 

TOTAL

TOTAL FIXED

1 75000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

417,250 417,250 417,250 417,250 417,250 417,250

951,084 951,084 951,084 951,084 951,084 951,084

FGTSXPND
21-NOV-90
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FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION 
EXPANSION PROJECT
OPERATING EXPENSE DETAIL (VARIABLE)

TQNS 80,000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

VARIABLE HOURS

Spotters 1> 040 - 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Sorters 6,240 7,800 9,360 11,700 15,600 19,500

B&G maintenance 1,040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Sub-total, class 1 8,320 10,400 12,480 15,600 20,800 26,000

Class 2
Scale operators
Floor sorters 2,080 2,600 3,120 3,900 5,200 6,500

Clamshell operator 1,040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Baler tenders 1> 040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Sub-Total, class 2 4,160 5,200 6,240 7,800 10,400 13,000

CIJ.36S 3
Loader operators 1,560 1,950 2,340 2,925 3,900 4,875

Truck jockeys 1,040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Sub-total, class 3 2,600 3,250 3,900 4,875 6,500 8,125

Mechanic 1,040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3,250

Supervision & management 780 975 1,170 1,463 1,950 2,438

TOTAL 16,900 21,125 25,350 31,688 42,250 52,813

Variable labor dollars
Class 1 wages 0 $6.50 54,080 67,600 81,120 101,400. 135,200 169,000

Class 2 wages @ $8.00 33,280 41,600 49,920 62,400 83,200 104,000

Class 3 wages 0 $10.00 26,000 32,500 39,000 48,750 65,000 81,250

Mechanic 0 $12.00 12,480 15,600 18,720 23,400 31,200 39,000

Manager 0 $16.00 12,480 15,600 18,720 23,400 31,200 39,000

Variable wages 138,320 172,900 207,480 259,350 345,800 432,250

Benefits 0 40.007. 55,328 69,160 82,992 103,740 138,320 172,900

i4vi~i 0^1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Variable labor 193,648 242,060 290,472 363,090 484,120 605,150

Non-labor ( i w •

Electricity 10.7869 0.06 8,737 64,722 71,194 80,902 97,083 113,263

Water 2.32334 0.06 12,546 13,940 15,334 17,425 20,910 24,395

Fuel 0.04832 2.25. 9,786 10,873 11,961 13,592 16,310 19,028

Total non-labor 31,069 89,535 98,488 111,919 134,302 156,686

FGTSXPND
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TOTAL VARIABLE 224,717 331,595 388,960 475,009 618,422 761,836

FGTSXPHD 21-NOV-90



TONS

TOTAL HOURS 
Class 1 

Spotters 
Sorters

B&G maintenance 

Sub-total, class 1 

Class 2
Scale operators 
Floor sorters 
Clamshell operator 
Baler tenders

Sub-Total, class 2

Class 3
Loader operators 
Truck jockeys

Sub-total, class 3

Mechanic

Supervision & management

TOTAL

FTE

80, 000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

5, 396 5, 656 5,916 6, 306 6,956 7, 606
23,664 25, 224 26,784 29.124 33,024 36,924

3,944 4,204 4, 464 4,854 5, 504 6,154

33,004 35, 084 37,164 40,284 45,484 50,684

4, 356 4,356 4,356 4,356 4,356 4,356

4,984 5, 504 6,024 6, 804 8,104 9, 404
3,944 4,204 4,464 4,854 5, 504 6,154

3, 944 4,204 4,464 4, 854 5, 504 6,154

17,228 18,268 19,308 20,868 23,468 26, 068

4,464 4,854 5, 244 5,829 6, 804 7,779

3,944 4,204 4,464 4,854 5, 504 6,154

8, 408 9, 058 9, 708 10,683 12, 308 13,933

1,040 1,300 1,560 1,950 2,600 3, 250

4, 940 5,135 5, 330 5, 623 6,110 6,598

64,620 68,845 73,070 79,408 89,970 100,533

34.4 36.6 38.9 42.2 47.9 53.5

_ _ ■

FGTSXPND
21-NOV-90



Forest Grove Transfer Station Expansion Rate Impacts
10 Year Franchise and Capital Recovery Rates

Tons Per Year = 80,000 100,000 
Average Tons Per Day = 308 385
Tons Recycled @ 15% = 12,000 15,000

Waste to Riverbend = 68,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 25,000

Tons Recycled (5) 20% = 16,000 20,000
Waste to Riverbend = 64,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 20,000

120.000 150,000

462 577

18.000 22,500

60.000 60,000

42.000 67,500

24.000 30,000

60.000 60,000

36,000 60,000

200,000

769

30.000

60.000 
110,000

(Note: A Compactor is not included in the 80,000 tons per year scenario.)

40.000

60.000 
100,000.

250.000 
962

37.500

60.000

152.500

50.000

60.000 
140,000

1 - Transfer Fee = $31.04 $27.93 $23.75 $19.58 $15.40

Transport to Riverbend = $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00
Disposal at Riverbend = $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62

Transport to Arlington = $0.00 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36
Disposal at Arlington = $0.00 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32

Metro Fee = $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50
Metro 5% Excise Tax = $2.99 $2.83 $2.62 $2.42 $2.21 $2.06
Total Riverbend Fee = $74.15 $70.88 $66.49 $62.12 $57.73 $54.59
Total Arlington Fee = $0.00 $75.11 $70.93 $66.76 $62.58 $59.59

Blended* Rate = $74.15 $72.57 $68.71 $64.90 $61.12 $58.39 1

Recycling Rebate (2) 15%= $476,100 $595,125
Rebate/Ton = $5.95 $5.95

$714,150 $892,688
$5.95 $5.95

$1,190,250 $1,487,813
$5.95 $5.95

|rc:i:\r; : 'Net'Tfmisfer Fee =; >$25:09 .: $21:981 $17.80 $13.63 i':$9:45:i'vxt;$6i46Fr|

1 Total Net Tip Fee = $68.20 $66.62 $62.76 $58.95 $55.17 $52.43
Recycling Rebate (2) 20%= $634,800 $793,500 

Rebate/Ton = $7.94 $7.94
$952,200 $1,190,250
$7.93 $7.94

$1,587,000 $1,983,750
$7.94 $7.93

1'. r ; Net Transfer Fee = .$23a i: /{;$20.00: $15.82 $11.65

1 Total Net Tip Fee = $66.21 $64.64 $60.77 $56.96 $53.19 $50.45 1
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Forest Grove Transfer Station Expansion Rate Impacts
Tons Per Year = 80,000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

Average Tons Per Day = 308 385 462 577 769 962
Tons Recycled @ 15% = 12,000 15,000 18,000 22,500 30,000 37,500

Waste to Riverbend = 68,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 25,000 42,000 67,500 110,000 152,500

Tons Recycled @ 20% = 16,000 20,000 24,000 30,000 40,000 50,000
Waste to Riverbend = 64,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 20,000 36,000 60,000 100,000 140,000

(Note: A Compactor is not included in the 80,00 0 tons per year scenttrio.)

1 Transfer Fee = $36.24 $32J6 $27 J8 $22.80 $17.81 $14.34

Transport to Riverbend = $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00
Disposal at Riverbend = $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62

Transport to Arlington = $0.00 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36
Disposal at Arlington = $0.00 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32

Metro Fee = $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50
Metro 5% Excise Tax = $3.25 $3.07 $2.83 $2.58 $2.33 $2.15

Total Riverbend Fee = $79.61 $75.95 $70.73 $65.50 $60.26 $56.61
Total Arlington Fee = $0.00 $79.94 $74.96 $69.98 $64.99 $61.52

1 Blended* Rate = $79.61 $77.55 $72.84 $68.18 $63.57 $60.34
* (First 60,000 Tons to Riverbend Landfill and the Remaining tons to Arlington)

Recycling Rebate @ 15%= $0
Rebate/Ton = $0.00

$595,125
$5.95

$714,150
$5.95

$892,688
$5.95

$1,190,250
$5.95

$1,487,813
$5.95

Net Transfer Fee = $36.24 $26.81 $21.83 $16.85 $11.86 $8.39

1 Total Net Tip Fee = $79.61 $71.60 $66.89 $62.23 $57.62 $54.39

Recycling Rebate @ 20%= $0 $793,500 $952,200 $1,190,250 $1,587,000 $1,983,750
Rebate/Ton = $0.00 $7.94 $7.93 $7.94 $7.94 $7.93

Net Transfer Fee = $36.24 $24.83 $19.85 $14.87 $9.88 $6.41

1 Total Net Tip Fee = $79.61 $69.61 $64.91 $60.25 $55.63 $52.40



Forest Grove Transfer Station Expansion Rate Impacts
Tons Per Year = 80,000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000 250,000

Average Tons Per Day = 308 385 462 577 769 962
Tons Recycled @ 15% = 12,000 15,000 18,000 22,500 30,000 37,500

Waste to Riverbend = 68,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 25,000 42,000 67,500 110,000 152,500

Tons Recycled @ 20% = 16,000 20,000 24,000 30,000 40,000 50,000
Waste to Riverbend = 64,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Waste to Arlington = 0 20,000 36,000 60,000 100,000 140,000

(Note: A Compactor is not included in the 80,000 tons per year scenaido.)

Transfer Fee = S31.04 $27.93 $23.75 $19.58 $15.40 $12.41

Transport to Riverbend = $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00
Disposal at Riverbend = $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62 $24.62

Transport to Arlington = $0.00 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36 $14.36
Disposal at Arlington = $0.00 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32 $25.32

Metro Fee = $7.50 $7.50
Metro 5% Excise Tax = $2.99 $2.83

Total Riverbend Fee = $74.15 $70.88
Total Arlington Fee = $0.00 $75.11

$7.50
$2.62

$66.49
$70.93

$7.50
$2.42

$62.12
$66.76

$7.50
$2.21

$57.73
$62.58

$7.50
$2.06

$54.59
$59.59

Blended* Rate = $74.15 $72.57 $68.71 $64.90 $61.12 $58.39
* (First 60,000 Tons to Riverbend Landfill and th

Recycling Rebate (2) 15%= $0 $595,125
Rebate/Ton = $0.00 $5.95

e Remaining tons to

$714,150 $892,688
$5.95 $5.95

Arlington)

$1,190,250 $1,487,813
$5.95 $5.95

Net Transfer-Fee = $31.04 $21.98 $17.80 $13.63 $9.45 $6.46

Total Net Tip Fee = $74.15 $66.62 $62.76 $58.95 $55.17 $52.43

Recycling Rebate @ 20%= $0 $793,500
Rebate yTon = $0.00 $7.94

$952,200 $1,190,250
$7.93 $7.94

$1,587,000 $1,983,750
$7.94 $7.93

Net Transfer Fee = $31.04 $20.00 $15.82 $11.65 $7.47 ' $4.48 '

Total Net Tip Fee = $74.15 $64.64 $60.77 $56.96 $53.19 $50.45
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ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY FOREST GROVE
WITH THE EXPANSION OF THE FOREST GROVE TRANSFER STATION

ADDITIONAL PROPERTY TAXES
Tax Rate/$1000

Education (Wash. Co.) 0.2521 $1,073.43
Forest Grove Schools 18.7641 $79,896.37
Forest Grove City 4.8176 $20,513.04

Proposed Tons per Year 80,000 100,000 120,000 150,000 200,000

Enhancement Funds $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $75,000 $100,000

PROJECTED NEW EMPLOYMENT
Estimated Number of Jobs 34 37 39 42 48

Estimated Annual Payroll $727,034 $776,034 $823,634 $896,434 $1,018,234

Estimated Tax Revenues from Employee Homes (Assume 12% Mortgage using 25% of the employees wages)

Employee Home Values $1,464,065 $1,562,738 $1,658,593 $1,805,194 $2,050,469

Education (Wash. Co.) $369 $394 $418 $455 $517
Forest Grove Schools $27,472 $29,323 $31,122 $33,873 $38,475
Forest Grove City $7,053 $7,529 $7,990 $8,697 $9,878

Employee Property Taxes = $34,894 $37,246 $39,531 $43,025 $48,870

Disposable Employee Income $389,483 $415,733 $441,233 $480,233 $545,483

Recirculation value (2.5) $973,706 $1,039,331 $1,103,081 $1,200,581 $1,363,706

Total Estimated Revenues
to City of Forest Grove = $1,150,083 $1,228,060 $1,304,095 $1,420,089 $1,614,060

Page 3



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

Memorandum

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: ■

November 20, 1990 -v 

Council Solid Waste Coiranittee } 

Councilor Tanya Collier^

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A

rj\ fr/1 AJW

Please find attached a copy of Resolution No. 90-1358A which contain
amendments to the original resolution. The purpose of the amendments
are as follows:

1. To recognize and agree with facility siting recommendations of the 
Steering Committee.

2. Agree with the recommendation for more than one facility in the 
west part of the region.

3. Provide for phased implementation of two-facility system to 
accommodate possibility of including a compost facility in the 
region.

4. Complete the technical analysis including cost and financing 
options for the public/private scenarios prior to making a policy 
commitment on whether or not facilities are publicly or privately 
owned.

5. Eliminate the implied preference for priyate ownership and 
establish that the criteria for determining public vs. private 
ownership shall be those listed in Chapter 13 of the Regional Solid 
Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) and include an application of those 
criteria in the technical analysis and chapter preparation phase.

6. Establishes principle that any procurement decision which results 
in a facility cost and rate which is significantly higher than the 
base cost and rate shall result in local proponents identifying a 
mechanism to provide funding of incremental costs from local rate 
payers utilizing haulers served by facilities.

7. Includes a time line for determining the preferred procurement 
process consistent with that proposed in the original resolution.

TC:DEC:pa 
90-1358.MEM
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF [ESTABLISHING ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A
PROCUREMENT-GUIDELINES AND A )

PROCESS—FOR PROCUREMENT OF THE )

WASHINGTON COUNTY-SOLID WASTE )

SYSTEM, AND] RECOGNIZING AND )

GIVING PRIORITY TO THE )

WASHINGTON COUNTY LOCAL )

GOVERNMENT SOLUTION AND )

ESTABLISHING A PROCESS TO )

COMPLETE THE PLAN AS A BASIS FOR )

FACILITY PROCUREMENT )

Introduced by: 
Councilor Tom DeJardin

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid 

Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) in October 1988; and,

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.0, gives priority to local government solid waste management 

solutions in the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and,

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 89-1156 identifying a process, 

timeline and minimum standards for development of the Washington 

County solid waste system as a local government solution was adopted 

in October 1989; and,

WHEREAS, Washington County and the cities therein have 

developed a local government solution [conaiatent-with-the ■ Regional 

Sol-i-d-Waato Management-Plan] for Metro Council consideration; and, 

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.2, identifies the need for each city and county to provide 

appropriate zoning for planned solid waste facilities by establishing 

clear and objective standards; and.

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A - Page 1



WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

11.1, states that "local solid waste management options may affect 

local rates" so a base case must be established for the technical 

analysis to conduct this assessment in order to determine if the 

facilities acquired are more costly than the base case; and,

WHEREAS, A need for policy guidance to complete development of 

the Washington County system has been identified; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District recognizes 

and gives priority to the portion of the Washington County's Solid 

Waste System Plan (Exhibit "A") [aaMj-ho—local govoriunont solution,- 

conaiotent—wi-th-PoliGy-5.3 and—16-*0 of the Regional- Solid Waste

Management Plan] that recommends sites for transfer stations/ 

material recovery/compost facilities, namely the existing site in

Forest Grove, the proposed site in Wilsonville and an undesignated

site in the vicinity of Cornelius Pass Road and U.S. Highway 26.

2. That the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan shall provide for two

transfer station/material recoverv/compost facilities in the west

part of the region to be acquired on a phased basis to maximize the

opportunity to incorporate a compost facility in that part of the 

Region to further meet the regional waste reduction goals.

3. That the phased approach to aeguiring these facilities shall be as

follows I

^ For the first phase the Council in consultation with the

Washington County Steering Committee shall upon completion of

the technical analysis deteinnine whether the Forest Grove site

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A - Page 2



or the Wilsonville site shall be the initial site selected and

developed as a transfer station/material recovery facility

which will be designed to process approximately 175,000 to

200,000 tons of solid waste per year. Criteria for making

this selection may include, but not be limited to; cost; the

. existing and future geographic pattern waste generation;

convenience to users; transportation access for both disposal

by the public and commercial haulers and transfer of material

to the landfill; and impact on meeting regional system needs,

such as reducing the amount of waste disposed of at the Metro

South station.

b) For the second phase, within three to five years the Council,

in consultation with appropriate local governlnents,, shall

determine the need for an additional facility in the west part

of the Region and the type of facility; i.e., composter or

transfer station/ihaterial recovery facility, on either of the

other two designated sites. The Council shall establish

criteria for choosing the type of facility and site and shall

endeavor to maximize the reduction of waste going to the

landfill in a cost effective manner. 

cX To facilitate the second phase of this plan, Metro shall

proceed to acguire a site for a compost/transfer station/

material recovery facility in the immediate vicinity of

Cornelius Pass Road and U.S. Highway 26. Following 

acguisition of a site, Metro shall dispose of its surplus

property at S.W. 209th and TV Highway.

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A- Page 3



[3-] 4. That Metro staff, working cooperatively with Washington County 

staff and the Steering Coiranittee, shall complete the technical 

analysis and the Washington County Chapter to the RSWMP, 

recognizing the phased approach referred to above for consideration

by the Council. At a minimum, the technical analysis and the 

Chapter shall include:

a) waste flow and tonnage projections,

b) analysis of viable facility system options,

c) base case scenario,

d) self-haul analysis,

e) post collection material recovery analysis,

f) high grade waste processing analysis,

g) public vs. private ownership analysis,

h) analysis of public and private financing options, including 

turn-key and joint public/private financing,

i) facility service areas for allocating waste to facilities,

j) vertical integration impacts and mitigation,

k) rate analysis including any potential rate differential based 

on system options.

l) criteria for procuring the Phase 1 facility incorporating the

procurement guidelines listed in Exhibit "B" insofar as they

are compatible with the phased approach and the intent of this

resolution.

[3-1 ■ That—the -■ Council adopt-o-proeu-remont—guidol-i-noa—aa-listcd in

Exhibit "B” as a starting-point■for developing—criteria in

aecordance—with Metro Code Section-5«01 * 085 which-would allow—the

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A - Page 4



Metro Couno-i-1—to authoriao long-term franchioGa—for-tho Waahi-ngton

County -Syatenit ]

That the Council decision on the public/private facility ownership

option for facilities in both phases be based on the criteria

listed in Chapter 13 of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

and attached as Exhibit D, The analysis and application of these 

criteria shall be undertaken when the technical analysis and

chapter plan draft are completed.

That the Council adopt the process and timelines as listed in 

Exhibit "C" for the purpose of completing the Washington County 

System.

[■&]7_;. That Metro will work cooperatively with local governments to 

initiate the adoption process for incorporating clear and objective 

standards into local planning codes by late Spring 1991.

[■&]8_;_ That the base case facility scenario used for purposes of

conducting the rate impact analysis will be a two transfer station/ 

compost facility system recognizing the two phased approach with 

tonnage allocations delineated upon the East and West service area 

concept contained in the technical analysis. This reflects the 

Metro Council's historical preference for a two transfer station 

system in Washington County and further incorporates land use and 

transportation considerations through the designation of service 

areas.

9. That if the Forest Grove site is not selected in Phase I, the

Council shall continue the existing franchise for the facility
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based on the current level of service until the Phase 2 procuremen-t:

decision is completed and a facility is operational.

10« That if the Council selects a facility option which has a rate 

significantly higher than the base system rate, the increment shall be

funded by a commitment from sources other than those collected by

Metro.

ADOPTED by the Council, of the Metropolitan Service District 

this _ _ _ _ _ _ _  day of _ _ _ ^_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _t 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

DEC:aeb
As\2007.RES
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EXHIBIT "C" 
TIMELINE

Dec. 13

Dec. 30

Jan. '91

Feb. '91

Mar. '91

Apr. '91 

May '91

June '91

Council adoption of resolution outlining the 
process to complete the Washington County system.

Staff completes smnmary of technical analysis and 
prepares summary of analysis including 
recommendation on Phase 1 facility.

Steering Committee review and recommendations on 
technical analysis conclusions.

CSWC review and recommendations on technical 
analysis conclusion.

Staff writes the RSWMP Washington County System 
Plan chapter, which will include relevant portions 
of the proposed Washington County local government 
solution.

Staff develops procurement criteria, including a 
recommendation on the ownership option.

Steering Committee review of Plan chapter and 
procurement criteria.

CSWC Public Hearing on Plan chapter and 
procurement criteria.

Council adoption (Ordinance). Depending on 
preferred ownership option, the specific 
procurement process will be delivered at the time 
Council adopts the Plan criteria.

Procurement process initiated.

DEC:aeb
AiN2008.EXH



EXHIBIT D

CHAPTER 13 - FACILITY OWNERSHIP

POLICIES

13.0 Solid waste facilities may be publicly or privately owned, 
depending upon which best serves the public interest. A 
decision on ownership of a facility shall be made by Metro, 
case-by-case, and based upon established criteria.

13.1 Recycling drop centers shall be privately owned unless a 
need for such additional facilities is identified and can 
best be fulfilled by a city or county as determined by! that 
city or county.

13.2 Facilities which serve only one collector and exclude the 
public shall be privately owned.

* * * * *

The criteria to be used for determining what form of facility 
ownership best serves the public interest are:

to compare the anticipated capital and operating costs; 
to adhere to the waste reduction policies; 
to best achieve implementation of the solid waste 
management plan;
to be compatible with existing facilities and programs; 
to adjust to changing circumstances which may require 
capital improvements, new methods of operation or 
similar factors;
to be environmentally acceptable;
to provide ease of access by the public and collection 
indust:^, where applicable;
to avoid vertical integration (monopoly) of the solid 
waste business;
to demonstrate ease of facility management, including 
fee collection equity, periodic review, rate changes,

# flow control and related operational changes; 
j. to provide appropriate mitigation and\or enhancement 

measures deemed appropriate to the host jurisdiction.

The nature and scale of the subject facility shall be considered 
in determining how to apply the criteria.

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g-

h,

i.

13-1



MemorandumMETRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
FortUnd, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1646

DATE: November 26, 1990

TO: Don Carlson, Metro Council

FROM: Richard Carson, Director
planning and Development

SUB: Resolution 90-1358A

I thought it might be useful to comment on Resolution 90-1358A proposed by Presiding Offirer
Collier at the Coundl Solid Waste Committee meeting (11-20-90), and contrast it with
Resolution 90-1358 proposed by Councilor DeJardin. I have noted several inconsistencies that
may or may not be intentional and it might be useful too clarify the amended Resolution. .

1. Under the "Be It Resolved" section there is some inconsistency in the process of 
designating sites. Item 3(a) requires a first phase decision for the first facility between 
the Forest Grove and the Wilsonville sites. This is followed by 3(b) making a second 
phase decision for the second facility "on either of the other two designated sites", 
presumably meaning Wilsonville and Hillsboro. Finally, in 3(c) Hillsboro is designated 
with no reference to Wilsonville. I assume that their is some error in deciding on the 
Hillsboro site in 3(c) because the possibility exists that Wilsonville was the choice in
3(b).

2. In 3(a-c) a site "in the vicinity of Cornelius Pass Road and U.S Highway 26" is 
referenced. The Washington County plan refers to a site "in the Sunset Corridor area 
(Hillsboro)." I would suggest that you use their geographic description. The Resolution 
as written is very site specific and is not what Washington County had in mind. If you 
want to be site specific then there is no reason to make a change. However, if you are 
trying to be consistent with the DeJardin Resolution, then you may want to change the
language.

3. DeJardin’s Resolution 90-1358 does not create a process of elimination as does Councilor 
Collier’s. DeJardin’s Resolution follows a three step process that has a specific site in 
mind at each step. Again, that maybe Councilor Collier’s intent, but it is not DeJardin’s.

4. In the Resolution 90-1358A 3(a) the first site selected will take 175,000 - 200,000 tons 
per year. The DeJardin Resolution 90-1358 talks about a 40% and 60% split between a 
western and eastern facility location. This is because the Forest Grove facility is 
proposed by Washington County to take no more than 120,000 tons per year.

Recycled Paper



5. Resolution 90-1358A 3(b) states that in the second fadlity phase that with 3-5 years the 
Council will •determine" the need for the second site. However, DeJardin’s Resolution 
90-1358 the franchise process for a second facility starts in July 1991 and "fadlity 
operations begin" in April 1993. There is a great difference in time schedules between
the two Resolution.

6. Resolution 90-1358A (5) makes it clear that there will be a public vs. private analysis 
done and that any of these facilities, including Forest Grove, could become public. I 
understand this is intentional, but I should point out that it is completely different from 
the DeJardin Resolution 90-1358 approach of giving the private sector a first shot at 
putting a proposal together.

7. Resolution 90-1358A (9) says that if Forest Grove is not picked in phase 1, then it ^ 
be allowed to continue at the "current level of service". That level of service is 60,000 
tons per year and will leave approximately 237,000 tons per ye^ to be processed in toe 
year 2003. Is toe proposal to build a transfer fadlity of this size? That would be 
equivalent to toe estimated operation of Metro South in toe future.

8 The references to compost fadlities in 2 and 8 gives toe impression that composters wiU 
be part of toe Washington County system. The intent of toe proposed Washington County 
plan is to provide toe flexibUity to allow for some altematiye type of facility m toe 
future. A composter has been used as an example in past discussions. The techmc^ 
analysis will address toe economics of procuring and operating a composter, but its 
purpose is illustrative only. Much more analysis of toe regional compost market is 
needed before Metro considers another compost fadlity. The Resolution should not mfer 
that a composter will be a part of toe Washington County system. It should only 
recognize toe flexibiUty of toe Washington County plan to accommodate alternative 
methods of solid waste management in toe next 10 years. .

I should add that I am concerned about toe fact that Resolution 90-1358A was delivered to my 
office less than a half hour before toe Council SoUd Waste Committee wnvened. It was m the 
hands of toe Washington County Steering Committee before any discussion was attempts with 
either toe Solid Waste or toe Planning and Development Department. At toe very l^t Lcould 
have pointed out toe inconsistendes and terminology problems. Obviously, toe Washmgton
County, group’s response was strongly adverse to toe amendment.

cc: Rena Cusma 
Dick Engstrom 
Bob Martin



METRO
CtXXI SW first Avenue 
Portland. OR 97201-5398 
(503)22MMf>
Fax 2-1I-7-417

November 28, 1990

Executive Officer 
Rena Cusma
Mefro Council
Tanya Collier 
Presiding Officer 
District 9
Cary Hansen 
Deputy Presiding 
Officer 
District U
David Sauev 
District 1
Lawrence Bauer 
District 2
Jim Gardner 
District 3
Richard Devlin 
District 4
Tom Dejardin 
District 5
George Van Bergen 
District 6
Ruth McFarland 
District 7
Judy Wyers 
District S
Roger Buchanan 
District 10
David Knowles 
District 11

Richard Carson, Director 
Planning & Development Department 
Metropolitan Service District 
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Dear Rich:

Re: Tax-Exempt Financing Options for Transfer Stations

I have been asked to provide you with a brief outline of the 
possible financing vehicles available to Metro for funding 
the cost of construction/acquisition of a transfer station or 
trans'fer stations in Washington County. These options have 
been developed with the assistance of Edw. Einowski of Stoel 
Rives et al., Metro's Bond Counsel for solid waste matters.

The options are:

1. Publicly-owned/Publicly-financed System Bonds.
(Government Bonds)

This financing model is the model used for the financing 
of the Metro East Station. Metro purchased the property 
from the vendor and entered into construction and 
operating agreements consistent with Internal Revenue 
Code requirements for government issue financing. Bonds 
were issued as system revenue bonds pursuant to Metro 
Ordinance No. 89-319, and were tax-exempt. These bonds 
qualified as government issue bonds because Metro owned 
the property and the operation contract was a "qualified 
management contract" of no more than five years duration 
with Metro having the option to terminate at no penalty 
after three years. This method of financing should 
provide the lowest possible interest rate.
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Publicly-owned/Publicly-financed/Private Activity System 
Bonds.

The second option would be the issuance of Metro revenue 
system bonds pursuant to Ordinance No. 89-319, but not 
subject to a qualified management contract. Under this 
example, we assume Metro ownership of the property and a 
Metro guarantee to pay the bonds out of Metro's system's 
revenues, but an operation contract of a greater 
duration that five years, i.e., 20 years-. This bond 
financing would be a tax-exempt, private activity bond. 
Prior to issuance, Metro would need to obtain an 
allocation from Oregon's annual private activity volume 
cap. The interest rates on such a bond would be 
slightly higher than example #1, i.e., .25 percent to 
.5 percent, because the tax benefits of private activity 
bonds are not quite as favorable to private investors as 
government tax-exempt bonds.

Privately-owned/Publicly-financed/Private Activity 
Project Bonds.

The third option would be for Metro to issue project 
bonds on a tax-exempt, private activity basis pursuant 
to Metro Ordinance No. 89-319. These bonds would be 
similar to the financing that was used for financing the 
Riedel composter facility. A volume cap allocation 
would be required as in example #2. The interest rates 
on the bonds would be dependent on the financial 
standing of the private entity. Metro would not own the 
facility and, therefore, could not guarantee payment of 
the bonds. Rather, Metro would only have the obligation 
to abide by the terms of the franchise/service 
agreement, and could only guarantee Metro payments to 
the operator so long as the operator continued to 
provide the service of operating the transfer station. 
The Oregon Constitution prohibits Metro from 
guaranteeing the credit of a private entity. While the 
technology for operating a transfer station does not 
pose anywhere near the risk that the technology of the 
composter posed, the financial strength of the operating 
entity and its stability is a major factor in 
determining what the interest rate would be on such 
bonds. Absent some substantial guarantee by a rated 
entity such as a bank or a major corporation, it would 
be very difficult to obtain a bond rating at all on an 
issue of this type.
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Further, if the issue were structured so that Metro had 
an option to purchase the property at the end of the 
term of the agreement at less than fair market value, 
the depreciation on the property would not be available 
to the private entity during the term of the financing. 
In order for the private entity to be able to take 
advantage of the property depreciation for income tax 
purposes, Metro's option would need to be restricted to 
an option to purchase at fair, market value only. An 
analysis would need to be made if Metro required a 
transfer of ownership at the end of the financing term' 
for less than fair market value, to determine whether 
the interest savings from the tax-exempt status of the 
debt exceeded the cost of the loss of depreciation to 
the private owner.

4. Privately-owned/Publicly-financed Private 
Activity/System Bonds.

It is possible that Metro-backed revenue bonds could be 
used to finance a privately-owned facility if the 
transaction provided for the eventual transfer of 
ownership to Metro. This model would need an allocation 
of volxime cap as it would be a private activity bond.
For income tax purposes there would be no tax benefits 
to the private owner, but the property would still be 
subject to taxation for property tax purposes. At the 
end of bond's term, ownership would be vested in Metro. 
This would allow the use of Metro's credit to finance 
construction and acquisition of the facility. If there 
was an earlier default, ownership would also transfer to 
Metro. These provisions would make the interest rates 
reflect only the risk that Metro would not fulfill its 
obligations to the bondholders and this would produce 
interest rates similar to example #2.

5. Privately-owned/Privately-financed.

The fifth option available for financing a transfer 
station is, of course; straight private financing with 
no Metro issued debt. This would mean payment of• 
interest rates assuming that the interest on the debt 
was subject to both federal and Oregon income tax. 
Interest rates would primarily depend on the strength of 
the private entity and the type of commitment made by 
Metro for a wastestream to be processed at the facility. 
The tax benefits for depreciation would be available for 
the owner of the facility.
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I hope this assists you and your staff in preparing your 
analysis of the system costs for Washington County transfer 
stations.

Yours very truly,

n Daniel B. Cooper, 
General Counsel

gl

1269

cc: Donald Carlson<

Bob Martin 
Mike McKeever



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

Agenda

MEETING: Council Solid Waste Committee
DATE; December 4, 1990

DAY; Tuesday

TIME; 5:30

PLACE; Council Chamber

Approx. 
Time*

5:30

(30 min.)

6:00 
(5 min.)

6:05

(10 min.)

6:15

(10 min.)

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL

1. Resolution No. 90-1358A, For the Purpose of
Recognizing and Giving Priority to the 
Washington County Local Government Solution and 
Establishing a Process to Complete the Plan as 
a Basis for Facility Procurement Public 
Hearing (Action Requested: Motion to
recommend Council adoption of the resolution)

2. Intergovernmental Agreement with the City of 
Portland, "Providing Containers for Recycling 
at Multi-Family Residences in the City of 
Portland and Portions of Unincorporated 
Multnomah County" (Action Requested; Review 
and comment only)

3. Program Activities for Year Two of the Annual
Waste Reduction Program for Local Gtovernment 
(No Action Requested: Discussion only)

4. KPMG Peat Marwick Recommendations for 
Improvement of Controls and Procedures for Flow 
of Solid Waste Tonnage Information and Revenue 
(No Action Requested; Discussion only)

6:25 5. Solid Waste Department Staff Updates
(10 min.)

Presented

By

Collier

Martin/

Kambur

Martin/

Gorham

Martin

Martin/

Gorham

6:35 ADJOURN

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered 
in the exact order listed.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS; Tom DeJardin (Chair), Judy Wyers (Vice Chair), Roger 
Buchanan, Tanya Collier and David Saucy



Agenda Item No. 1 
Meeting Date: December 4, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A



METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1M6

Memorandum

DATE; November 27, 1990

TO; Council Solid Waste Committee

FROM; Karla Forsythe7 Council Analyst

RE; SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN WEST PART OF THE REGION

At the November 20, 1990 Solid Waste Committee meeting, the Committee 
voted 3 to 1 to refer Resolution No. 90-1358A to the Washington County 
Solid Waste System Design Steering Committee (Steering Committee) for 
comment, and to consider the resolution again at the December 4, 1990 
Solid Waste Committee meeting.

At a meeting on November 26, 1990 the Steering Committee voted 
unanimously to oppose Resolution No. 90-1358A and to reaffiimi its 
support for the original version of the resolution (as corrected).

Please note both resolutions are printed in the agenda packet. The 
timeline attached to Resolution No. 90-1358 as Exhibit C has been 
revised by Planning & Development staff to correct two typographical 
errors involving dates.

KF:pa
KFSHC112.KEM

Recycled Paper



METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1M6

Memorandum

DATE: November 20, 1990 'x

TO: Council Solid Waste Committee )

FROM: Councilor Tanya CollierN

RE: RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A

Please find attached a copy of Resolution No. 90-1358A which contain
amendments to the original resolution. The purpose of the amendments
are as follows:

1. To recognize and agree with facility siting recommendations of the 
Steering Committee.

2. Agree with the recommendation for more than one facility in the 
west part of the region.

3. Provide for phased implementation of two-facility system to 
accommodate possibility of including a compost facility in the 
region.

4. Complete the technical analysis including cost and financing
options for'the public/private scenarios prior to making a policy 
commitment on whether or not facilities are publicly or privately 
owned.- .

5. Eliminate the implied preference for private ownership and 
establish that the criteria for determining public vs. private 
ownership shall be those listed in Chapter 13 of the Regional Solid 
Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) and include an application of those 
criteria in the technical analysis and chapter preparation phase.

6. Establishes principle that any procurement decision which results 
in a facility cost and rate which is significantly higher than the 
base cost and rate shall result in local proponents identifying a 
mechanism to provide funding of incremental costs from local rate 
payers utilizing haulers served by facilities.

7. Includes a time line for determining the preferred procurement 
process consistent with that proposed in the original resolution.

TC:DEC:pa 
90-1358.MEM

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF [ESTABLISHING ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A
BRGGUREMENT GUIDELJ-NES—AND—A ) 
PROCESS-FOR PROCUREMENT-QF-THB )

WASHINGTON-COUNTY'SOLID WASTE ) 
SYSTEM,-AND] RECOGNIZING AND )

GIVING PRIORITY TO THE )

WASHINGTON COUNTY LOCAL )

GOVERNMENT SOLUTION MS )

ESTABLISHING A PROCESS TO )

COMPLETE THE PLAN AS A BASIS FOR )

FACILITY PROCUREMENT )

Introduced by: 
Councilor Tom DeJardin

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid 

Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) in October 1988; and,

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.0, gives priority to local government solid waste management 

solutions in the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and,

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 89-1156 identifying a process, 

timeline and minimum standards for development of the Washington 

County solid waste system as a local government solution was adopted 

in October 1989; and,

WHEREAS, Washington County and the cities therein have 

developed a local government solution [conai-stont-with-thc Regional- 

Solid'Waste Management-Plan] for Metro Council consideration; and, 

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.2, identifies the need for each city and county to provide 

appropriate zoning for planned solid waste facilities by establishing 

clear and objective standards; and.

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A- Page 1



WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

11.1, states that "local solid waste management options may affect 

local rates" so a base case must be established for the technical 

analysis to conduct this assessment in order to determine if the 

facilities acquired are more costly than the base case; and,

WHEREAS, A need for policy guidance to complete development of 

the Washington County system has been identified; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District recognizes 

and gives priority to the portion of the Washington County's Solid 

Waste System Plan (Exhibit "A") [ a-o—the—local -government a olut-i-on— 

oonoiatont-with Policy 5-.-3--and 16-.-0 of the-Regional-Solid-WaOto

Management Plan] that recommends sites for transfer stations/ 

material recovery/compost facilities, namely the existing site in

Forest Grove, the proposed site in Wilsonville and an undesiqnated

site in the vicinity of Cornelius Pass Road and U.S. Highway 26.

2. That the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan shall provide for two

transfer station/material recovery/compost facilities in the west

part of the region to be acquired on a phased basis to maximize the

opportunity to incorporate a compost facility in that part of the

Region to further meet the regional waste reduction goals.

3. That the phased approach to aeguiring these facilities shall be as •

follows:

For the first phase the Council in consultation with the

Washington County Steering Committee shall upon completion of

the technical analysis determine whether the Forest Grove site

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A- Page 2



or the Wilsonville site shall be the initial site selected and

developed as a transfer station/material recovery facility

which will be designed to process approximately 175,000 to

200,000 tons of solid waste per year. Criteria for making

this selection may include, but not be limited to; cost; the

existing and future geographic pattern waste generation;

convenience to users; transportation access for both disposal

by the public and commercial haulers and transfer of material

to the landfill; and impact on meeting regional system needs,

such as reducing the amount of waste disposed of at the Metro

South station.

b^ For the second phase, within three to five years the Council,

in consultation with appropriate local governments, shall

determine the need for an additional facility in the west part

of the Region and the type of facility; i.e., composter or

transfer station/material recovery facility, on either of.the

other two designated sites. The Council shall establish

criteria for choosing the type of facility and site and shall'

endeavor to'maximize the reduction of waste going to the

landfill in a cost effective manner. 

c^ To facilitate the second phase of this plan, Metro shall

proceed to acguire a site for a compost/transfer station/

material recovery facility in the immediate vicinity of

Cornelius Pass Road and U.S. Highway 26. Following 

acguisition of a site, Metro shall dispose of its surplus

property at S.W. 209th and TV Highway.

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A - Page 3



[3-]4. That Metro staff, working cooperatively with Washington County 

staff and the Steering Committee, shall complete the technical 

analysis and the Washington County Chapter to the RSWMP, 

recognizing the phased approach referred to above for consideration

by the Council. At a minimum, the technical analysis and the 

Chapter shall include:

a) waste flow and tonnage projections,

b) analysis of viable facility system options,

c) base case scenario,

d) self-haul analysis,

e) post collection material recovery analysis,

f) high grade waste processing analysis,

g) public vs. private ownership analysis,

h) analysis of public and private financing options, including 

turn-key and joint public/private financing,

i) ffacility service areas for allocating waste to facilities,

j) vertical integration impacts and mitigation,

k) rate analysis including any potential rate differential based

on system options. '

il criteria for procuring the Phase 1 facility incorporating the

procurement guidelines listed in Exhibit ’’B" insofar as they

are compatible with the phased approach and the intent of this

resolution.

[■3t—That' the Gouncil adopts—procuremont guidGlineo as listed in

Exhibit——aa a starting-point for developing criteria" in 

aecordancG with Matro-CodG Scotion 5.01.085 which would-allow the

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A - Page 4



Metro Counci-1—t-o—Qut-hor-j-zc -long—t-orm—franchi-gog—for the Washington

County -Systomr]

5. That the Council decision on the public/private facility ownership

option for facilities in both phases be based on the criteria

listed in Chapter 13 of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

and attached as Exhibit D« The analysis and application of these 

criteria shall be undertaken when the technical analysis and

chapter plan draft are completed.

[■4-]^ That the Council adopt the process and timelines as listed in 

Exhibit "C" for the purpose of completing the Washington County 

System.

[•&]7_j. That Metro will work cooperatively with local governments to 

initiate the adoption process for incorporating clear and objective 

standards into local planning codes by late Spring 1991.

[■&]^ That the base case facility scenario used for purposes of

conducting the rate impact analysis will be a two transfer station/ 

compost facility system recognizing the two phased approach with 

tonnage allocations delineated upon the East and West service area 

concept contained in the technical analysis. This reflects the 

Metro Council's historical preference for a two transfer station 

system in Washington County and further incorporates land use and 

transportation considerations through the designation of service 

areas.

9. That if the Forest Grove site is not selected in Phase I, the

Council shall continue the existing franchise for the facility

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A- Page 5



based on the current level of service until the Phase 2 procurement

decision is completed and a facility is operational.

10« That if the Council selects a facility option which has a rate 

significantly higher than the base system rate, the increment shall be

funded by a commitment from sources other than those collected by

Metro.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District 

this _ _ _ _ _ _ _  day of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ t 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

DEC:aeb
A:\2007.RES
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EXHIBIT "C" 
TIMELINE

Dec. 13

Dec. 30

Jan. '91

Feb. '91

Mar. 7 91

Apr. '91 

May '91

June 791

Council adoption of resolution outlining the 
process to complete the Washington County system.

Staff completes summary of technical analysis and 
prepares summary of analysis including 
recommendation on Phase 1 facility.

Steering Committee review and recommendations on 
technical analysis conclusions.

CSWC review and recommendations on technical 
analysis conclusion.

Staff writes the RSWMP Washington County System 
Plan chapter, which will include relevant portions 
of the proposed Washington County local government 
solution.

Staff develops procurement criteria, including a 
recommendation on the ownership option.

Steering Committee review of Plan chapter and 
procurement criteria.

CSWC Public Hearing on Plan chapter and 
procurement criteria.

Council adoption (Ordinance). Depending on 
preferred ownership option, the specific 
procurement process will be delivered at the time 
Council adopts the Plan criteria.

Procurement process initiated.

DEC:aeb
As\2008.EXH



EXHIBIT D

CHAPTER 13 - FACILITY OWNERSHIP

POLICIES

13.0 Solid waste facilities may.be publicly or privately owned, 
depending upon which best serves the public interest. A 
decision on ownership of a facility shall be made by Metro, 
case-by-case, and based upon established criteria.

13.1 Recycling drop centers shall be privately owned unless a 
need for such additional facilities is identified and can 
best be fulfilled by a city or county as determined by that 
city or county.

13.2 Facilities which serve only one collector and exclude the, 
public shall be privately owned.

ic h ic h 1c

The criteria to be used for determining what form of facility 
ownership best serves the public interest are:

to compare the anticipated capital and operating costs; 
to adhere to the waste reduction policies; 
to best achieve implementation of the solid waste 
management plan;
to be compatible with existing facilities and programs; 
to adjust to changing circumstances which may require 
capital improvements, new methods of operation or 
similar factors;
to be environmentally acceptable;
to provide ease of access by the pviblic and collection 
industry, where applicable;
to avoid vertical integration (monopoly) of the solid 
waste business;
to demonstrate ease of facility management, including 
fee collection equity, periodic review, rate changes,

• , flow control and related operational changes;
j. to provide appropriate mitigation and\or enhancement 

measures deemed appropriate to the host jurisdiction.

The nature and scale of the subject facility shall be considered 
in determining how to apply the criteria.

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g*

h.

i.

13-1



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358 FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES AND 
A PROCESS FOR PROCUREMENT OF THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM, AND ESTABLISHING A POLICY 
PREFERENCE FOR THE WASHINGTON COUNTY LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT SOLUTION

Date: November 12, 1990 Presented by: Richard Carson

PROPOSED ACTION

Resolution No. 90-1358 would establish a policy preference for the solid waste local government 
solution proposed by Washington County and the cities therein. T^e Resolution further identifies 
procurement guidelines and a process (timeline) for completion of the Washington County solid 
waste system. The intent of the Resolution is to affirm that the Metro Council will choose the 
Washington County local government solution provided established procurement criteria are met.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The first question Metro Councilors may ask staff is "Why should the Metro Council pass a 
Resolution stating a policy preference for providing Washington County the opportunity to 
implement their’local government solution?*"

The answer is that with the adoption of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) 
in October 1988, Metro made a very clear policy decision. Policy 5.3 states:

"Local solid waste solutions shall be integrated into the solid waste 
management system to the extent they are compatible with the 
system and meet all other plan provisions."

Further, Policy 16.0 states:

"The implementation of the Solid Waste Managetnem Plan shall 
give priority to solutions developed at the local level that are 
consistent with all plan policies:"

These policies were adopted in the context of cost to the region. Policy 11.1 states:

"While the base rate will renmin uniform throughout the region, 
local solid waste management options may affect local rates."



The policy language of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan is very straight forward in 
its intent. If the Washington County proposal can meet Metro’s planning standards, then the 
Metro Council should accept their proposal. The Resolution has been prepared to conform to 
the basic concept outlined by the chair of the Council Solid waste Committee, Tom DeJardin, 
in his letter of November 1, 1990 to the Washington County Solid waste Steering Committee.

The second question Metro Councilors may ask staff is "Should the Metro Council pass a 
resolution which states their intent to proceed with Washington County’s local government 
solution prior to completion of the technical analysis?"

The Resolution as it is written provides for the completion of the technical analysis and adoption 
of the Washington County chapter to the RSWMP prior to the Council initiating a procurement 
process. The Council decision to proxed with Washington County’s proposal will be made at 
the time of adopting the plan chapter and then again upon initiating the procurement process. 
This Resolution is a statement of intent to proceed in good faith and within the context of the 
RSWMP, which gives preference for the local government, provided it can be demonstrated to 
meet all plan policies. The technical analysis will provide the basis for ensuring that this can 
be achieved.

The adoption of this Resolution will also direct staff to begin writing the Washington County 
solid waste system chapter of the RSWMP. The chapter will be based on the technical analysis 
and will include the Washington County system option.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 90-1358 which states a policy 
preference for the Washington County local government solution and establishes procurement 
guidelines and a process to complete the Washington County Solid Waste System



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING ) 
PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES AND A )
PROCESS FOR PROCUREMENT OF THE ) 
WASHINGTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE ) 
SYSTEM, AND RECOGNIZING AND )
GIVING PRIORITY TO THE WASHINGTON ) 
COUNTY LOCAL GOVERNMENT SOLUTION )

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358

Introduced by Councilor 
Tom DeJardin

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 

(RSWMP) in October, 1988; and,

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 16.0, gives priority to 

local government solid waste management solutions in the Regional Solid Waste Management 

Plan; and,

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 89-1156 identifying a process,- timeline and minimum 

standards for development of the Washington County solid waste system as a local government 

solution, was adopted in October, 1989; and,

WHEREAS, Washington County apd the cities therein have developed a local government 

solution consistent with the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 16.2 identifies the need 

for each city and county to provide appropriate zoning for planned solid waste facilities by 

establishing clear and objective standards; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 11.1 states that “local
«

solid waste management options may affect local rates“ so a base case must be established for 

the technical analysis to conduct this assessment; and



WHEREAS, a need for policy guidance to complete development of the Washington 

County system has been identified; now, therefore,

BE rr RESOLVED:

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District recognizes and gives priority to 

Washington County’s Solid Waste System Plan (Exhibit "A") as the local government 

solution, consistent with Policy 5.3 and 16.0 of the Regional Solid Waste Management 

Plan.

2. That Metro staff, working cooperatively with Washington County staff and the Steering 

Committee, shall complete the Washington County Chapter to the RSWMP. At a 

minimum, the Chapter shall include:

a) waste flow and tonnage projections,

b) analysis of viable facility system options,

c) base case scenario,

d) self-haul analysis,

e) post collection material recovery analysis,

f) high grade waste processing analysis,

g) public vs. private ownership analysis,

h) analysis of public and private financing options, including turn-key and joint 

public/private financing,

i) facility service areas for allocating waste to facilities,

j) vertical integration impacts and mitigation.

A:\RE90-135.WAC



k) rate analysis.

That the Council adopts procurement guidelines as listed in Exhibit "B" as a starting 

point for developing criteria in accordance with Metro Code Section 5.01.085 which 

would allow the Metro Council to authorize long-term franchises for the Washington 

County System.

That the Council adopt the process and timeline as listed in Exhibit "C" for the purpose 

of completing the Washington County system.

That Metro will work cooperatively with local governments to initiate the adoption 

process for incorporating clear and objective stand^ds into local planning codes by late 

Spring, 1991.

That the base case facility scenario used for purposes of conducting the rate impact 

analysis will be a two transfer station system with tonnage allocations delineated upon 

the East and West service area concept contained in the technical analysis. This reflects 

the Metro Council’s historical preference for a two transfer station system in Washington 

County and further incorporates land use and transportation considerations through the 

designation of service areas.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this day of
' ___________ , 1990.

ATTEST:
Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

Clerk of the Council

A:VRE90-135.WAC



EXHIBIT "A"

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON
Regional Solid Wasie Management Plan

Chapter 18: WASHINGTON 

COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

SYSTEM PLAN
The following outline for a System Plan was 
passed unanimously by the Washington County 
Solid Waste Facilities Design Steering Com­
mittee on October 15,1990.

WHAT SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM LOOK LIKE?

1. Washington County System Configura­
tion Data/Assumptions 
Metro’s mid-range waste generation and dis­
posal projection has been used as the basis for 
this plan. The mid-range projection assumes a 
40% increase in the per capita waste disposal 
rate between 1990 and 2013. The mid-range 
waste dispKDsal projection is as follows:

ANNUAL WASTE TO BE HANDLED AT 
TRANSFER/MATERIAL RECOVERY STATIONS

Year
Residential
Tons

Non-Residential
Tons

Total
Tons

1993 82,149 143,599 225,748

2003 101,852 194,943 296,794

2013 134,299 258,238 392,538

The projection assumes that no Washington 
County waste is shipped to transfer stations 
outside ofWashington County and only minor 
amounts of waste are imported from Clacka­
mas and Mulmomah Counties to Washington

County transfer stations (i.c. where hauler fran­
chise areas overlap). While the latter assump­
tion was used for modeling purposes, the 
County is open to the idea of importing mum- 
ally agreed upon amounts of Clackamas County 
waste to a transferAnaterial recovery facility in 
the southeast portion of Washington County 
should Metro decide this would be useful for 
the overall efficiency of the regional solid 
waste system.

2. Number of Transfer/Material Recovery 
Facilities
The Steering Committee’s Plan would put in 
place no later than 1993 two transfer station/ 
material recovery centers with the immediate 
ability to handle at least 200,000 tons of waste 
annually and the future ability to handle up to 
300,000 tons annually. This is sufficient ca­
pacity through the year 2003 if the mid-range 
waste disposal forecast is accurate.

The existing facility at Forest 
Grove would be expanded to:

• acapacity of120,000tons; 
and

• include material recovery 
for at least commercial 
waste (residential still 
being smdied).

A facility in the WilsonviUe area 
would be constructed with:

• a start-up capacity of at least 
120,000 tons;

the ability to expand as need de­
mands to handle a total of175,000 
tons ofWashington 
County waste;

October, 1990 -1



•a compactor;

• maTiTnnm material recovery for all 
portions of waste stream which are cost- . 
effective today; and

• the ability preserved to add more 
material recovery based on changing 
cost-effectiveness.

The mid-range projections indicate capacity to 
handle an additional 100,000 tons will be 
needed by 2013. Since this is the final 100,000 
tons in the regional system Metro is likely to 
need maximum flexibility to determine how 
best to handle this tonnage. If Metro wishes, 
the County will help find a site in the Sunset 
Corridor area- (Hillsboro) to procure immedi­
ately for development in 2003. This site could 
be procured through a private siting process, 
but owned by Metro. A decision on the func­
tion and operation of the site would be deferred

until a later time when more is known about the 
actual growth in waste disposal tonnage and 
evolution in the rapidly changing transfer sta­
tion/material recovery field. Substantially 
increased levels of recycling or controls on 
packaging may make it unnecessary to de­
velop the site at alL Ifthc site is needed, Metro 
may wish to use it for a compostcr, high grad­
ing, or some use other than a standard transfer 
^tion/material recovery center.

A summary of the System Plan follows. All of 
the tonnage figures need to be fine-tuned with 
additional technical analysis regarding the 
economic needs of the facilities and site con­
straints and opportunities.

3. Post Collection Material Recovery 
Theregion’s goal of achieving a 56% recycling 
rate must be achieved or exceeded as soon as 
possible. The optimum simation is to separate 
as much recyclable material out of the waste

APPROXIMATE AREA OF 
FUTURE SITE IF NEEDEDTRANSFER STATION 

MATERIAL RECOVERY SITE

HIGH GRADE FACILITY 
IF NEEDEDZAIIf

tanicm

TRANSFER STATION 
MATERIAL RECOVERY SITE

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
SYSTEM PLAN

October. 1990 - 2



WASHINGTON COUNTY TRANSFER/MATERIAL 
RECOVERY FACTLITIES

Approximate Tonnages

1990 1993 2003 2013

Forest Grove 65,000 105,000 . 120,000 120,000

Wilsonville N/A 120,000 175,000 175,000

Hillsboro N/A N/A. N/A 100,000

stream as possible before it enters the transfer 
station. Any material which can be cost-effec­
tively recovered after it enters the tranfer sta­
tion should be recovered. The ability should be 
provided to expand stations for additional 
material recovery if more methods become 
cost-effective in the future.

4. High-Grade Processing 
Technical analysis on the need for a separate 
high-gradeprocessing facility has notyet begun. 
However, the waste disposal projections rely 
on substantial levels of high grading (25,633 
tons in 1993 and 46,472 tons in 2013). If the 
technical analysis indicates that a high grade 
facility is warranted in the near future the 
Steering Committee’s plan would place such a 
facility in the Highway 217 corridor (Beaver­
ton).

HOW SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM BE PUTIN PLACE?

5. Facility Ownership 
The Forest Grove facility would continue to be 
privately owned by A.C Trucking Company. 
The Wilsonville facility would be owned by 
United Disposal Service. If a facility in 
Hillsboro ultimately is needed Metro would 
have the flexibility to determine whether it 
should be publicly or privately owned, depend­

ing on the regional system needs at that time. It 
is assumed that the Hillsboro facility would be 
privately operated.

6. Vertical Integration
Transfer station/material recovery facility 
ownership by haulers would be allowed so 
long as Metro controls the gatehouse opera­
tions of these facilities.

7. Firiandng
The Forest Grove and Wilsonville facilities 
would be privately financed. Metro would 
determine how best to finance the Hillsboro 
facility if it is needed.

8. Facility. Procurement
The facility procurement for the Forest Grove 
and Wilsonville facilities would be'completed 
as follows:

• Metro, in cooperation with Washington 
County, would complete the technical analy­
sis, and establish minimum service standards 
(e.g. material recovery rates) for the Forest 
Grove and Wilsonville facilities. Additional 
techiucal analysis would also be conducted to 
fine-tune the tonnage figures and phasing sched­
ules for these facilities.

• The owners of the Forest Grove and Wilson­
ville facilities would have 150 days to demon-

Ociobcr, 1990-3



stratc their ability to finance and construct a 
system which meets these minimum standards. 
Land use approvals, construction/dcsign draw­
ings and financial statements would also be 
filed with Metro during this time period.

• If all minimum standards are met, and the 
ability to put the system in place is demon­
strated, Metro would negotiate a direct fran­
chise for these two facilities. The tipping fee 
would be negotiated at this time, using the 
technical analysis and other existing Metro 
facilides as benchmarks.

• If the above process does not result in suc­
cessfully negotiated ftanchises, Metro would 
initiate a competitive bidding process to pro­
cure a system based on the system configura­
tion and other aspects of the System Plan and 
the technical standards developed during this 
process.

• If Metro determines it wishes to put a site for 
apotential future Hillsboro facility in the “banif’ 
now, it could procure it through a private siting 
process. The County would actively partici­
pate with Metro to ensure that an appropriate 
ate is secured.

9. Land Use Siting
The local governments in Washington County 
would adopt clear and objective standards to 
site solid waste facilities at the earliest feasible 
time, consistent with the policy in the Regional 
Solid Waste Management Plan. The facility at 
Forest Grove is an outright permitted use and 
coiild be expanded in the nature proposed in 
the System Plan without further land use per­
mits. The Wilsonville facility has a local 
permit to provide service for its own collection 
system, but will need an expansion of that 
permit to provide regional service at the levels 
proposed in the System Plan. Preliminary 
indications from the City arc that a facility 
owned and operated by United Disposal within 
the tonnage limits proposed in the System Plan

could be supported.

HOW SHOULD THE WASHINGTON 
COUNTY SYSTEM OPERATE?

10. Flow Control
Metro would guarantee flows based on service 
areas for the Forest Grove and Wilsonville 
facilities.

11. Rates
Technical analysis on Washington County rate 
impacts of this system are yet to be conducted.

SUMMARY

This System Plan meets the goal and objectives 
of thcRegipnal Solid WasteManagcmcntPlan. 
It is:

“regionally balanced, cost effective, tech­
nologically feasible, environmentally 
sound and publicly acceptable.”

The Plan provides Metro with the means to 
meet the transfer/material recovay needs within 
the County for the next decade and the maxi­
mum flexibility to adapt the final component of 
the system to realities in the year 2003. This 

■ Plan is supported by the public and private 
sector leadership in Washington County and is 
consistent with the e:^ting transportation and 
land use systems in the County. The Steering 
Committee believes this planning process has 
been consistent with overall regional manage­
ment and specifically Policy 16.0, which states:

"The implementation of the Solid waste 
Management Plan shall give priority to 
solutions developed at the local level that 
are consistent with all Plan policies."

The Steering Committee believes this plan­
ning process is an excellent example of con­
structive regional cooperation and looks for­
ward to continuing its partnership with Metro 
in the implementation of this Plan.

October. 1990-4



EXHIBIT "B"
Procurement Guidelines

The procurement guidelines for the Washington County system are listed below. These 
guidelines will be used to develop the procurement criteria in accordance with Metro Code 
Section 5.01.085 which authorizes the Metro Council to enter into a long-term franchise 
agreement for transfer station service in Washington County. The guidelines are the "Minimum 
Standards" adopted by the Metro Council in Resolution 89-1156, and key points contained in 
Washington County’s proposed local government solution (Attachment "A"). These guidelines 
will be updated and expanded into procurement criteria upon finishing the technical analysis and 
development of the Washington County Plan Chapter.

The procurement guidelines are as follows:

From Metro Council Resolution 89-1156.

The proposed local planning area needs to be complimentary to the regional planning 
area for proposed facilities.

All waste reduction facility needs shall be met which includes adequate material recovery 
processing, lumber recovery, yard debris collection and processing and select waste 
recovery (demolition debris/salvageable building materials). These waste reduction 
facility components shall be designed such that they are adequate to meet or exceed waste 
reduction goals and standards set in the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 
(RSWMP).

The local system of facilities shall be designed to link up with the primary transport 
system and be designed to be consistent with all contractual obligations of the OWSI 
landfill and Jack Gray Transport contracts.

Facility systems which propose to utilize out-of-region disposal facilities Gong-term) must 
be determined to be consistent with OWSI Landfill contract obligations. Out-of-region 
disposal is limited to those facilities in which Metro determines appropriate by formal 
agreement.

The local system of facilities must be designed to ensure adequate waste flows (volumes) 
to each proposed and existing facility to generate sufficient revenue for financing capital 
expenditures and long-term operations (recognizing partial subsidies between the local 
system and the regional system may be necessary).

Rates shall be established consistent with Metro’s rate setting procedures. Rates need 
to be uniform within the local government system. If higher or lower than other regional 
system components, flow control may need to be instituted. Rate differentials shall be 
established which encourage haulers to utilize waste reduction system components.



7.

8.

The local government system must have built-in contingencies to handle waste flows in 
the event of a breakdown in any component of the system (i.e., compactors).

The local system shall be designed to serve both public and private haulers. Service 
levels shall be established which are relatively uniform throughout the local system and 
consistent with other parts of the region. Service levels shall be established to encourage 
waste reduction.

9. The local system must be designed to be consistent with all RSWMP provisions, 
solid waste disposal facilities must be approved by Metro prior to operation.

All

From the Washington County Solid Waste System Plan

Service Areas. Each application shall provide service to either the service area in eastern 
Washington County or western Washington County as identified on a map that shall be 
derived from the technical analysis.

Design Capacity. The two facilities combined shall be designed to handle general 
purpose waste forecasted by Metro to be delivered to transfer station/material recovery 
centers by the year 2003. The facility serving the western portion of the County shall 
handle approximately 40% of this waste, and the facility serving the eastern portion of 
the County approximately 60% of the waste. These tonnages shall be adjusted if 
necessary based on the completed technical analysis, including the potential for handling 
small quantities of Clackamas County waste at the fedlity serving the eastern portion of 
the County.

Ownership and Operation. The facilities shall be privately owned and operated, with 
Metro operation of the gatehouse.

Land Use Permits. All facility applications shall be for sites where the facility is an 
outright permitted use or where a Conditional Use Permit has been approved by the local ■ 
government.

Transportation. Facilities shall allow access primarily from a major or principal arterial 
street or highway.

^sting Activities. A preference will be given for firms with experience which 
illustrates past positive relationships or track records arid compliance with local 
government regulations of transfer, collection and waste reduction of solid waste. 
Additional preference will be given for these experiences and relationships within the 
service area where the transfer station proposal (application) is made.

Land Use Impacts. Adverse land use impacts shall be minimized along the primary 
access route(s) between the closest principal arterial street or highway and the site.



EXHIBIT "C" 
TIMELINE

Nov. 30 Technical analysis completed.

Dec. € pi Council adoption of resolution outlining the process to complete the Washington 
County system.

Dec. 30 Staff1 completes summary of technical analysis.

Jah.”91 Steering Committee review and recommendations on technical analysis 
conclusions.

Feb. ’91 CSWC review and recommendations on technical analysis conclusions.

Mar. ’91 Staff writes the RSWMP Washington County System Plan chapter, which will 
include the Washington County local government solution.

Staff develops procurement criteria.

Apr. ’91 Steering Committee review of Plan chapter and procurement criteria.

May ’91 CSWC Public Hearing on Plan chapter and procurement criteria.

Council adoption (Ordinance).

June ’91 Procurement process initiated.

July 1 Request for franchise applications advertised.

Sept. 15 Deadline for receipt of franchise applications.

Sept. 15-
Oct. 30 Staff review of franchise applications.

Nov. ’91 Council selection of vendor(s) for franchise negotiation. Give authorization to 
proceed with negotiation.

Staff initiates development of mitigation agreements with local govemment(s) 
hosting the facility (ies).

1The term "staff refers to the Planning and development Department and the Solid Waste 
Department working cooperatively with the Washington County staff.



Dec. ’91 Negotiation process completed.

Jan. ’92 Council award of franchise if negotiations are successful.2 The award is 
contingent upon acquisition of all necessary state and local permits.

Feb. ’92 Facility construction phase begins.

April ’92 93 Facility operations begin per franchise conditions.

2If negotiations are not successful, the Metro Council will initiate an open competitive 
RFP procurement process.

If no applications are submitted in response to the request for applications, or if Metro’s 
review of the applications submitted finds no applicant that complies with the review criteria, 
the Metro Council will immediately initiate an open competitive RFP procurement process. The 
minimum plan requirements and evaluation criteria used for the franchise process will be 
contained in the RFP.
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METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-3398 
503/221-1646

Memorandum

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

November 27, 1990 

Council Solid Waste Committee 

Karla Forsythe, Council Analyst-.^;^^,;^ 

IGA - THE CITY OF PORTLAND

The attached intergovernmental agreement with the City of Portland 
authorizes multi-family recycling container grant funds. Because this 
contract was designated as Type "A", under Metro Code Section 
2.04.032(d) it must be referred to the Committee for review and comment. 
The agreement can be executed 14 days after it was filed with the Clerk 
of the Council and Council approval is not required.

XFtpa
XFSWCia2.MEM

Recycled Paper



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT WITH THE CITY 
OF PORTLAND AUTHORIZING MULTI-FAMILY RECYCLING CONTAINER 
MATCHING GRANT FUNDS

Date: November 16, 1990

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Prepared by: 
Debbie Gorham 
Pamela Kambur

The current fiscal year Waste Reduction budget includes $252,000 
for multi-family-recycling container funds for local governments. 
The attached intergovernmental agreement with the City of 
Portland (see "Attachment A") reflects Portland's per capita 
allocation (combined with that of unincorporated Multnomah 
County) totaling $122,000.

The multi-family container funds budgeted for this year reflect 
the second year of Metro's implementation of the following 
objective in the Waste Reduction Chapter of the "Regional Solid 
Waste Management Plan":

E. Source Separation Technology Development: The

distribution of home or office recycling containers. Work 
with local jurisdictions to implement a regional curbside 
container recycling program for both single family and 
multi-family dwellings.

Portland's application for matching funds reflects the second 
year of their multi-family recycling program. During the 
previous fiscal year, Portland received $126,000 for a Metro 
demonstration project which funded 267 multi-family container 
systems. The demonstration project successfully provided the 
opportunity to recycle for residents of 6,730 dwelling units in 
the City of Portland. This year's funding will expand the 
program to an additional 125 complexes representing approximately 
5,655 dwelling units and retrofit 100 of the container systems 
tested during last year's-demonstration project.

During the project's second year a greater emphasis will be 
placed on data analysis. Metro and City of Portland staff will 
be gathering additional data to monitor the success of the 
container program. Variations in container systems will be 
evaluated and recommendations developed for appropriate container 
styles given the variety of types of multi-family residential 
settings.

BUDGET IMPACT

Due to their experience during the previous year, the City of 
Portland's application for funding was submitted to Metro prior 
to other jurisdictions. Waste Reduction staff anticipate that 
the remaining $130,000 budgeted for multi-family recycling 
containers will be dispensed during the next two months.



METRO
2000 5.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1646

Memorandum

Date:

To:

From:

Regarding:

November 21, 1990

Gwen Ware-Barrett, Clerk of the Council 

Amha M. Hazen, Contracts Administrator OJ- 

IGA - City of Portland-901555

I have attached the City of Portland IGA entitled: "Providing containers 
for recycling at multi-family residences in the City of Portland and 
portions of unincorporated Multnomah County" for filing with Metro 
Council. The contract is a Type "A" Single Year, as designated by the 
Council during the budget process.

AMH:jp

cc: Neil E. Baling, Acting Director - Finance & Administration
Bob Martin, Director - Solid Waste
Brent Leathers, Contract Compliance Officer - Solid Waste 
Pamela Kambur, Associate Management Analyst - Solid Waste

Attachment

Recycle^gqp^r9 0 . 5 mem
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Attachment A Metro Contract No. 901555

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT dated this day of 1990, is

between the Metropolitan Service District, a municipal 

corporation, hereinafter referred to as "Metro," whose address is 

2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland, OR 97201-5398, and the City.of 

Portland, hereinafter referred to as "Contractor," whose address 

is 1120 S.W. 5th Avenue, Portland, Oregon, 97204-1972 for the 

period of December 12, 1990 through August 30, 1991.

WITNESSETH :

WHEREAS, This Agreement is exclusively for Personal

Services;

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS;

CONTRACTOR AGREES;

1. To perform the services and deliver to Metro the 

materials described in the Scope of Work attached hereto;

2. To provide all services and materials in a 

competent and professional manner in accordance with the Scope of 

Work;

3. To maintain records of project expenditures and to 

provide a written record of project expenditures within seven (7) 

days written request by Metro;

4. To comply with any other "Contract Provisions" 

attached hereto as the Scope of Work; and

5. Contractor shall be an independent contractor for 

all purposes, shall be entitled to no compensation other than the 

compensation provided for in the Agreement. Contractor hereby

PAGE 1 - INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT



certifies that it is the direct responsibility employer as 

provided in ORS 656.407 or a contributing employer as provided in 

ORS 656.411. In the event Contractor is to perform the services 

described in this Agreement without the assistance of others, 

Contractor hereby agrees to file a joint declaration with Metro 

to the effect that Contractor services are those of an 

independent contractor as provided under Chapter 864, Oregon Laws 

1979. .

METRO AGREES:

1. To pay Contractor for services performed and 

materials delivered in the maximum sum of ONE HUNDRED TWENTY-TWO 

THOUSAND DOLLARS ($122,000) in the manner and at the time 

designated in the Scope of Work, "Project Budget/Terms of 

Payment"; and

2. To provide full information regarding its 

requirements for the Scope of Work.

BOTH PARTIES AGREE;

1. Project Manager

a) The Metro Project Manager shall be 

Pamela Kambur or such other person as shall be designated in 

writing by Debbie Gorham, Waste Reduction Manager. The 

Metro Project Manager is authorized to carry out the work 

described in the Scope of Work, "Metro Project Manager's 

Responsibilities." The Metro Waste Reduction Manager is 

authorized to give notices as referred to herein, and to 

carry out any other Metro actions referred to herein.
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b)’ The City Project Manager, Contractor's 

representative, shall be Anne McLaughlin or such other 

person as shall be designated in writing by Susan Keil, 

Bureau of Environmental Service Business Operations Manager. 

The City Project Manager is authorized to carry out the 

actions referred to herein.

2. That, in the event of any litigation concerning 

this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to 

reasonable attorney's fees and court costs, including fees and 

costs on appeal to an appellate court;

3. That this Agreement is binding on each party, its 

successors, assigns, and legal representatives and may not, under 

any condition, be assigned or transferred by either party; and

4. That this Agreement may be amended only by the 

written agreement of both parties.

CITY OF PORTLAND

Mayor

Commissioner of Public Works

SERVICE DISTRICTMETROPO:

Date;

Auditor

Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM;

City Attorney

APPROVEIL-AS TO FORM:c
Metro General pdunsel

Nove^r 20. 1990 
Mui t i \Por t landViGA
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Attachment A - continued Metro Contract No.901555

Scope of Work

Project: 

Contractor: 

Project Term:

Multi-Family Recycling Container Matching Grant 
Program, hereinafter referred to as "Program."

City of Portland on behalf of the City of Portland 
and unincorporated Multnomah County.

December 12r 1990 to August 30, 1991

Contractor's Responsibilities:

The City Project Manager shall:

1. Obtain an intergovernmental agreement with unincorporated 
Multnomah County authorizing the City of Portland to act on the 
County's behalf in developing and implementing a the services 
outlined in this Scope of Work.

2. Ensure that, by June 30, 1991, the following activities 
have been completed:

2.1 Establish container systems in approximately 125 multi­

family residential complexes to demonstrate the 
performance of the following container distribution 
minimum guidelines:

a. 4-14 unit complexes: single bin containers
(similar to those used in single family 
residential settings)

b. 15 - 24 unit complexes: single bins, indoor or
outdoor depots including roller cart systems, 
reusable bags, barrels or possibly metal shelter 
systems. Project Coordinators, or their 
designated representatives, will determine the 
appropriate container system for a specific site 
after the site visit and calculation of costs per 
dwelling unit (container system costs divided by 
the actual size of the complex). The costs per 
dwelling unit guideline suggests an upper limit of 
$30.00 per dwelling unit. Consideration of the 
cost per dwelling guideline will be balanced with 
needs for specific siting requirements.

c. 25 - 49 units. 50 - 99 units or 100 -300 units:

Any of the above container systems with records 
documenting the types of container systems 
distributed to each size category.



2.2 The following types of multi-family complexes will be 
targeted for the above container systems:

Size of Complex

100-300+ Units in 
Building Clusters

100-300+ Units in 
High Rise Towers

50-99 Units

25-49 Units

15-24 Units

4-14 Units

# of Complexes

5

5

15

40

25

35

125

Approximate # Units

1,000

1,200

1,125

1,480

500

350

5,655

2.3 100 sites will be retrofitted with replacement
containers. These sites were established during the 
previous fiscal year using fiber barrels which need 
replacement with plastic or metal barrels due to 
difficulties with hauler servicing and/or fire 
regulations.

3. Coordinate service delivery via assistance from the City's 
Energy Office (providing preliminary owner/manager intake 
services) and from the designated subcontractor for 
implementation and research (anticipated to be the Portland State 
University Recycling Education Project).

4. Ensure that the following criteria, which were drafted in 
the preliminary application packet, are fulfilled:

4.1 Ownership of containers. Containers purchased with 
Metro funds will remain Metro's property during the 
grant/contract period. Upon termination of the 
grant/contract, containers will become the property of 
the Contractor.

4.2 Recvclables to be collected. Whenever possible, 
recyclable materials collected under the program shall 
include all major materials currently collected for 
single-family curbside recycling programs (newspaper, 
glass jars and bottles, tin cans, corrugated cardboard 
boxes, aluminum, used motor oil, and scrap metals). 
Metro acknowledges, however, that storage space 
limitations for some apartments or condominiums may 
restrict the types of materials actually collected.

4.3 Metro review of program materials. Applicants must 
agree to the following conditions in order to ensure 
cost control, quality control and Metro identity:

a. Containers - Metro's Waste Reduction Manager (or 
designate) shall approve the styles of all



b.

containers purchased; grant recipients will be 
encouraged to buy containers in purchasing blocks 
with other local governments to capture potential 
cost savings; containers must be "hauler friendly"

Container signs and labels - Metrp's Waste 
Reduction Manager (or designate) shall approve the 
design and content of all signs and labels affixed 
to containers

c. Printed materials - Metro's Waste Reduction 
Manager (or her designate) shall approve the 
design and content of all promotional and 
educational materials distributed to apartment 
owners, managers and tenants; all program 
literature must be printed on recycled paper and 
state that Metro has provided partial funding for 
the container program

4.4 Reporting. Grant recipients will be required to;

a. Meet at least quarterly with all other grant 
recipients (both contractors and subcontractors) 
and Metro staff to discuss progress, problems, and 
to share information

b. Submit quarterly reports to Metro regarding;

(1) Costs - Metro and local government matching 
funds expended to date fot containers, 
promotional and educational materials, signs 
and labels, staff, and other costs

(2) Containers - Numbers and types of containers 
targeted for installation as compared to the 
numbers and types of containers during the 
quarter

(3) Units enrolled - Total numbers and types of 
apartment units enrolled to date

(4) Quantities recycled - Quantity estimates for 
all recycled materials by type (Metro will 
work cooperatively with project coordinators 
to develop reporting forms)

(5) ' Promotion and education - Description of
promotional and educational efforts

(6) Other - Description of problems and successes

c. Annual survey - Conduct a survey during the grant 
period of a representative sample of apartment tenants, 
landlords, and haulers receiving assistance under the 
grant program to determine the level of recycling 
participation. Results of the survey shall be reported 
to Metro one month after the end of the grant period.

d. Multi-family housing profiles - By the end of the grant



period, provide Metro with data specific to local 
governmental boundaries:

(1) number of multi-family units

(2) number of multi-family units participating in 
recycling programs

(3) sources of above data.

5. Monitor Program timeline and submit quarterly reports on the 
following schedule:

1st Quarter
October 1 - December 30, 1990 Intake, Waste Audits and 

Beginning of Container 
Distribution

February 15, 1990 Submit 1st Quarter Report

During week of February 18-22 Meeting of Project 
Coordinators

2nd Quarter
January 1 - March 31, 1991 Continue Intake, Audits 

and Distribution

May 15, 1991 Submit 2nd Quarter Report

During week of May 20-24 Meeting of all Project 
Coordinators

3rd Quarter
April 1 - June 30, 1991 Complete Container 

Distribution

4th Quarter Wrao Uo Activities
August 15, 1991 Submit 3rd Quarter Report 

and Final Project Summary

During week of August 19-23 Meeting of all Project 
Coordinators

Metro Project Manager's Responsibilities;

The Metro Project Manager shall:
1. Provide technical assistance to the City Project Manager as 
necessary to develop, execute, monitor, and evaluate the project.

2. Provide assistance to the City Project Manager on 
promotional and educational activities.

3. Monitor general project progress and review as necessary the 
Contractor's accounting records relating to project expenditures.

4. Schedule and coordinate the quarterly meetings of Project 
Coordinators.



Project Budget and Terms of Payment:

1. The following Program funds will be paid to the Contractor, 
on behalf of the individual jurisdictions, in one lump sum on, or 
before, December 30, 1990. All expenditures over the total 
amount budgeted as Metro's cost share of $122,000 shall be 
incurred by the Contractor.

Allocation

City of Portland 
Uninc. Multnomah County

$105,500

16,500

TOTAL: $122,000

2. Both parties agree that the following budget categories are 
estimates of Contractor expenses and that actual expenditures may 
vary from the amounts listed for each category. Contractor shall 
maintain records of all project expenditures by the budget 
categories listed below and shall provide a written record of 
project expenditures within seven day written request by Metro.

Distribution of
Cost Sharina: Portland Metro Total

a. Staffing $103,274 + $ -0- $103,274

(intake/promotion =
(implementation/

research =

17,873)

85,401)

b. Container Costs $ 11,397 + $122,000 = $133,397

c. Promotion Costs 
(decals, signs, 
handouts, etc) $ 5,300 + $ -0- —

$ 5,300

d. Office Supplies $ 6,450 + $ -0- = $ 6,450

e. Travel $ 6,800 + $ -0- = $ 6,800

f. Misc./Indirect $ 12,179 + $ -0- = $ 12,179

Totals $145,400 + $122,000 = $267,400

Percentage Funding of
Total Program Budget 54% + 46% .= 100%



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

Memorandum

DATE: November 26, 1990

TO: Contracts Office

FROM: Paulette Allen, Committee Clerk

RE: IGA - CITY OF PORTLAND-901555

I certify that I received and filed in the Council Office on November 
21, 1990 the following intergovernmental agreement for the above- 
mentioned project: "Providing containers for recycling at multi-family
residences in the City of Portland and portions of unincorporated 
Multnomah County."

Acting Clerk of the Council
Ujj=hl^<9-

Date

Tom DeJardin 
Karla Forsythe 
Neil Saling 
Bob Martin 
Brent Leathers 
Pamela Keimbur



Agenda Item No. 3 
Meeting Date: December 4, 1990



PROGRAM ACTIVITIES FOR YEAR TWO OF THE 
ANNUAL WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

1. Regulate residential garbage collection through franchise, 
license, or other means that will enable the local 
government to fully implement a uniform and comprehensive 
weekly curbside recycling program with containers.

2. Regulate commercial garbage collection through 
franchise, license, or other means that will enable the 
local government to implement a uniform commercial waste 
reduction and recycling program that includes waste audits 
and economic incentives.

3. Regulate multi-family garbage collection1 through 
franchise, license, or other means that will enable local 
government to implement a multi-family recycling program 
that gives apartment owners\managers an economic incentive 
to promote recycling while allowing haulers to recover the 
costs of providing recycling services.

4. Implement in-house recycling programs to include as many 
materials as practical at all city and county facilities.

5. Develop local expertise on the part of haulers, recyclers, 
and/or recycling coordinators to perform commercial waste 
audits for a variety of different kinds of businesses (ie. 
offices, supermarkets, hospitals.) At a minimum, complete 
ten commercial waste audits or perform waste audits for one 
percent of the businesses in the commercial sector, 
whichever is less. Develop a plan for a more comprehensive 
commercial waste audit program to be implemented in year 
three.

8 .

Provide each school district the opportunity to participate 
in waste audits and encourage them to implement waste 
reduction and recycling programs.

Implement a residential curbside recycling container 
program.

Begin developing language to insert into design review 
and/or site plan review procedures to facilitate the 
incorporation of recycling at commercial facilities and 
multi-family dwelling units.

kulti-family units generate solid waste that is residential 
in composition but commercial in terms of the way it is collected.



9. Develop a plan to install recycling container systems in 
multi-family residential units.

10. Plan and implement a yard debris collection program that 
meets at least the minimum requirements of the regional yard 
debris recycling plan.

11. Complete an Annual Report Worksheet for year one of the 
Program. Submit this worksheet to Metro by September 30, 
1991.



Agenda Item No. 4 
Meeting Date: December 4, 1990



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

Memorandum

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

November 27, 1990 

Council Solid Waste Committee 

. Karla Forsythe, Council Analyst 

KPMG PEAT MARWICK RECOMMENDATIONS

In the attached letter dated August 21, 1990 KPMG Peat Marwick forwarded 
to the Solid Waste Department several recommendations for improving 
controls and procedures for the flow of tonnage information and revenue 
from facility gatehouses through the Metro systems.

The Finance Committee reviewed the letter and suggested the Solid Waste 
Committee discuss the recommendations. This matter has been placed on 
December 4 agenda for discussion.

XFspa
KFSWC112•HEM

Recycled Paper



i-''U'

Peat Marwick
Certified Public Accountants 

Suite 2000
1211 South West Fifth Avenue 
Portland. OR 97204

August 21, 1990

Mr. Robert Martin, Director 
Solid Waste Department 
Metropolitan Service District 
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5398

Dear Mr. Martin:

During the month of June 1990, the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) Solid Waste 
Department requested KPMG Peat Marwick to develop systems documentation illustrating the 
flow of solid waste tonnage information and revenue from the St. Johns and Metro South 
gatehouses through the Metro systems. These systems were to include data gathering, 
accounting, and data processing and analysis through the point where the information appears 
in resultant data bases and output reports.

The information needed to develop the systems documentation was obtained through inquiries 
of Metro management, solid waste personnel, accounting personnel and data processing 
personnel. We were not asked, nor did we consider, the various systems of internal control in 
order to provide any assurance on the internal control structure of the Metropolitan Service 
District Solid Waste Department.

The specific systems and the manner in which the work was performed is described and 
documented in systems narratives, flowcharts and document examples forwarded under 
separate cover to Mr. Jeff Stone of the Metro Solid Waste Department In Attachment A to this 
letter, we have provided to you recommendations and comments on various operational areas 
where we felt controls or procedures could be improved.

It should be noted that the recommendations and comments included in Attachment A were 
based on documentation of controls and systems performed from June 5, 1990 to June 28, 
1990. Controls and systems found to be functioning at a point in time may later be found 
deficient because of the performance of those responsible for applying them. In addition, as 
changes take place within the organization, there can be no assurance that the controls and 
systems currently in place will be appropriate in the future.

Menibef ftfm o’
Kiynveid Pea: Marw<v Goe»0<ele«



Mr, Robert Martin, Director 
Solid Waste Department 
Metropolitan Service District 
August 21,1990 
Page 2

District. We would like to^e this o^rtu^fw m ISE* °[1116 MetroPolitan Service 
extended to us during this work. ty t0 aC^0w e<^^e t^e counesy and assistance

Very truly yours,

KPMG PEAT MARWICK 

6?<vwcQa_C^ X TtuAu^

Randal L. Lund, Partner
RLLrkjs 

Attachment A



Attachment A

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

. Solid Waste Department

RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMFhJT.9

Tonnage Reconciliation

The Solid Waste Department receives adjusted tonnage data accumulated by the Accounting 
Department and supplied by the Data Processing Department on diskettes. It also receives 
monthly facility reports (which lists tonnage as reponed by the sites) from the site locations. 
The tons reported by the Accounting Department do not always agree to the tons reported on 
the monthly facility reports. The differences appear to be caused by transfers that are occurring 
between site locations.

KPMG Peat Marwick reviewed several monAs data received by the Solid Waste Department. 
The discrepancy between the monthly facility reports and the data on the diskettes was the 
result of transfer tonnage from Metro South to St. Johns. The Solid Waste Department should 
reconcile the total tonnage as reported in the monthly facilities report to the total tonnage as 
reponed on the diskettes.

Metro South Tonnage Controls

During our visit to the Metro South Site location, KPMG Peat Marwick noted that the 
compactor (AMFAB) dc^s not automatically enter the compacted tonnage of materials on the 
receipt each time a load is put into the AMFAB. When the weight is not automatically entered 
on the receipt, the weight must be manually entered on the receipt by an Oregon Waste 
Management employee.

As Oregon Waste Management is paid by the tonnage of materials compacted this represents an 
inappropriate segregation of duties. If the scale is repaired and the weights are always 
automatically entered on the receipt, opportunity for clerical errors is reduced and internal 
controls over the tonnage calculation would be strengthened.

There is also some concern as to the accuracy of the AMFAB scale. In order to control and 
compare both the accuracy of the scale and the weights that are being manually entered on the 
receipts, Metro could reconcile these weights on a test basis to the weights manually entered 
on the receipts from the Jack Gray scale.

The bulldozer operator employed by Oregon Waste Management may be miscalculating total 
tonnage by putting additional items on top of the door to the compactor when the compactor is 
operating. If this occurs, the materials would be weighed with the materials being compacted. 
Metro is charged by the tonnage calculated by Oregon Waste Management. Again, this 
miscalculation could be determined by comparing the weight reported on the compactor scale to 
the weight reported on the receipt from the Jack Gray scale.



Attachment A rnnTi

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

Solid Waste Department, Continued

Truck File List Control

Th(! f J13} Ste locatior)s are cutrendy able to update the truck file lists. The lists are originally 
updated at the accounting office and sent via diskette to the sites on a weekly basis. Sin?e diis 
IS a vi^ control for the captunng of accounts receivable information, the updating of the truck 
file lists at the site locations should be discontinued. P 6

Revenue Reasonableness Tp.srinp

baS1S’ Metro sho.uld compare expected revenues (tons received multiplied by 
U fhinfSr revenue.r^orded ln the general ledger. If large differences exist, early detection 1^ge cWference? W°U d Cad t0 C0rircctl0n of errors or Provide a reasonable explanayrion of the

Site Location Computerization

totio?srS olre?netlv0lhde^n?hDe-P WU1 hTlPlcm?nt complete computerization at the site
i?CtK0n% r -mIy’ J e dogbox line IS not computenzed at the gatehouses and the software at the site locations does not allow charging for flat fee transactions. Seads tomZ

g reif)rt^ an5 [nani?al.adiustments- The complete computerization of the system may 
be able to pay for itself by eliminating hours spent making manual adjustments and eliminatine

recon<rlllIJg re^ns. Also, the complete computerization of the solid waste system at
t0 i"CreaSe<1 'ff,CienCy' feWer Clerical OTOre’ and

Duplicate Aged Account^! Receivable Trial

Orirentiy, the aged accounts receivable trial balance produced by the computer system is not
forW^d Credit balances and thG finance charges are not being cS^ectiy 

cdcuiateti Also, an aged ^counts receivable trial balance is being prepared by the computer
pafna 3nd indl.e Finance Department It appears there is a duplication of accounts recdvabk 
nl"g rei)3^s beinS compiled. KPMG Peat Marwick recommends that the two Depanments 
meet and discuss the duplication of reports and correction of the computer system errors This 
would lead to greater efficiency by eHminating hours spent preparing Wo vcpoT

Communication Between Deparrmp.nts

There is not a formal communication channel between the Solid Waste Department and rhp 
thff^n d^g ^epartment forchan^ng material codes and rates at the site locations. Currently 
Mo • ePartments u^e slightly different sets of data for the same material types KPMG Peat r^comn?^nds that monthly manager meetings take place sSTherfcan be a 
ommunicadon vehicle between the two E)epartments. Any changes in the systems will then be known well in advance of an event actually occurring. y



Attachment A. Cont.

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

Solid Waste Department, Continued

■Simplify Rate Categories

During our visits to the site locations, KPMG Peat Marwick noted there were numerous 
categories and codes being used for each type of transaction that occurs at the gatehouses. For 
example, recycling has categories for 1,1.5, 2.0,2.5 and 3.0 yards of materials being hauled 
to the site locations. Fewer fee categories would lead to less time inputting information into the 
computer systems reconciling reports and fewer discussions with the haulers to determine the 
amount and tonnage of materials being hauled into the site locations.

P.Tvments to Solid Waste Vendors '

Metro pays a number of solid waste vendors based upon tons of refuse processed, hauled or 
deposited. To strengthen internal control over payments for these services, Metro should 
generate and review corroborative evidence as to the accuracy of tonnage processed, hauled or 
deposited before payment finalization. Such corroborative evidence may include reconciling 
tonnage received at the land fill sites to outgoing tonnage and reconciling tonnage amongst all 
the vendors handling particular refuse.

Segregation of Duties

The day clerk at the landfill sites counts cash receipts and completes deposit slips. She also 
compares daily cash report totals to deposit slip totals. The functions of counting cash and 
preparing deposit slips should be independent from the function of reconciling cash from the 
deposit slips to the daily cash report totals. To improve the Safeguard of assets and strengthen 
internal control, we suggest a segregation of these incompatible functions.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF BSTABLISHltucj ) 
-[-PROCUREMENT GUI-DELINE6 AND A
P-RQCES6-FOR PROCUREttBNT- OF THE
WASHINGTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE )

SYSTEM, AND RECOGNIZING AND )

G-IVING'-PRIORITY TO THE )

WASHINGTON COUNT-Y- LOCAL )

GOVERNMENT SOLUTION] A PROCESS )

FOR DRAFTING A CHAPTER OF THE ) 
REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT )

PLAN FOR SOLID WASTE FACILITIES )

IN THE WEST PART OF THE METRO
REGION

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1358A

Introduced by Councilor 
Collier

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid 

Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) in October, 1988; and

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.0, gives priority to [-local - government oolid waste management 

■solutions in—the Regional Solid Waste■Management Plan] solutions 

developed at the local level that are consistent with all Plan

polices and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 89-1156 identifying a process, 

timeline, and minimum standards for development of the Washinato

County solid waste system as a local government solution, was

adopted in October. 1989; and

WHEREAS, [Washington County and the eitioo therein have

developed a local government- solution consistent with the 

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan] The first phase of the 

process was completed in April 1990 when Washington County

submitted a Concept Plan to the Metro Council; and

WHEREAS, In Resolution No. 90—1263 the Council acknowledged 

receipt of the Concept Plan without endorsing any of the policies



embodied in the Plan; and

WHEREAS, In Resolution No. 90-1263 the Council Solid Waste

Committee was directed to review the Solid Waste Management

planning process and make policy recommendations to the Council

modifying the work schedule to enhance the role of the Council in

understanding the policy issues embodied in the Plan; and

WHEREAS, The Washington County Solid Waste Facilities Design

Steering Committee (Steering Committee) on October 15, 1990 voted

unanimously to endorse proposed "Chapter 18; Washington County

Solid Waste System Plan" (Exhibit A^

WHEREAS, The proposed chapter would authorize two transfer

station/material recoyery centers with the immediate ability to

handle at least 200,000 tons of waste annually and the future

ability to handle up to 300,000 tons annually; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Chapter identifies two specific sites,

one an expansion of the existing transfer station at Forest

Groye, and the other a new facility at a site in Wilsonyille

owned by United Disposal; and

WHEREAS, As part of the proposed Chapter, the Steering

Committee states it will help Metro find a third site in the

Sunset Corridor to be procured immediately for deyelopment in

2003 if needed; and

WHEREAS, In RSWMP Chapter 5, ''Facilities,” traffic capacity

of primary access routes, transportation access for collection

yehicles and self-haulers, and land use impacts along access

routes were identified as important criteria for eyaluating 

potential sites for the Metro East Station; and



WHEREAS, Facts have been presented demonstrating that the

Wilsonville site and a site along the Sunset Corridor would

promote transportation access and minimize land use impacts; and

WHEREAS, Both sites are consistent with the RSWMP; and

WHEREAS. RSWMP Chapter 5, "FaeiTitlr^s,", states that it is in

the best public interest for
^iV
VI 3 VIowned facility to be

selected through a competitive process; and

WHEREAS. The proposed Chapter states that Metro would 

directly negoOate franchises with the current owners of both
sites / withP'^ompetition. on the condition that within one hundred

and fifty (150) days the current owners demonstrate their ability

to finance and construct a system which meets minimum planning

standards adopted by the Metropolitan Service District (Metro);

and

WHEREAS. A non-competitive process for design, construction

and operation of a transfer station is inconsistent with the

RSWMP; and

WHEREAS. Regional Solid Waste Management Plan Policy 13.0

"Facility Ownership” states that solid waste facilities may be

publicly or privately owned, depending upon which best serves the

public interest, and that a decision on ownership of a facility

shall be made by Metro, case-bv-case, and based on established

criteria; and

WHEREAS. The criteria established in RSWMP Chapter 13 to be

used for determining what form of facility ownership best serves

the public interest are;

a« to compare the anticipated capital and operating costs;

lis



b. to adhere to the waste reduction policies;

c. to best achieve implementation of the RSWMP;

to be compatible with existing facilities and programs;

^ to adjust to changing circumstances which may require

capital improvements. new methods of operation or

similar factors;

f. to be environmentally acceptable;

3-1. to provide ease of access by the public and collection

industry, where applicable;

hi to avoid vertical integration (monopoly) of the solid

waste business;

i. to demonstrate ease of facility management, including

fee collection equity, periodic review, rate changes,

flow control and related operational changes; 

ji to provide appropriate mitigation and/or enhancement

measures deemed appropriate to the host jurisdiction,

WHEREAS, The proposed Chapter provides that the facilities

at Forest Grove and Wilsonville would be privately owned and

operated, with Metro controlling the gatehouse; and

WHEREAS, Information has been presented demonstrating that 

the costs of financing a privately-owned facility substantially 

exceed the costs of financing a publicly-owned facility, and that 

a partnership between public ownership and private operation best

supports ease of facility management; and

WHEREAS, Private ownership of a new transfer station in the

west part of the region is inconsistent with the Plan because it

does not best serve the public interest; and



WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Policy 

16.2 [identifies—the—need—for] requires each city and county to 

provide appropriate zoning for planned solid waste facilities by 

establishing clear and objective standards; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Forest Grove facility is an outright

permitted use and no further land use permits would be required 

for expansion, and the City of Wilsonville has indicated that a

facility with the tonnage limits proposed could be supported; and

WHEREAS, To date local jurisdictions in Washington Countv

have not provided appropriate zoning; and

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan Policy

teg

.11' states that "local solid waste management options may

affifebt local rates" so a base case must be established for the

nical analysis to conduct this assessment; fand

WHEREAS, RSWMP policies are derived from the Plan goal, 

which_ is to develop a regionally balanced, cost effective.

technologically feasible, environmentally sound and publicly
C-/0 .

be solid waste system; and 

WHEREAS, In order to enhance the Council's role in 

addressing all policy issues in the proposed Plan,.a
be identified^ciraftinq the Plan chapter for the part of the

region now, therefore.

BE IT RESOLVED;

ii. That the Executive Officer take immediate steps to 

Pro<-:ure—the Wilsonville site, either through negotiated purchase 

or through condemnation in accordance with ORS 268.340.

[•It- That the Council of the Metropolitan ServicG Diotrict

process must



feeognizcs and givca priority to Washington-County^3 Solid Waatc

Syotcm Plan—(-Exhibit "A" )—ao—the local government solutiony

eonaiatont with Policy—5*3 and 16>0-of the Regional- Solid Waatc 

Management Plan*]

2. That Metro staff work cooperatively with the Steering 

Committee to identify a site along the Sunset Corridor and that

the Executive Officer take immediate steps to procure the 

identified site/ however, the Council will defer its decision on

the development of the site until 1996.

3_;<^ That Metro staff, working cooperatively with Washington 

County staff and the Steering Committee, shall complete the 

Washington County Chapter to the RSWMP. At a minimum, the 

Chapter shall include:]

a) waste flow and tonnage projections,

[fe]- analysis of viable facility system-options,

e-)- - base case scenario, ]

b) [d-)-] self-haul analysis,

si. post collection material recovery analysis,

^ [-^] high grade waste processing analysis,

[gj- public vo> private ownership-analysis,]

e_i [h] analysis of [public and private] financing options 

including turn-key [and joint public/privatc financing], 

fj. [i-)-] facility service areas for allocating waste to 

facilities,

al [^] vertical integration impacts and mitigation, 

hj. [It)-] rate analysis^

il the feasibility of incorporating composting technology.



[-3-»- That t-ho- Council adopts'proGuromont guidcl-inGa as

•3-~iotGd—3.n Exhibit——as a starting point—for developing-"CritGria

±n aecordance with Metro Code—Section 5t01i085- which—would-allow

the—Metro—Gouncil—to—authorize—long—term—f ranohisos—fer—the

Washington County Systom.

4-i- - That—tho Council—adopt the process—and timeline—as—list

in Exhibit—'J-GJ!—for the—purpose—of—completing tho Washington

County system.]

4_i. [-B-*-] That Metro will work cooperatively with local

governments to initiate the adoption process for incorporating 

clear and objective standards into local planning codes by late 

Spring, 1991.

^ That the facility in Wilsonville will be publicly 

owned.

[-B-*- That t-he- base case—facility scenario- used for purposes

of conducting the rate impact analysis will be a two transfer 

station—oystem-with-tonnage--allocations delineated upon the East

and West servi-ee-area concept contained in- the technical

analysis 4—This reflects the Metro Council ^^s historical 

preference—for—a two—transfer—station—system in Washington County

and further incorporates land use and transportation

considerations through—the—designation—of—service—areas *]

That construction design and operation of the facility 

in Wilsonville will be awarded after a competitive process.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District 

this _ _ _ _ _ _  day of _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer


