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Commission Members Present:

Chairman, James Petersen
Vice-Chairman, Arno Denecke
Mary Bishop

Sonia Buist

Wallace Brill

Department of Environmental Quality Staff Present:

Director, Fred Hansen

Assistant Attorney General, Michael Huston
Assistant Attorney General, David Ellis

Division Administrators and program staff members

NCTE:

Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the
Directeor's Recommendations, are on £ile in the Cffice of the
Director, Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S. W.
Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. Written material
submitted at this meeting is made a part of this record and
is on file at the above address.




The principal purpose of this meeting was for the Commission to
select a site and to order the establishment of a waste disposal
site as authorized in Senate Bill 662, In addition, the
Commission gave consideration to the proposed adoption of a
temporary rule amending Solid Waste Permit application processing
fees for large general-purpose domestic waste landfills. Although
no public testimony was taken at this meeting, the EQC called upon
interested persons to answer guestions and to provide

information.

Agenda Item 1. Selection of and Order Establishing a Waste
Disposal Site as Authorized in Senate Bill 662.

Chairman Petersen opened the discussion by reading a statement

on behalf of the Commission that provided an overview to the
audience of the events leading up to their decision. He descriked
what will happen after their decision is made, including the
process for a contested case hearing. This statement is made a
part of the record in this matter. Chairman Petersen also thanked
. the Department, the landfill siting staff, Director Hansen, the
consultants, the citizen advisory committee, and the citizens and
neighborhoods of the proposed landfill sites for all their views,
concerns and efforts.

In response to gquestions from Commissioners Bishop and Brill,
Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, advised that the
Commission could subsequently select the second site if, in the
contested case hearing process, the first selected site was
rejected. He also advised that the Commission could legally
select two sites, and could hold a single contested case hearing
covering both sites.

Commissioner Buist read a prepared statement which is made a part
of the record in this matter. She stated she was impressed with
the thought that went into the development of the process for
siting the landfill and how that process was followed. Although
she had reservations about both sites, she believed both sites
meet the requirements of SB 662. She stated there was never a
clear front runner in her mind, but of the two sites, she would
have to choose the Bacona Road site.
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Commissioner Buist MOVED that the Commission site the landfill at
Bacona Road and strongly recommend to METRC that the final
decision not he made until other alternatives have been evaluated.
Commissioner Brill seconded the motion.

In discussion, Commissioner Bishop expressed the view that both
sites were suitable and met the requirements of Senate Bill é662.
However, because of problens associated with both sites, she
preferred to select both sites.

Chairman Petersen then read a personal statement which is made a
part of the record in this matter. Chairman Petersen said that in
his mind there had not been a clear front runner. While it is
very important to pick a landfill site in the metropolitan area,
he said that other sites cutside of the area should be considered
by METRO. He said while both sites (Ramsey Lake and Bacona Road)
were suitable, Bacona Road was the most suitable. Chairman
Petersen sald both sites were roughly equal in environmental and
technical aspects. However, when he factored in the tremendous
disparity in cost factors, the potential impact on economic
development, and the projected site life difference, he concluded
the Bacona Road site appeared most suitable.

Chairman Petersen then expressed support for Commissioner Buist's
motion and proposed to formalize the wording of the motion as
follows:

I MOVE that the Environmental Quality Commission order the
Department of Environmental Quality to establish a solid
waste facllity at the Bacona Road site subject, however, to
the condition as follows:

If the Metropolitan Service District, established under
ORS 268, enters into a centractual agreement with a DEQ
permitted landfill disposal site owner or operatoer,
requiring a disposal site owner or operator to receive
the so0lid waste from the district, then DEQ shall not be
required to establish a disposal site pursuant to this
order; and all authority for establishment of a disposal
site pursuant to this order, shall expire upon execution
of such a contract by the Metropeclitan Service

District.
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Commissioner Buist and Commissioner Brill agreed to accept this
wording as included in their motion and second.

ACTION: The MOTION was passed by a four to one vote with
Commissioner Bishop dissenting.

Chairman Petersen commented that the EQC hecpes that the Port of
Portland will be cooperative in the development of a transfer
facility if a site east of the mountains appears to be more
suitable.

Chairman Petersen indicated that specific findings and conclusions
needed to be adopted to support the EQC order. He said he felt
the EQC should discuss the order and findings at this meeting and
approve the final wording of the deocument over a conference call
to cccur sometime next week. While Chairman Petersen said he did
not have any problems with the Bacona Road site findings, he did
recommend that typographical errors be corrected and additicnal
findings be included as follows:

Page 5, paragraph IV =~ correct to read Bacona Road Site
rather than Ramsey Lake Site, and change "...pages 2-103
through 2-105" to read 2-94 through 2-97.

Add the following under the heading Other Considerations:

Section 5 {(2) of the Act directs the Commission in
selecting a disposal site to review the study prepared
by DEQ and the sites recommended by DEQ under Section 3
of the act. The Commission has reviewed the study and
finds it relevant for the follewing resasons:

1. The study demonstrates that selection of the Bacona
Road site complies with the criteria set forth in
Section 4 of the act.

2. The study provides information and evidence in
support of the Commission's other considerations
set forth in subparagraph __ (to be included in
final draft).
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Section_ 2 (2)(d) of the Act directs the Commission to
give due consideration to other factors the Commission
considers relevant. The Commission considers the
following factors relevant:

1. Cost of acquisition, development and operation of
the disposal site.

2. Projected life of the disposal site.
3. Potential impacts on regional economic
development.

The Commission recognizes that private interests have
come forward and requested commission consideration of
sites other than the sites recommended by DEQ, including
sites given preliminary consideration by DEQ but not
recommended by DEQ under Section 3 of the act. The
Commission does not intend to consider these under its
authority provided by SB 662. However, the Commission
does not wish to foreclose consideration of any
potential solid waste disposal site by METRO, and
encourages DEQ and METRC to further evaluate these
disposal options.

ACTION: Chairman Petersen MOVED that the Commission adopt
the Findings of Fact and Conclusions attached to the draft
order for the Bacona Road site with incorperation of the
above noted corrections and additions. The motion was
seconded by Commlissioner Denecke and approved unanimously.

By consensus, the Commission agreed that the department should
incorporats the corractions and additions into the Findings of
Fact and Conclusions and circulate it to the Commission for
further consideration at a special conferance call meeting.

Commissioner Denecke asked about the neighkorhood protection plan.
He stated a concern about safety at the junction of the Sunset
Highway and Vernonia Road. Commissioner Denecke indicated he was
prepared to go along with the department recommendation that an
overpass not be required but wondered if it would be possible to
require construction later 1f a study by the State Police or the
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Department of Transportation, conducted after the landfill had
opened, demonostrated a need.

Chairman Petersen asked Edward Sullivan, Attorney for the Helvetia
Mountaindale Preservation Ccalition, if he or his consultants had
considered the issue or would like to comment. Mr. Sullivan said
he felt it was best to leave this discussion for the contested
case hearing. The commission concluded that this issue could be
addressed further as part of the final order following the
contested case hearing.

The Commission discussed whether there was a need to specifically
adopt the Neighborhood Protection Plan separately. Steve
Greenwood advised that it was part of the order and had already
been adopted.

Agenda Ttem 2. Consideration of Proposed EQC Adoption of
Temporary Rule Amending Solid Waste Permit Application Processing
Fee for large General Purpecse Domestic Waste Landfills.

At the May 29 EQC meeting, the Department proposed a temporary
rule increasing the solid waste permit application processing fee
for large domestic landfills to $85,000. The Department must fund
additional staff needed to investigate and process applications
for two sites in north central Oregon proposed to handle Portland
area solid waste. At the May 29 EQC meeting, the Commission
directed the Department to investigate the use of 662 monies for
funding the additional staff and the refunding of unspent permit
fees to the applicant.

Fred Hansen advised that the proposal now before the Commission
had been modified from the previous proposal in the following
respects:

1. The recommendation to authorize permanent rulemaking had
been deleted. Instead, the Commission should direct the
department to look at the whele issue of the fee
structure and come back with a hearing authorization at
some point in the future. The Department will work with
applicants to develop a more equitable solid waste
permit fee structure before requesting authorization to
conduct public hearings.
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2. The proposal had been modified to require the Department
to account for its costs in reviewing an application and
return any unused portion of the application fee to the
applicant.

3. The Department is continuing to pursue a vehicle in the
legislative process to accomplish a change allowing the
8B 662 surcharge to be continued and applied to the
review of these applications. Since this remains
uncertain, the Department would suggest that if the
Commission proceeds to adopt the proposed temporary
rule, the department be directed not to collect the fee
if legislaticn is enacted allowing use of SB 662 money.
In such a case, the rule would be repealed at a future
Commission meeting.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the findings in the
Summation (of the staff report), it is recommended the
Commission adopt the proposed temporary rule amending OAR
340--61 as set forth in Attachment 2 (of the staff report).
It is further recommended the Commission direct the
Department to work with the affected parties in developing an
equitable permit application fee schedule and return to the
Commission for authorization to hold public hearings on
permanent rule amendments.

Commissioner Denecke asked Director Hansen if the time spent by
the staff to review applications will be recorded and logged.
Director Hansen replied that the time will be recorded like legal,
billable fees.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist that the
Directors recommendation be approved.

Jacob Tanzer, Attorney for Tidewater Barge Lines, expressed the
view that the Department had not addressed the pelicy issue that
was requested. He said the Department's raccmmendation simply
provided that if funds cannot be found elsewhere, make the
applicants pay. He suggested it may be more appropriate to juggle
priorities within the agency, finding the necessary funds to
accomplish the review or gecing to the Emergency Board if
additional funds are necessary. Mr. Tanzer pbelieves the proposal

Page 7




is unfair te the applicant and a different solution should be
found.

Chairman Petersen expressed the view that the EQC and DEQ are
faced with a unique situation at this time. He said the siting of
a landfill for the Metropolitan area and the current situation
with large private proposals to be evaluated in a very narrow
time frame is a special situation. A year ago, these plans were
not apparent to the Department.

Jay Waldron, Attorney for Waste Management of Oregon, said his
company supports the recommended policy (department proposal)
with the provision that the unused fee will be refunded. They
also support it because they expect to be asking DEQ to rapidly
evaluate their application. They also note that fees reflecting
the level of work that a review agency does on an application are
becoming common everywhere, so this proposal 1is not out of the
ordinary.

Chairman Petersen asked Director Hansen to comment on the
suggestion that the department should divert monies budgeted for
other purposes to review of landfill applications. Director
Hansen noted the Department understands the Commission expects
prompt, timely review of the two potential eastern Oregon
landfills. It is always an option to shift funds within the
existing budget as long as it is understood that other commitments
must be given up; however, the Department does not recommend this.
The Department has developed it's proposal on the basic premise
that those people who make application and ask for a service to be
provided should bear the burden cf the service cost. This is
consistent with the direction that the Legislature has given the
department in other areas where the department collects fees.

ACTION: Chairman Petersen noted there was a motion on the
floor to approve the Director's recommendation. The motion
was seconded by Commissioner Denecke and unanimously
approved.

Thers was no further business, and the meeting adjourned at 9:40
a.m.
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Environmental Quality Commission
811 8W SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (803) 229-5696

DEQ-45

STATEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
June 12, 1987

EVENTS LEADING UP TO DECISION

Two years ago the Oregon Legislature in an effort to solve the garbage
crisis facing the Portland Metropolitan area, passed Senate Bill 662, which
assigned responsibility for locating a new landfill site to the
Environmental Quality Commission. That bill directed the Department of
Environmental Quality to conduct a study of possible and appropriate
landfill sites with a view toward coming up with a preferred site. It

also directed the Environmental Quality Commission to select a solid waste
disposal site by July 1, 1987.

The Department of Environmental Quality developed landfill siting criteria
to guide the search for a new site. The DEQ then used these criteria to
1imit the landfill search to 18 potential sites. A public hearing was
heid on each of those 18 sites. Following the hearings, the DEQ narrowed
the Tist of sites to three. Further study forced DEQ to eliminate the
Wildwood site from further consideration after an active slide was
discovered deep underground.

The DEQ conducted further technical studies on the two remaining sites
and presented the Environmental Quality Commission with a feasibility
analysis of the sites, neighborhood protection plans for the two sites,
and an economic analysis of the two sites. This Commission visited each
site and held public hearings in the neighborhood of the two final sites.
We also journeyed to the Seattle, Washington area and Mountain View,
California to inspect active landfills that have some of the
characteristics of the two sites under consideration today.

STATEMENT CONCERNING CONTESTED CASE

The decision made today by the Commission will result in the issuance of
an order to the DEQ to establish a disposal site at the site or sites we
select. That order will be subject to a contested case proceeding if
requested by interested parties. Representatives of opponents of each
site have made it clear that such a proceeding will be requested. DEQ
mailed written notice of its intent to conduct a contested case to a large
number of people who have either expressed an interest or own property

at or near the respective sites. The notices explain how to request party
or Timited party status in the contested case. Additional notices are
available on the table outside if anyone in the audience wishes to request
party or 1imited party status, but did not receive a notice.




Briefly, the contested case will commence on July 13, 1987. The hearing
will be conducted by Vice-Chair Arno Denecke, under procedures prescribed
by the Oregon Administrative Procedures Act and rules of the Commission.
The purpose of the hearing is to allow parties to test, under these
procedures, the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the Commission's
order and present their own evidence.

After conclusion of the contested case, the hearings officer will issue
a proposed final order. Parties will then have an opportunity to review
the proposed order and file objections and arguments with the full
Commission. The Commission will then review the proposed order and the
objections and arguments of the parties and issue its final order,

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS DECISION

The legislation which gave the Environmental Quality Commission the
authority to select a landfill site did not give the Commission or the

DEQ authority in other solid waste management areas. That authority
belongs to Metro. Metro has what is called flow control - or control over
the flow of garbage. This means that the authority to make decisions about
how and where the region's garbage is disposed of Ties with Metro. Metro
has the authority to direct garbage to whatever disposal site it considers
appropriate. Metro also has the authority to establish transfer stations
and to contract for alternative disposal methods. The point of today's
decision, however, is that to the extent Metro directs garbage to be
landfilled in the tri-County Area, it must use the site selected by us
here today.

The Department of Environmental Quality staff has been working with the
staff of Metro to negotiate a transition agreement. This agreement will
guide the transition of the landfiil development process from the DEQ back
to Metro.

The proposed transition agreement between DEQ and Metro has three main
components. First, it requires Metro to take all actions necessary for
site development, including acquiring the land and obtaining permits from
DEQ. One permit that must be cobtained is a permit to fill wetlands from
the Corp. of Engineers. That permit is 1ikely to require an environmental
impact study which would be conducted by Metro.

Second, flexibility is built into the agreement. If Metro decides on
options, such as a contract with a private company to take the garbage
to a private landfill out of the area, it would not be required, under
the proposed agreement, to develop the landfill selected by the
Environmental Quality Commission.

Finally, the agreement does not 1imit Metro to the environmental
protections outlined in the neighborhood protection plan. Metro can go
beyond the protections outlined or propose alternative protections, if
they are at least as effective as the ones outlined in the neighborhood
protection plan.




In the meantime, Metro is considering technologies, incliuding incineration
and composting, to reduce the amount of garbage to be landfillled. If
Metro selects one of those alternatives, Metro must come to DEQ to obtain
a solid waste permit and in the case of incineration, an air contaminate
discharge permit. Metro expects to be ready to select one of these
alternatives this fall.

We also expect Metro to continue discussions with private entities such

as Waste Management, Inc. and Tidewater Barge Lines about sending garbage
to a privately owned and operated landfill in north central Oregon. Both
of those companies have provided information on their proposals to this
Commission and to the Department of Environmental Quality. In fact, we
have on our agenda today, a temporary rule that would fund a position
within DEQ to evaluate the applications from such private companies for
the solid waste permit needed to establish and operate a landfill. We
have been asked to consider a proposal for a landfill from Waste
Management, Inc. as part of today's decision. Unfortunately, these
proposals involving private Tandfills had not been made until after
January 1, 1987, which was the legislative deadline for the DEQ to have
made their recommendations to us of the preferred locations. As a result,
there has not been encugh time to prepare and evaluate detailed studies

of these potential private sites in order for us to choose such a site
today. Also, I am of the personal opinion that it is in the best interests
of Metro and the Tri-County area to have at least identified a suitable
Tandfill site within the Tri-County area. Having a suitable site or sites
within the area should strengthen Metro's position in any negotiations
involving a private landfill.

We would expect, however, that Metro will make a complete examination of
the private proposals, assuming that a disposal permit can be obtained
and make a comparison of those proposals and the landfill site selected
today. It will be Metro's decision to either construct a Tandfill at the
site selected today or to negotiate an agreement to send the Tri-County
area's garbage requiring landfilling to a landfill outside the Tri-County
area. In other words, I want to make it perfectly clear that nothing we
do here today will hinder Metro's ability to make suitable arrangements
with a landfill site outside the Tri-County area.

[ have outlined the role of government in solving the region's solid waste
problems. But these steps are not all of the solution. Each citizen of
the tri-County area also has a role to play in the future of solid waste
management in this region., That role begins at home. Your decisions on
purchasing products that can be recycied and your efforts to recycle and
your efforts to compost or recycle yard debris are a valuable part of the
solid waste management system. We must all work together to solve this
garbage crisis we find ourselves in. I strongly encourage you to continue
your active involvement in the solutions to the garbage crisis and

to support Metro and your local government in waste reduction efforts.

Now, having said all of that, I will state that the purpose of today's
meeting is to make our final deliberations on the two sites and to select
an appropriate site for the region's landfill. This meeting is not a
public hearing and no testimony will be taken. We may, however, need to
ask questions to help us make the final selection.
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Environmental Quality Commission

i GOLESCHADT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 07204 PHONE (503) 225-5696
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item 1, June 12, 1987, EQC Meeting

CEQ-46

INFORMATIONAL REPCRT

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SELECTION AND ORDERING OF THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A WASTE DISPOSAL SITE OR SITES

Background

The purpose of this report is to provide the Environmental Qualify
Commission (EQC) with information that can be used by Commission members in
selecting and ordering the establishment of a waste dispesal site as
authorized in Senate Bill 662. This includeg information that:

{a} Demonstrates that both Ramsey Lake ‘and Baccna Rcad
meet the minimum requirements outlined in 8B 662
for selection as a landfill site; and

{(b) Provides a summary compariscn of the eavircnmental,
technical, and cost information compiled on the sites.

The 1985 Legislature, through passage of Senate Bill 662, gave DEQ and

the Environmental Quality Commiszsion (EQC) the respensibility and
authority to site 2 solid waste disposzl facility to serve the Portland
metropolitan area. The siting of a sanitary landfill is only cne part of
that legislation, which a2lso requires the development and implementation
of a comprehensive waste reduction program for the Portland region. The
timely siting of a landfill is seen as critical because St. Johns Landfill,
the Portland area's existing general purpose landfill, is expected to be
full by 1991.

In response to Senate Bill 662, DEQ began a process to study and recommend
to the Commission preferred locations for disposzal sites, in accerdance
with Section 3 of Senate Bill 662. DEQ's time frame for the gite selection
process included development of a comprehensive list of potentilial sites by
May 1986; the completion of a study identifying 12 to 18 preferred and
appropriate sites in June 1986; and the selecticn by DEQ of ithree final
sites by November 1, 1686. Information on the siting process up to and
including the selection of three sites for final feasibility studies was
provided to the Commission at their December 12, 1986 meeting. Each of the
three sites have been subjected to detailed The feasibility analyses
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including comprehensive hydrogeologic, geologic, and geotechnical
investigations, conceptual design and site planning, a neighberhocod

protection plan, and cost anzlyses.

One of the three final sites, the Wildwood site was determined to be
(during the course of the feasibility study) infeasible for the
construction of an environmentally sound landfill and was dropped from
further consideration. Information from the Final Feasibility Studies is
summarized in this report, and the copies of the full studies have been
provided to Commission members.

This repeort is divided intc two sections, which reflect the twe decisions
that need to be made by the EQC:

Section 1: 3B 662 Reguirements.

The first section addresses the most critical guestion facing the
EQC, which is whether or not the {wo sites meet the minimum
requirements of Senate Bill 662. The site, or sltes, ordered by the
Commission must meet all of these requirements. Information included
in this section includes:

o] Draft orders for both sites.

o} Draft Findings of Fact and Conclusions for both
sites (with respect to the requirements of SB 662).

o Applicable statutes and rules.
o] Draftf Land Use Goal Findings for both sites.

o] Summary Report: DEQ's Response to Public Comments for bvoth
sites.

o Senate Bill 662,

Section 2: Comparison of the two sites

The second section focuses on the relative comparison of the sites on
environmental, technical, and cost considerations, to aid the
Commission in its final decision. Information included in this
section includes:

o A summary of new work perfcermed by DEQ since the Draft
reports.

o  Answers to the 25 questions asked by the FOC at its
April 22, 1987 meeting.
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The information and findings contained in this report are drawn from three
sources: (1) The May 1987 Final Feasibility Study Reports conducted on
each site, (2) Information received during consultation with leccal
governments, and {(3) Information received from the public through either
written or oral testimony. Information received from local .governments and
from public testimony has been summarized and responded to in the Summary
Report: DEQ's Response to Publie Comments (May 1987) prepared for hoth
sites. '

The conclusions of Section 1 of this report are that both the Ramsey Lake
site and the Bacona Recad site are environmentally suitable and meet all
of' the requirements outlined in Senate Bill 662, S8pecifically, both
sites, with the proposed design and Neighborhood Protection Plan features,
will:

(a) Comply with applicable state statutes, rules of the Commission,
and applicable federal regulations;

{b} Be sufficiently large to allow buffering for mitigation of
adverse effects by natural or artificial barriers;

{c) Not significantly contribute to dangercus intersedtions or
traffic ‘congestion considering road design capacities, existing
and projected traffic counts, speed limits and the number of
turning points;

(d) Be located such that facilities necessary tc serve the dispesal
site can be avallable or planned for the area;

(e) Be designed and operated to the extent practicable so as to
mitigate conflicts with surrounding uses; and

(f) Comply with ail applicable statewide planning goals adopted under
ORS 197.005 to 197.430.

Section 2 of this report concludes that, while both siies are
environmentally suitable, Ramsey Lake received a higher (better) score on
the environmental and technical criteria ratings. However, in a cost
comparison, the Ramsey lLake site was found to be substantially more
expensive than the Bacona Road site, due primarily to the greater capital
costs of developing the Ramsey Lake site.

Senate Bill 662 requires that the Commission must eorder the establishment
of a disposal site. This order will not only specify the site to be
established, buf will alsc establish the conditions which will be attached
to the development, operaticn, and maintenance of the site. Draft Orders
are included in Section 1 of this report. These conditions, which will
consist primarily of the conceptual plan and Neighborhood Protection Plan
developed for each site, will become part of the permit conditions required
and monitored by DEQ.
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The Commission's Order will be subject to a contested case hearing, to be
held in July of this year. At the end of the contested case the hearings
officer will issue a proposed final order and the parties will have an
opportunity to file written objections and argument with the Commission.
The Commissicon must then adopt, reject, or amend the hearings officer's
proposed order and issue its final order. That order is then subject to |
judicial review by the Oregon Supreme Court pursuant te Secticn & of Senate
Bill 662.

Hesponsibilities for acquiring and developing the site will transfer to
Metrc, including the responsibility to obtain required federal and state
permits. Per Senate Bill 662, Metro will be responsible for operation of
the site. A draft transition agreement has been develeped by DEQ which
provides Metro flexibility in choosing other sites in the event that

additional disposal site options are avallable.
\\

B

e

Fred Hangen

Attachment A: Secticn 1: SB 662 Requirements Discussicn
Bacona Road Draft Order
0 Draft Findings and Ccnclusiocns
Exhibit & - Statutes and Rules
Exhibit B - Goal Findings
Exhibit C - SUMMARY REPORT: DEQ's Response to
Public Comments

Ramsey Lake Draft Order
o] Draf't Findings and Ccnelusions
Exhibit A - 3tatutes and Rules
Exhibit B = Goal Findings
Exhibit C - SUMMARY REPORT: DEQ's Response to
Public Comments

Senate Bill 662

Attzchment B: Section 2: Comparison of ¢the Two Sites

Summary of New Work
EQC Landfill Questions - Respense

Steve Greenweood:m
SMI069

229-5782

June 1, 1987



ATTACHMENT A

SECTION 1: COMPLIANCE WITH SB 662 REQUIREMENTS

The site selected by the Environmental Quality Commission must meet all of
the vequirements of Senate Bill 662. Sections 2 and ¥ of Senate Bill 662
(made part of ORS 459.005 to 459.285) outline several requirements for the
gite selected by the Environmental Quality Commission, and the process for
selecting the site. These requirements are reviewed ané evaluated below.
Attached to this section of the staff report are draft orders, findings and
landuse goal findings supperting selection of either site under the
standards of SB 662. A copy of SB 662 is also atiached.

Section 2 of SB 662 states that "due consideration" be given to:

(a) The statewide planning goals,
(b) Information from local governments, and
(¢) Information received frowm public comment and hearings.

Section 4 states that the Commission must find that the following
conditions exist:

o The site will comply with applicable state statutes, rules of the
commission, and applicable federal regulations.

o] The size of the disposal site is large encugh to allow
buffering for mitigation of adverse effects, through natural or
artificial barriers.

o Projected traffic will not siénificantly contribute to traffic
congestion or dangercus intersections.

0 Facilities necessary to serve the site can be available or
planned for the area.

o} The site is designed and operated to the extent practicable to
mitigate conflicts with surrounding uses.

4, Section 2 Standards of SB 662

Consideration of Statewide Planning Goals

Section 2 of Senate Bill 662 states that the Commission must give due
consideration to the statewide planning geals. State land-use planning
goal findings for both the Ramsey Lake site and the Bacona Road site are
attached to this report. In addition, ccnsideration of the state land-use
planning goals was integrated into the rating system of the Landfill Siting
Criteria.

As the attached goal findings indicate, both the Ramsey Lake site and the
Baccna Road site meet the requirements for each of the 19 statewide
planning goals., Many of the goals, such as Goal 19 (Ccean Rescurces), are
not applicable. In other cases, the use of modern landfill techneology
combined with the mitigation measures of the Neighborhcod Protection Flan
ensure that the land-use goals are not violated.
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Consideration of Information from Local Governments

Informaticn was received from local governments throughout the process,
including the public hearings. Numerous meetings were held with the City
of Peortland, Multnomah County, Washington County, and the City of Banks on
these twc sites., In addition, several meetings were held with the Unified
Sewerage Agency in Washington County. Respenses to comments were included
in the SUMMARY REPORT: DEQ's Response to Public Comments for each site.

Consideration of Information from Publie Comment and Hearings

A significant amount of oral and written testimony was recelved on both
sites., Due consideration was given to these comments and responses are
inciuded in the SUMMARY REFPORT: DEQ's Response to Public Comments, for each
site. Numerous revisions and additionzl work were done as a resulf of the
testimony provided.

B. Section 4 Standards of SB 662

Section #{(1)(a): Compliance with Applicable State Statutes, Rules of the
Commission, and Applicable Federal Hegulations

The Commission is required to determine that the site chosen will comply
with all federal and state statutes and regulations. In conducting the
feasibility study and developing the Neighborhecod Protection Plans for
gach site, thirteen state statutes and fourieen federal statutes were
considered and evaluated.

A listing of the applicable state andé federal laws and regulations is
attached to the Draft Findings of Fact and Conclusions contained in this
section of the staff report. Both sites will comply with applicable
statutes, rules, and regulations.

Particular concern has heen expressed by the Commission in determining the
ability of both sites to receive a federal 404 wetlands fill permit., At
the Ramsey Lzake site, previcus testimony had included a letter from the
U.8. Fish and Wildlife service which indicated that they would nct M"at this
time" recommend issuance of the permit. Subsequent work on each of the
sites included developing more detailed wetland mitigation options, and a
series of meetings with federal and state agencies (including U.3. Fish and
Wildlife} to discuss those coptions.

These meetings resulted in a clear confirmation that both sites are
"permittable." There is, however, a distinct difference in the actions and
cost that would be required tc receive the LOE permit. At Ramsey Lake,
there was greater agency concern over the size and value of the wetlands to
be filled, even though the Port of Portland has a permit to fill this area
for industrial purposes. Mitigation requirements would be substantially
greater and more expensive for Ramsey Lake than Bacona Recad. Besides the
amount of mitigation planned, a major consideration for the federal and
state agencies is whether or not DEQ can demonstrate that other, non-
wetland areas were ccnsidered within the tri-county area. The process
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leading up to selection of the two final sites was extremely thorough in
its evaluation of alternatives, examining every acre of land within the
tri-county region. Documentation of this process would become part of the
permit application.

At the Bacona Road site, studies indicated that most noise impacts will be
sufficiently reduced to meet state noise standards. However, even with

the Neighborhood Protection Plan features, some homes along Genzer Road and
Highway U7, and one home near the site boundary, will experience
significant ncise increases. These homes will either be purchased and
residents relocated, or if residents choose to stay, a variance adopted to
ensure that state noise regulations are not violated.

Section 4(1)(b): Size of the Site is Sufficiently Large to Allow Buffering

The 300 acre minimum size was established by DEQ in the Landfill Siting
Criteriz, in order to ensure that all sites would have sufficient size to
allow an adequate buffer area, Both sites have a minimum 200-foot buffer
area between the active landfill area and adjacent property. At the Bacona
Road site the average width of the buffer area is 865 feet. At Ramsey
Lake, the average width of the buffer ares is 445 feet.

At Bacona Road, the surrounding land use is primarily forest and the buffer
area consists of forested land., At Ramsey Lgke, there are industrial
properties to the west, south, and north. These properties will be
buffered by a berm and planted trees and grass in the buffer area.

Section 4(1){c): Projected Traffic Will not Significantly Contrihute bto
Dangerous Intersections or traffic congestion

One of the conditions reccmmended for operation at either site ig limiting
access to transfer and special load vehicles vehicles only, which
substantislly reduces the amount of traffic going to the asite. The DEQ
study indicates that landfill related traffic on the major routes to the
gites will not increase traffic by more than 10%.

At Ramsey Lake, the existing route, along North Marine Drive, 1Is adequate
to handle the additicnal traffic, and is currently planned for significant
improvements. A turn lane has been desighed for intersection with the
site access road (see report) to ensure safety.

At Bacona Road, a new access reoad is planned to connect the site with
Highway 47. This route was planned because, among other things, the
intersection of Highway 47 and Hoffman road was deemed too dangerous.

After consideration of -public testimony, DEQ included widening of Highway
47 to the access road, in order to provide greater safety for vehicles and
pedestrians. In addition several slow-vehicle turn-cuts are proposed along
Highway 47. Public testimony indicated a desire to have an overpass at the
intersection of Highway L7 and Highway 26. Further analysis by DEQ
resulted in a conclusicn that such an overpass would not be warranted for
safety reasons. However, if' the Commission ordered such an overpass as part
of the Neighborhood Protection plan, the cost would be $400,000.
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Section 4(1)(d): Facilities Necessary to Serve the Disposal Site can bse
: Available.

The DEQ study found that facilities can be made available to serve beth the
Ramsey Lake and Bacona Road sites. One advantage of the Ramsey Lake site,
reflected in the criteria ratings, is the availability of recads, sewers,
and other services currently at or near the site. At the Bacona Road site,
all services can be made available. An asccess road will need to be built
and a 15.2 mile leachate transmission line will be needed to connect with
the USA Hillsboro Treatment plant.

Concern was expressed during public testimony on the Bacona Road site that
the Unified Sewerage Agency {USA) may be reluctant to allow connection to
their system. Subsequent discussion with USA officials confirmed that the
sewerage agency would allow a hoock-up to thelr system if the Bacona site
was chosen. ‘

Section 4(1)(e): The Disposal Site is Designed and Operated te the Extent
Practicable so as to Mitigate Conflicts With Surrounding
Uses.

DEQ has preoposed state-of-the-art landfill design at both the Bacona Road
and Ramsey Lake landfill sites, going far beyond the design and technology
previcusly used in Oregon and the neorthwest. In addition, the reporis
contein a major Neighborhood Protection Plan for each site, which has been
developed to mitigate potential conflicts to the extent practical.

. Following is a summary of how effective the major components of the
Neighborhood Protection Plan will be. (See Section 4 of the feasibility
reports for a complete summary of the Neighborhood Protection Plans.)

WATER QUALITY:

Bacona Read - Water quality will be protected. The Neighborhood
Protection Plan features are state-cof-the-art technology
with demonstrated effectiveness and reliability.

Ramsey Lake -~ Water quality will be prctected. The Nelghborhood
: Protecticn Plan features are state-cf-the-art technology
with demonstrated effectiveness and reliability. In
addition, the site's hydrogeologic conditions provide
good natural water quality protection.

NOISE:

Bacons Road - Most noise impacts will be sufficiently reduced to meet
state noise standards. BEowever, even with the
Neighbeorhood Prctection Plan features, some homes along
Genzer Read and Highway #7 and cne home near the
beundary will experience significant neoise increases.
Proposed seolutions are purchase of the affected
properties, construection of sound barriers, or receipt
of a variance to exceed the 10 dba limits in this area.

Ramsey Lake - The proposed protection measures will substantially
reduce noise generated by landfillling activities.
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Ramsey Lake -~

AIR QUALITY:

Baconaz Road -

Ramsey Lake -

INCLEMENT WEATHER:

Bacona Road -

Ramsey Lake
WETLANDS :

Bacona Road -

Ramzey Lake

1

UNWANTED BIRDS AND

Bacona Roag -

Ramgey Lake -

FIRE PROTECTION:

Baccona Road -

Ramsey Lake =

SM1070

The proposed protection measures will substantially
reduce noise generated by landfillling activities.

NPP measures will substantially reduce emissions into
the air and odor from the landfill.

NPP measures will substantially reduce emissions into
the air, and odor from the landfill.

Landfill operations will continue safely during periods
of inclement weather with equipment on-site for snow
removal and road sanding.

Not an issue at this site.

Any wetlands areas displaced by the landfill will be
replaced by enhancing existing wetlands or developing
new wetlands, as specified by Pederal guidelines. New
wWwetland development may occur on and off the site.

Any wetlands areas displaced by the landfill will be
replaced by enhancing existing wetlands or develeping
new wetlands, as specified by Federal guidelines. One
mitigation alternative, though expensive, would
substantially improve water quality in the Coclumbisa
Slough and Smith and Bybee Lakes complex.

ANTMALS:

The most important control feature is daily covering of
refuse. This has been an effective means of controlling
nuisance wildlife at other sites. Gulls and other birds
will be attracted at the site.

The most important control measure is daily covering of
refuse. This has been an effective means of controlling
nuisance wildlife at other sites., Gulls and other birds
will be atiracted to the site.

Fires at landfills with similar design features are

rare, The measures employed to prevent and suppress
fires will provide good protection for the landfili

facilities and adjacent forst land,

Not an issue at this site.
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TRAFFIC CONGESTION:

Bacona Road ~ Truck traffic on Highway 26, Highway 47, and the site
access road can be acccmmodated safely and efficiently.
Peak hours for transfer fruck traffic will nct coincide
with peak commuter traffic hours.

Ramsey Lake - Transfer truck traffic can be accommodated safely and
efficiently on north Marine Drive, which is a major

industrial road.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT:

Ramsey Lake - Over U400 azcres of land suitable for heavy industrial
development would be lost. While recent demand for
heavy industrial land has been low, the site represents
a significant portion of this type of land in the
Portland area. Marketing and development of adjacent
properties could also be affected by the landfill;
although these impacts are likely to be short-term and
would be reduced by proper site screening, noise and
odor control, and other design features.

Bacona Road - Noi an issue at‘this site,.
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ATTACHMENT A
BACONA ROAD
BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF TEE STATE OF QREGCN
In the Matter of the Establishment
of a Solid Waste Disposal Site to

Serve Clackamas, Multnomah and
Washington Counties.

ORDER

1. Intreduction

The Legislative Assembly charged the Envircnmental Quality
Commission (EQC) and Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) with the
responsibility for locating and establishing a sclid waste dispesal site Lo
serve the Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington tri-county area. 'Oregon
Laws 1985, Chapter 679 (the Act). The Act requires EQC to issue its order
not later than July 1, 1987, directing DEQ to establish the disposal &ite.

DEQ and its prime consultant, the firm of CHZM Hill have prepared a
report entitled the-Final Feasibility Study Report for the Bacona Road |
landfill site (the "Feasibility Study"). The Feasibility Study is
comprised of six sections and Appendices A through H.

The sections address introductory materisls {Section 1), the existing
environment at the Baconz Road site (Section 2), the conceptual site plan
for development of a landfill at the Bacona Read site (Secticn 3), the
Neighborhcod Pretection Plan (NPP) for the Bacona Rcad site (Section 4),
the cost estimate for development of the Bacona Read site (Section 5) and
references (Section 6). The appendices contain the technical information,
assumptions, DEQ ratings and other information supperting the =six

narrative sections of the Feasibility Study.
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2.  Conditions

a. The findings of fact and conclusions of EQC, including all
exhibits thereto, attached to this order are hereby incorporated intc this
crder.

b. The Feasibility Study for the Bacona Read site, including all
appendices is hereby adopted as findings and conclusions of EQC, and by
this reference incorporated into this order.

Ca The environmental protection features of the design criteria set
forth on page 3-3 of the Feasibility Study are hereby adopted by the EQC
and shall be incorporated into the facility design and required by the DEQ
as a condition of issuance of the solid waste disposal permit.

d. The requUirements of the NPP (Section 4 of the Feasibility
Study) are hereby adopted by EQC. All of the measures deéigned to
eliminate or minimize adverse effects of ﬁhe-development and opesration of a
sclid waste dispossl facility at Bacona Road,‘contained in the NPP, shall
be incorporated into the design and operation of the facility, except that
measures may be replaced with alternative measures which provide a
standard of protection or mitigation which is equal to or greater than the
measure replaced, DEQ shall require implementation of the NPP as a
condition of issuance of the solid waste disposal permit.

e. 411 NPP measures which specify operational standards or methods
shall be reguired conditions of the solid waste disposal permii issued by
DEQ.

f. DEQ or any local government unit under contract with DEQ to
estabiish the disposal site pursuant to Section 7(1){a) of the Act, shall
obtain all state and federal permits necessary to establishment,
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development and operation of the disposal facility, and comply with all
applicable state and federal laws and régulations.
3. GOrder

Based upon the above-referenced findings and conclusions of EQC, and
subject to the conditions set forth above, the Environmental Quality
Commisaion for the State of Oregon hereby orders the Depa_rtment of
Environmental Quality to establish a solid waste disposal facillty at the

Bacona Road site.

DATED ¢his day of 1987.
Mary V. Bishop Wallace B. Brill
Comnissioner Commissioner
A. Sonia Buist ) Arnio H. Denecle
Commi ssioner Commissioner

James E. Peterson
Chairperson

NOTICE: Interested parties may seek EQC review of this order by contested
case. Petitions for review must be filed with the Environmental
Quality Commission cr or before June 26, 1987, Petitions must
contain the information required by Oregon Administrative Rule
137-03-005(3) (copies of this and other applicable procedural
rules may be obtained from the Department of Environmental
Quality, telephone (503 229-5731). If no contested case is
requested, this Order shall become final on June 29, 1687.
Judieial review of this order is governed by Oregon Laws 1685,
Chapter 679, Section 6.
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ATTACHMENT A

BACONA ROAD

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of a Solid Waste Disposal Site to ) FINDINGS OF FACT AND
Serve Clackamas, Multnomah and ) CONCLUSIONS
Washington Counties. )
' }
}
II
~ INTRODUCTION

The 1985 Legislature, ﬁhrougb passage of 1985 Or Laws, ch 679 (the
Act) vested the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) with the responsibiliiy to sitse ;
30lid waste disposal facility tc serve the Portland Metropolitan Tri-County
area. The Act also requires the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) teo
develeop and implement a comprehensive waste reduction program for the Tri-
County area. The timely siting of & sSolid waste disposal facility to serve
the Tri-County area is of critical concern because of the imminent
closure of the 3t. Johns Landfill which now serves as the areas only
existing general purpose landfill.

In order to carry out its responsibility, DEQ began a process which
involved the development of a comprehensive list of potential disposal

sites by May 1986; the completion and submission to EQC of a study
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identifying 12 to 18 preferred and app;opriate sites in June 1986 and the
selectlion by DEQ of three recommended sites for detailed feasibility
analysis by November 1, 1986. The Feasibility Study Beport for the Bacona
Road potential landfill site (Feasibility Study) was prepared for DEQ by
the firm of CH2M Hill, with assistance from EMCON Associates; Cocper
Consultants, Inc.; Sweet, Edwards and Asscciates, Inc.; Jenes and Jones;

and Kittelson and Associates.

IT.
FINDINGS
A. These findings are made pursuant to section 4 of 1985 Or Laws
¢h 676, in support of EQC's order directing DEQ-to establish a solid waste

disposal site at the Bacona Rcad site. (The Crder).

i. In perforﬁing its study, DEQ and its consultants have reviewed
applicable state and federal environmerntal laws and regulations,
The laws and regulations reviewed include those listed in Exhibit
A to these findings, and by this reference incorporated herein.
The Feasibility Study presents technical data and analyses
sufficient for a determination of the feasibility of
establishment of a disposal aite at the Bacona Read site. The
EQC finds that the provisions of ORS Chapter 467 and the Oregon
Administrative Rules promulgated thereunder will be complied with
if the disposal site is built and operated according to the
standards set forth in Chapters 3 and 4 of the feasibility study.
Enforcement or final judgment concerning actual compliance with
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cother specific state or fedéral laws or regulaticns is not within
the EQC's authority. The order requires DEQ kor its contracter)
to obtain all necessary state and federal permits ﬁnd comply with
all applicable state and federal laws and regulaticns. The order
requires DEQ {or its Contractor) to implement all measurés
contained in Sections 3 and 4 of the Feasibility Study (or
substitute measures with greater or equal levels of protection)
in development and copepration of the disposal site, including the
environmental protection fezatures of the design criteria set
forth on page 3-3 of the Feasibility Study. The order prohibits
DEC from issuance of a =o0lid waste disposal permit unless all

‘ applicable state and federal laws and regulations and the Section

3 and 4 standards of the Feasibility Study are complied with.
CONCLUSTON
The Commissicn finds that the establishment of a disposal

site at the Bacona Road site will comply with applicable state

statutes, rules of the Commission and applicable federal

regulations.

ii. Adverse noise, odor and visual impacts of landfilling can be
minimized by use of natural and/or artificial barriers befween
the active landfill and adjacent properties. Buffering features
of this site will be those =et forth on pages #-81 through 4-87
of the Feasibility Study.

The effects of buffering and other mitigation measures on
noise will be those described on pages 4-58 through 4-68 of the
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Feasibility Study.

The effects of buffering and other mitigation measures on
odor will be those described on pages 4-21 through 4-26.

The effects of buffering features and cther mitigation
measures on visual resources will be those described on pages
4-81 through 4-87 of the Feasibility Study.

The order requires implementation of the measures set forth
on pages 4-21 through 4-26, 4-58 through 4-68, and 4-81 through
L-87 of the Feasibility Study, which will mitigate adverse noise,
odors and visual effects of landfilling at the locatién.

CONCLUSION

The Commissien finds that the size of the disposal site is
sufficiently large to allow buffering for miEigation §f adverse
ef'fects bﬁ natural or artificial bérriers.

iii. Transportation characteristics of the Bacona Road site are =et
forth on pzagesa 2-79 through 2-86 of the Feasibility Study. The
location of the disposal site will have the impacts described on
pages 4-72 through U-77. The order requires implementation of
the measures set forth on pages 4L-78 through 4-7¢ of the
Feasibility Study.

CONCLUSION

The Commission finds that projected traffic will not
significantly contribute to dangerous intersections or traffic
congesticn considering road design capacities, existing and

/7
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projécted traffic counts, speed limits and the number of turning
points.
e ce A

iv. The Ra#msey-Lzke site has or is served by the public services and
facilities described on pages a:iég through 2:195 of the
Feasibility Study. The necessary public facilities for
development and operation of the site are elther in place at the
site or near by, or can be extended or constructed for the site
as set forth on pages 4-89 through 4-91 of the Feasibility Study.

CONCLUSION

The Commission finds that facilities necessary to serve the

disposal site can be available or planned for the area.

V. Forestry is the dominant land use in the site ares, and increased
fire potential is a significant potential conflict as a resglt of
landfill operatién. The Neighborhood Protection Plan includes
twenty-seven fire prevention and suppression measures that
address this issue. (See pages 4-39 through 4-45).

Some residential development also exists in the area (see
pages 2-69 through 2~76).

Conflicts with surrounding uses resulting from landfilling
may include:

o] Site screening.

0 QOdor =,

o] Safety and security risks.

¢ Noize levels.
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8]

o

Dust and other air pollution.
Bird and vector problenms.

Damage to fish and wildlife habitats.

The conceptual and final design, construction and operation

of the landfill will incorperate the fo¢llowing environmental

protection features:

¢}

o]

8]

Q

A double-lined landfill.

A leachate collection system with leachate treatment.
A leak detection system between liners.

A gas control system, installed as the landfili is
constructed,

Daily cecver of the active landfill face.

Groundwater monitoring.

The design, construction and operation of the landfill will

incorporate the measures and standards of the Helghborhood

Protection Plan summarized on Table 4-1 and explained in Chapter

4 of the Feasibility Study.

CONCLUSION

The Commission finds that the Bacona Road disposal site may

be designed and operated to mitigate conflicts with surrounding

uses to the extent practicable.

B. Statewide land use planning geoal findings,

i.  Section (2)(a) of the Act requires the EQC to give due

consideration to the statewide pianning goals.

71/
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CONCLUSION

The Commission finds selection of the Bacona Road site

complies with appiicable statewide planning goals, as szet forth

in attached Exhibit B.

C. OLther considerations.

The Commission has given due consideration to information
received from public comment and hearings as evidenced in the
findings under statewide planning goals 1 and 2 (see Exhibit B)
and in the attached Response Summary hereby incorporated zs

Exhibit C.

IIT,
CONCLUSICNS
Based upon the findings set forth asbove and in the final Feasibility
Study Repeort and its appendices, the Commission concludes that selection of

the Bacona Road site satisfies the statubtory criteria set forth in the

Act.
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ATTACHMENT A

OYRIBIT A

STATE STATUTES

e} GRS 448 (Oregon Drinking Water Quality Act)
o OR3 459 (Solid Wasts Control)

0 GR3 197.005.430 (Statewlids LODC Goals)
) ORS 527 (Cregon Foresi Proo. Lot

o ORS 477 (Fire Protecticn)

0 ORS 281 {Condemnatica)

o Ons 105 (Property Rights)

0 On3 541 (Removal and Fill Lay)

0 ORS 467 {Heise Control)

) ORS LG8 (Aly and Water Quality)

o OkS 509, 540 and 551 (Dam Conastructlon)
o CRS 466 (Bazardous Vashe Management)

FEDERAL STATOTES

Resource -Conssrvation and Recovery Lct

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorizeation fAct (1986)
Uniform Helocation and Real Prop. fcg. fAch.

Clecan Vater Act

Wational Environnental Protection Act-~1969

Clean Alr Act

Yrecutlve Order 11503 (Protect. and EDrnaancement of
the Cult. Env.)

Executive Crcer 11988 (Flcodplain Mgt.)

Executive Oprder 11990 {Protection of Vetlands)
Endangered Species Act

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

Historic 3ites Act

Preservation of Historic and Archaeological Data Act
Dischargs of Dredged oy Fill Material [a0bB{b)(1)]

o0 0o 0

S0 OGO 00
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ATTACHMENT A

EXHIBIT B

BACCONA ROAD GOAL FINDINGS

GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

"To develop a citizen involvement program that insures
the opportunity for citizens teo be involved in all
phases of the planning process."

1. Citizen Involvement--To provide for widespread citizen
involvement

Effective implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 662 requires
understanding of the current metrcpolitan area garbage dis-
posal preblem and a commitment £rom the community to sclving
the problem.

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) developed a
citizen invelvement program to maximize citizen and agency
communication during the landfill siting pracess. The
primary cbjectives of the program wers to: (1) inform the
community about the landfill siting program and opportuni-
ties feor participation; (2) create educational materials on
solid waste management issues; and (3) provide opportunities -
for cpen public dialogue on the proposed landfill locations
and development plans,.

~In January 19286, the Director of DEQ appointed a

ld-memper
Facility Siting Advisory Committee (FSAC) to advise ths
Department on landfill siting administrative and pO;le
matters. Issues considered included: siting criteriz,
numcer of sites selected for analysis, neighkorhood protacs
tion plans, community invelvement, and public education

Commissicners from each of the tri-counties, representatives
of garbage hauling and recycling industries, business, and
environmental and civic grcoups sexved on FSAC. The commit-
tee met 20 times in evening or weekend sessicns--all of
which weres open to the public., Meetings invelving signifi-
cant deliberations were reported in The Oregonian. A mail-
ing list was maintained for individuals regquesting meeting
notices and copies of FSAC minutes,

As part of its review and evaluation of the DEQ siting
process, the FSAC provided two forums where site oppositicn
group representatives provided recommendations tc improve
the siting process. Each committes member attended cne or
more of 20 public hearings held on the sites evaluated.

2. Comnunication—--To assure effective two-way communication
with citizens

To establish a feoundation for communication between the
public and DEQ on landfill siting matters initially, a

o
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public cpinion survey was conducted, a graphic identity was
developed, a2 mailing list was created, and a Land£fill Tele-
phone Hotline was established.

As part of the Community Involvement Program, a number of
mechanisms weres employed during the three phases of the
project to ensure effective two-way communication between
DEQ and the community. These included:

Landfill Hotline--730 calls received

Property Owners Survey-—400 distributed

Adjacent Property Cwner Survey--5300 distributed

Neighborhood Protection Plan Survey—-—200 distributed

Newspaper Display Ads/Nectices (regional and loczl pub-
licaticns)--10 '

Trashy Story Newspaper Advertisement Series--7 in
series (regiconal and local publications)

Direct mail to mailing list--3,500 entries/l4 separate
mailings incliuding 11 Informaticonal Bulletins,
meeting notices, progress reports '

Carrier Route Mailing to areas adjacent to the three
proposed final landfill sites--17,000 properties/
2 separate mailings including meeting notice and
tableid on draft feasibility report results

DEQ Speakers Bureau--42 presentations to civic and
gevernment groups

New conferences--4

News releasas--7

Community meetings-~-11

Community workshops--3

Public Hearings--22

Facility Siting Adviscry Committee mest

Video Tapes on siting pracess and Draft
Report Findings

Siting Repcrts placed in 6 regicnal and local libraries

Radio and television presentations and panels

3. Citizen Influence--To nrovide the opportunity for
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning
process

Opportunities for citizen involvement during the three phases
of the project included:

PHASE 1. CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT: A group of professionals
was convened by DEQ to critically review draft landfill
siting criteria. Among the 22 participants in the four peer
group sessions were: solid waste managers, hydrologists,
geclogists, environmentalists, land use planners, archi-
tects, engineers, and government officials.,

The Facility Siting Adviscry Committee (FSAC) met saven

times during this phase, and fourteen briefings and meetings
occurred with local government commissions and stafi
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regarding the siting process and criteria development. The
DEQ Landfill Siting Speakers Bureau made 16 presentations Lo
civic and community groups regarding the landfill siting
process.

DEQ held two public hearings to receive comments on the
siting criteria, with a review period of 45 days given for
receipt of written comments.

PHASE 2., LANDFILL SITE IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION: In
June and July 1986, DEQ held four meetings for owners of
property in potential landfill areas and three meetings for
the community at large in the four counties where potential
sites were located. Total attendance at these sessions
approximated 1,500 persons. BAn estimated 900 survey forms
were distributed to solicit public comment at these meet-
ings.

The Speakers Bureau met with four civic and community groups
to explain the siting process and findings during this
phase. The FSAC met six times to consider siting adminis-
trative and policy issues. DEQ staff met at least once to
discuss site criteria ratings with each of the 18 community
groups formed in opposition to consideration of the sates
identified at this stage.

Eighteen public hearings--one for each site evaluated during
thls phaae, were held before a DEQ hearings cfficer to
receive comment and informetion rsgzrding the potential of
each site £or sanitary landfill usze.

PHEASE 3. FINAL SITE EVALUATION: Three public meetings were
held in communities arcund each of the sites considered
during the final evaluation phase. These included a general
public information meeting, a workshop to identify potential
problems at the sites, and an open house to review and
receive comment on DEQ plans for addressing site problems.
Survey forms were distributed tc aid identification of
potential problems perceived by the community.

The FSAC met seven times and 14 meetings were held with
loczl government boards and staff. The Speakers Bureau made
five presentations to civic and community groups on the
siting process and findings to date.

In April, a public hearing was held before the Environmentcal
Quality Commissicn {FQC), £e receive comment on the Draft
Feasibilit ey Study Rero “ and neighborhcocd protsction plan
for each of the twe final sites, Vexghborhooq oppesiticn
groups and government agancies were given an additional
opportunity to submit written comment to the EQC con the
Final Teasibility Study Repcrt after May 22,

[9Y]
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4, Technical Informaticn--Tc assure that technical
information 1is availlable 1n an understandcable form

Each of the three phases of this project was summarized in a
final written report. Excepting the final report, these
documents were used as the foundation for decisions made in
ensuing vhases cf the project. Documents from each phase
were available for review at six local and regional librar-
ies and at the DEQ office. Site opposition and other groups
were provided with individual copies. A videotape presen-
tation on the Draft Final Reports was also preparsed for cem-
munity viewing.

Short Executive summaries which cutlined the results of each
- phase, in a simplified form, were prepared with the formal
raports. These summaries were distributed to ifnterested
citizens and groups.

A l2-page newsprint tabloid was developed on the Draft Final
Evaluation Report. It summarized findings on the sites
under review, DEQ’'s propcsed plans for site develcpment and
envircnmental protection, and informed the reader about the
remaining steps oI the process and cpportunities for com-
ment., This tabloid was mailed to 17,000 households around
the two finalist sites and was made available to community
groups and individuals, .
Information Bulletins cgutlining the siting process and key
issues in the landfill siting effcrt were praparsd through-
out the course of the project. Eleven of these prisfing
papers, of cne to five pages each, were prepared. The bul-
letins were mailed out in informaticonal packets To persons
on the DEQ mailing ilist and other individuals seeking fzacts
on the siting process.

A "Trashy Story" advertising series ran in The Oregonian and
local papers over a nine-month period at the end of the
preject. The object of this series was te keep the com-
munity informed about the regicnal garbage dilemma, DEQ's
siting process, key issues in landfill siting, the final
sites considered, and the EQC's selsction.

All techniczl materials referred to were available to citi-
zens at no charge at all informational meetings, cpen
houses, and hearings held during the landfill siting proc-
ass. Each document was clearly identifiable by the landfill
siting project loge and ceontained the landfill hotline
number,

Assistance was available for interpretation and guidance in
the use of these materials through beth the Landfill Hotline
and consultaticn with DEQ and consultant staff. Staff met
or corresponded periodically with site opposition and other
interest groups/individuals throughout the process to

B
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respond to questicons and discuss technical and policy issues
relative to the siting process.

5. Feedback Mechanisms--To assure that citizens will
receive a response Ttrom nolicvmakers

Recommendations and comments were received in four forms
during the landf£ill siting process: lLetters, consultant
reports, public hearing testimony (written and oral), anéd in
exchanges during meetings and telephone conversations.

From the beginning of the project all letters, reports, and
public hearing testimony has been cataleogued and placed in
project f£iles by subject, &all proiject files are available
to the public for assessment. As a matter of cocurse, when
site~specific recommendations or comments are received, two
copies are made-—one for a public review file on each site
and one copy for a project consultant team. Minutss and
staff notes from meetings have also been reccrded. Thess
documents are available for public review and copying also,

Letters and requests for information have been acknowledged
with general or specific written responses and/or a tele-
phone call. Responses have been prepared for correspondence
received by DEQ staff, FSAC, EQC, and the Governor's office.
2 summary was prepared of all written and oral comments
received at public hearings held at the 18-site stage.
Comments raceived at the 2Azril EQC public hearings on the
Two Linal sitss rnave besn compiled and addressed in

- 1

g2 Summarv, which 1s also avzilabkle to the puklic fox

Concerns shared at community meetings held near Wildwood,
Ramseay Lake, and Bacona Road were summarized and made avail-
able in written and visual format for public assessment at
open houses held on the neighborhood protection plan for
each site.

The rationale employed to reach policy decisions made
throughout the siting process can be found in a variety of
written materials, all of which are available for public
review anéd copying. These materials include: staff and
consultant netes and memorandums te the file, criteria
rating raticnale documents, reconnaissance reports on site
.conditions, minutes c¢f meetings where policy decisions were
made, computser programs, consultant reports, and federal and
state regulaticns analyses.

Conclusion

The Gozal 1 regquirement has been met. A citizen involvement
program has been developed and implemented which has insured
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the copportunity for citizen inveolvement in all phases of .the
SB 662 landfill siting prcjsct.
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GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING

"To establish a land use planning process and policy
framework as a basis for all decisions and actions

related to use of land and to assurs an adeguate fac-
tual base for such decisicns and actions." )

Gocal 2 reguires state agency plans and actions related to
land use to be consistent with applicable city and county
comprehensive plans. The siting of a disposal site by the
Envirconmental Quality Commission (EQC) pursuant to Cregon
Laws 1985, Chapter 679 (Senate Bill 662), is expressly
exempt from this consistency requirement. ORE Chapter 679,
§ 5(3)(b) and 8§ 5(6}. Selection of the Bacona Road site
complies with applicable statewide land use goals as demon-
strated in these findings.

The other main purpose of Goal 2 is to assure an adeguate
factual base for decisions and actions related tc land use,
Geal 2 guidelines anticipate the use of inventcries ard
other data concarning the following areas: .
"(a) MNatural resources, their capabilities and
limitations,

{b) Man-made structures and utilities, their location
ané conditicn,

{c) Populaticn and economic characteristics of the
area,

{d) Roles and responsibilities of governmental units.”

The factual base in support of the EQC selection cf the
Baccna Road site is summarized in the Draft Feasibility
Study Report. DEQ and its consultants accumulated and
reviewed data on the following topics: location and accass,
topography, geology, scils and hydrology, meteorology and
air quality, surface water, aguatic environment, vegetation,
forestry, wildlife, noise, land use, transportation, wvisual
resources, public services, cultural resources, ensrgy,
health, costs, and sociceconomics. See Feasibility Study
Report, § 2 and § 4.

In addition to technical field work conducted at the site,
an extensive compilation of treatises, studies, andéd other
sources were consulted. See Bibliography, Feasibility Study
Report, § 6; and Biblicgraphy at end oI Secticn A of Appen-
dices to Feasibility Study Report,

Conclusion

The Goal 2 requirement has been met. The disposal site
. siting process established under SB 662 is exempted from the
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consistency requirement with local comprehensive plans.
adequate factual base for this decision was developed
through site-specific technical analyses, public comment
input, and literature review.
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GCAL 3:; AGRICULTURAL LANDS

"To preserve and maintain agricultural lands."

Goal 3 is not applicable to the disposal site siting process
under SB €62 because the Bacona Road site is not comprised
of agriculturzl lands subject to Geal 3's protections, Fur-
thermore, solid waste disposal facilities are an allowable
use on agricultural land when estabklished by EQC under

- OR8 459,049 or SB 842,

Conclusion

Goal 3 dees not apply.
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GOAL 4: FOREST LANDS

"To conserve forest lands for forest uses."

The Bacona Road site is comprised of forest lands designated
for conservation under Statewide Flanning Goal 4. However,
Section 4(1) of SB 662 authorizes EQC to establish a dis-
posal site on forest lands designated for protection under
Goal 4. Therefore, establishment of this disposal site has
been given an express, statutory exemption from the provi-
sions of Geal 4 and nc findings are necessary for this goal.

Conclusion

Goal 4 dces not zapply.
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GOAL 5: OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND EISTORIC AREAS, AND NATURAL
RESQURCES -

"To conserve open space and protect natural and scenic
resources,"

Gecal 5 is intended to protect natural resources for future
generations. The resources addressed in the gcal include
the following:

a. land needed or desirable for open space

b. mineral or aggregate resources

c. energy resources

d. fish and wildlife areas and habitats -

e. ecclogically and scientifically significant

natural areas

£. ocutstanding scenic views and sites :
g. water areas, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater
resources . :
h. wilderness areas
i. historic areas, sites, structures, and ocbjects
j. cultural areas
k. potential and approved Oregon recreation trails
1. potential and approved federal wild and scenic
waterways and state scenic waterways
General
The Washington Ccounty Comprehensive Plan does not include
the Bacona Reoad site on its inventory cf Goal 3 r=sourcs

zites.

Specific Resources

a. Land Needed and Desirable for Open Space

The site is not inventoried as needed or desirable open
space in the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. The Plan
designates the site Exclusive Forest and Ceonservation
District (EFC). This district is intended to provide Zfor
forest use and 'for the continued use of lands for renewable
forest resource production. Historically, the site has been
used primarily for timber harvesting and a substantial por-
tion of the site is currently clearcut. Timber companies
continue to manage the site for timber producticn.

Develcpment cf the landfill will convert the site frem
forest uses to a public use. Séveral measures will minimize
the impacts of this conversion:

© The landfill will be develcped in phases, allowing
a substantial portion of the site to remain as
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open space until needed for £illing

e, Revegetation and screening around the site perime-
ter will help maintain the open space character of
the area

o The site will be revegetated in grasses and re-

turned to a natural state after closure {open
space-~without reforestration) '

The Commissicn finds that the site is not needed open space
and that the long-term use of the site i1s consistent with
the open space provisions of the goal.

b. Mineral and Aggregate Resourcas

Washington Ccounty has not included this site in its inven-
tory of mineral and aggregate resource sites.

There are no known mineral or aggregate resources Identified
onsite. Soils at the site are suitakle for both daily and
final cover for landfilling. Aggregate for rocad and othar
construction will have to be imported to the site. The
Cemmission finds that mineral and aggregate rescurces will
not be adversely affected.

c. Energy Rescurges

Washington County has not included this site in its inven-
tory of energy rescurce sites.

There are no energy rescurces identified onsite. ZEnexgy
conservation is addressed further in Goal 132.

d. Tish and Wildlife areas and Habitats

Washington County has not included this site in its inven-
tory of fish and wildlife areas znd habitats.

Aguatic Habitat. Aquatic habitat cccurring within the boun-
dariss of the Bacona Road sits consists primarily of the
headwaters of Denny Creek. The creek is approximately

4.5 miles long and flows southeast to its confluence with
East Feork Dairy Creek. The upper 2.2 miles of Denny Creek
have intermittent flow, while the lcwer 2.3 miles have
perennial flow.. The southeastern boundary of the Bacona
Road site crosses Denny Creek approximately 3.1 miles up-
stream from its mouth.

East Fork Dairy Creek £flows about 15 miles to the scouth from
its confluence with Denny Creek before jcining West Fork
Dairy Creek. Dairy Creek flows approximately 9 miles from
the confluence of its forks to the southeast before emptying
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into the Tualatin River. The confluence of Dairy Creek with
the Tualatin is about 1 mile south of Hillsboro,

Previous fisherles investigations noted that many cresks in
the Tualatin River Basin {such as East Fork Dairy Creek and
Denny Creek) provide year-round habitat for resident cut-
throat trout (Salmoc clarki) (Oregon State Game Commission,
1964) . East Fork Dairy Creek and the lower reaches of Denny
Creek also provide habitat for two species cf anadromous
salmonids, ¢oho salmen {(Oncorhynchus kisutch) and winter-run
steelhead (Salmo gairdneri).

Information on habitat uses in area drainages is also pZo-
vided by stream classification type. East Fork Dairy Creek
and the perennial reach cf Denny Creek (the lowear 2.3 miles)
are categerized by the Oregon Department of Forestry as
Class I streams (Simek, 1987}. The intermittant reach of
Denny Creek (the upper 2.2 miles) is categorized as a

Class II stream. The Oregon Department of Forestry defines
Class I streams as "waters which are valuable for domestic
use, are important for angling or other recreaztion, and/or
used by significant numbers of fish for spawning, rearing or
migration routes."

Game fish present in Denny Creek include resident cutthroat
trout, steelhead, and ccho salmon. Resident cutthroat have
been reported f£o occur in many creeks in the Tualatin River
Basin in moderate to high numbers, This species is cften
most abundant in headwater streams having ccol summer Zem-
perateres, Cutthroat trout were cocllectad in Denry Creask
just above the mouth during electroshocking suzvevs in Jul
1983. Denny Cresk is being managad as a wild trout fisheryv,
even though some coho and steelhead are present.

Cther species collected in Denny Creek during 1963 included
steelhead, ¢cho salmon, and sculpin (Cottus sp.). Fish
species collected at various points in East Fork Dairy Creek
downstream of Denny Creek during July 1963 included cut-
throat trout, coho salmon, sculpin, and threespine stickle-
back (Gasterosteus aculeatus).

No rare, threatened, or endangered aquatic species have been
identified as occurring in the vicinity of the Bacona Road
site (Oregon lCepartment of Environmental Quality, 1986;
Oregon Natural Heritage Data Base, 1985). Steelhead and
ccho salmon are protected to the extent that fishing fer
these species in East Fork Dairy Creek and Penny Creek 1is
closed under current state fishing regqulations, The Baccena
Road site (and Denny Creek) appear o be outside the
distributional range repcrted for western bBrcok lamprey.

Aguatic habitat in the wvicinity of the Bacona Reoad site is

not particularly unique, with the possible exceptions of the
downstream-mest pond on Denny Creek and the headwater pond
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on Roundy Creek, which drains only a small fraction (less
than 1 percent) ¢f the site boundary. Both ponds are easily
accessible and have been reported to proviée fishing
cpprortunities. Headwater habitat similar to that in Denny
Creek occurs in nearby intermittent drainages.

Wildlife Hgbitat. Lists of terrestrial vertebrate species
that could potentially occur on the Bacona Read site ars
presented in the Appendix C of the Draft Feasibility Study
Repeort for Bacona Road. The species lists are based on the
field evaluations conducted for this study in December 1986
and January 1987, observations from previous studies, and a
review ¢f the literature on vertebrate fauna of the Oregon
Coast Range.

The potentially occurring wildlife species include a total
of 10 species of amphibians, 4 reptiles, 68 birds, and

43 mammals. However, the site is not primary or unique
habitat for any of these species. )

The Bacona Road site contains a range of habitat types, and
is surrounded by a large expanse of land with very similar
habitat structure. This habitat continuity contributes to
the population stability of the typical coastal forest wild-
life. It alsc maintains significant habitat blcocks for
those wildlife species that require-large home ranges, e.9g.,
elk, -black bear, and cougar. However, large expanses of
similar habitat afford little opportunity for occasiocnal uss
of the site by species which are primarily adaptsed wco haki-
tats other than upland conifercus foraests. The scarcity of
standing dead and dead-and-downed trees in the conifzrous
forests limits the zbundance of many species which ars da-
pendent on these rescurces., These species include weood-
peckers and cavity-nesting species such as flying sguirrels,
small owls, and chickadees, '

Because the site is at a relatively high elevation (1,60C to
1,900 feet), the climate is relatively cold, and plant
growth rates and productivity can be expected to be rela-
zively low in comparison with wvalley sites. Lower preoduc-
tivity, in turn, results in relatively low overall abun-
dances of wildlife species. Exceptions to this generality
are the snowshoe hare, the blue grouse, mountain guail, and
the rough-legged hawk, which appear to favor the colder
climatic conditions found at the higher elevations in the
Coast Range.

Roads leading to and arcund the site are well-maintained
and provide easy access for human activities, which
counteract the site's remcteness. Chief among these
activities are the periodic disturbance of nearby legging
activities and passive recreational activities onsite.
Hunting and shooting are common activities, as evidenced by
the informal shocting ranges in the scutheastern areas of
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the site and as indicated by the numerous spent brass
cartridges and shotgun shells scattered thrcoughout the site.
The site, however, 1s shelterad from other human distur-
bPances such as agricultural and industrial uses.

The fcllowing paragraphs discuss various potentially cccur-
ring species at Bacona Road or species observed onsite that
are considered significant because of their sgcientific or
economic importance, Important onsite species include rap-
tors, waterfowl, wetland-associated species, and game
animals.

No federally listed threatened or endangered wildlife, wild-
life propeosed for listing, or candidate wildlife have been
identified in the vicinity of the Bacona Road site or are
known to occur there (Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality, 1986; Oregeon Natural Heritage Data Base, 1985;

R. D. Feterscn, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, personal
communication, 1986}.

The western spotted frog is classified as "Apparently
Extirpated f£rom Cregon” by the Cregon Natural Heritage Data
Base. The spotted frog has not been observed west of the
Cascade Range since 1968, It is extremely unlikely that
this species occurs at the Bacona Road site.

Cope's glant salamander is included on the Review List by
the Qregon Ndtural Heritage Data Base. Since this species
is not known to gccur anvywhere in the Willamette drainage,
it 1s wery unlikely to occur on the Bacona Road site.

Lewis' woodpecker is designated as "Threatened in Oregon 2uz
More Commen or Stable Elsewhers" by the Oregon Natural Heri-
tage Data Base. This species is closely associated with cak
savannah and pine-cak habitats, which dc not occur in the
vicinity ©f the Bacona Road site, and it is very unlikely to
occur at this location.

Bremner's fritillary butterfly is designated as "Apparently
Extirpated from Oregon" by the COregon Natural Heritage Data
Basa, This species is known only from Benton, Polk, and
Yamhill Counties in Oregon, but has not been cbserved any-
where in recent years.

Oregon giant earthworm is designated as "Threatened Through-
cut Range" by the Oregen NWatural Heritage Data Base. This
species is known only from lowland Willamette Vzallev sites
with well-drained alluvial scils, The Bacona Rocad site is
outside this species' potential range and does not appear to
include suitable habitat.

Potential Aguatic Habitat Conflicts.  Onsite aquatic impacts
resulting from cevelopment of the site as a landfill include
loss of aquatic habitat asscciated with the main esast-

-
(1]
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flewing and south-flowing headwataer branches of Dennyv Creek
that cccur within the boundary ¢f the active landfill area.
EXlStlng habitat would gradually be lost over the projected
life of the site.

Downstream impacts to aguatic habitat and fisheries in Denny
Creek and East Fork Dairy Creek could occur unless the site
is properly designed and operated. Potential impacts could
include possible modificaticn of historical flow in Denny
Creek, siltation, and leachate discharges.

The conceptral plan for the design and operation of the Slte
affords effective protection for agquatic habitat and
fisheries under expected and planned operating conditions,
Contingency acticons for emergency conditions have alsc been
identified, Among the measures to be implemented at the
site to protect aquatic and fisheries habitat are:

o Construct four lavers of protective bottom lining
and a leachate collection system to prevent dis-
charge to surface and groundwater. Pretreat
leachate onsite and discharge it tc the Hillsboro
treatment plant.

o Use a top liner and other proven measurss to mini-
mize water infiltration intc the landfill area,
thereby minimizing leachate precduction.

o Divert onsite streams away Ifrom the landfill area
to protect surface water quality and fisheries.

o] Construct sedimentation basins to prevent strean
giltation.
o Test surface and groundwater quality before land-

£ill construction begins and monitor quarterly
after site operaticns begin.

o] Use buried non-corrosive pipe for leachats trans-
mission and monitor continually for leaks.

o Restrict runcoff to only cne drainage basin {Denny
Creek).
o Retain existing onsite drainage courses as long as

possible through phased, seguential f£illing.

9 Construct permanent drainage ditch around the site
perimeter.
=) Design access road creek crossings tec minimize

erosion and maintain channel.

& Use detention ponds to ensure flowrates do not
exceed pre-landfill flowrates.
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o] Mecnitor surface water in Denny Creek and East Fork
Dairy Creek. ‘

fo! Revegetate disturbed surface areas immediately to
stabilize soils and contrel ercsion.

o] Monitor and test groundwater discharged from the
underdrain.

Potential Wildlife Habitat Impacts. Landfill development
and operation will directly displace about 349 acres of
cexisting wildlife habitats. Wildlife activities in adjacent
areas will also be disrupted due to noise and landfilling
cperations, Unwanted birds and animals may be attracted to
the site.

The direct impact of site clearing on wildlife will be ame-
liorated by the phased clearing cf the site. The 349 acres
will be cleared gradually during the life of the landfill.
Closed landfill areas will be revegetated with plants and
grasses after final cover. This will create replacement
wildlife habitat that is of lower value, buit usable by some
specles.

To minimize impacts in the area, the following actions and
programs will be implemented: : :

c Final restoration plans-will be developed for
review and approval by the U.S, Fish and wWildlife
Service and the Oregon Department of Fisn and
Wildlife.

Q The site will be revegetatad with species valuable
to wildlife.

Q Mature conifers will be maintained wheres possible.

o] Wildlife and wetland plans will be developed and
approved by appropriate rasource agencies to miti-
gate wetland loss.

o Forested uplands within the site boundary will be
retained as long as possible.

o) Create new and enhance existing wetlands onsit
and offsite through drainage diversion 1if pos-
gible; prepare detailed wetlands mitigation plan
Zor review and approval py the appropriate Zederal
and state resource agencies.

Q Provide daily cover,

BACON2.18.17 17



Conclusion

1. That no rare or endangered species will be
adversely affected at the propcsed landfill.

2. That any adverse impacts to fisheries and wildlife
habitat will be minimized by implementation of the
above measures.

e. Ecologically and Scientifically Significant Areas

Washington County has not included this site in its inven-
tory of ecologically and scientifically significant areas.

The site and adjacent lands are primarily commercial forest.
Ebout half the site has been clearcut and is being
reforested. Because the site has been, and is, managed for
timber production, no old-growth forest remains. About
three-quarters of the site is second growth forest dominated
by Douglas-fir and red alder. About cne guarter is
regenerating clearcuts. -

The entire site includes about 686 acres, which repressnts
about €.3 percent of the timberland in Washington County and
less than 0.05 percent of the timber land in the tri-county
area (Washington, Clackamas, and Multnomaih Countiss). The
site is not unigue.

To minimize the impact of forest loss, additionzl planting
will occur along Bacona Road and the surrounding aresas. The

zdditional planting will not completely replace trees disg-
placed by the landfill. In addition, treses will ke kept as
long as possikle onsite (as the landfill davelops in
phases). Landfill develcpment and operations will meet

State Forest Practiceg Act regquirements,

The Commission finds that the site deces not constitute an
ecolcgically unigue area.

£. Cutstanding Views and Sites

Washington County has not included this site in its inven-
tory as possessing outstanding views or sites.

The site is net highly visible f£rom the surrounding area.
Unobstructed visews cf the site do occur along portions of
Bacona Rocad and from areas generzally higher in elevation.

New facilities wvisible from offsite would include the
relocated portion of Bacona Road, the reestablished
Douglas-fir forest buffer, the improved entrance road and
reestablished vegetation, the landfill entrance, and direc-
tion signs.
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To reduce visual impacts, the following medsures will be
incorporated into the site design and operation:

o] Douglas~Zir buffer would effectively screen views
of the site from Bacona Road.

o F%ll in "spotty" buffer areas elsewhers aroun& the
~ 8ite.

Q Use directional, low sodium, low wattzage lightiﬁg.

o Reforest key areas elsewhere along Bacona Rcad.

o Revegetate f£ill areas after final cover placed,

and allow site to return to open space use.

The Commissicn finds that the proposed Neighborhood Pro-
tection Plan measures will substantially reduce visual ef-
fects.

gd. Water Areas, Wetlands, Watersheds, and Groundwater
Resources

Washington County has not ilacluded this site in its inven-
tory as containing significant water areas, wetlands, water-
sheds, or grcoundwater r=scurces.

Surface watasr resgurtes at the Bacona Road =ite consist of
approximataly 4.5 miles of intermittent and perennial
streams, ore yesr-round pond, and several ssasonal zonds,
Streams Zlow cenerally to the southeast, into Dennv Cresk.

Rounéy Creek flows into Cenny Creek a short distance down-
stream from the site. The streams that weould drain tihe
active landfill portion of the site all flow intc Denny
Craek or Roundy Creek. Denny Creek discharges tc East Fork
Cairy Creek, which drains eventuzlly inte the Tualatin
River.

There are S51.4 acres of wetlands within the Bacona site
boundary., Sixteen acres of marshy wetland habitats and

15.4 acres of ripariarn wetland habitats will be filled by
landfilling. These habitats are typical in the ccastal
mountains of western Oregon. None of these habitats are
rare or unigue in the general vicinity of the propcsed land-
£i1l site.

Wetland zreas will be developed cnsite cr nearby tc offset

the 31.4 acres that will be £filled. A specific mitigation

plan will be developed for review and approval by state and
federal agencies prior to sitez development.

The site is a local groundwater discharge area that satu-
rates all geologic units underlying the site. Depth to
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groundwater varies from 5 to 12 feet beneath the basin flcor
of the site. Depths range from 20 tc 150 feet beneath the
surrounding ridges. Discharge locally appears to be tc
Denny Creek.

The City of Banks' water supply is located approximately

S miles south of the site. The water supply is in a drain-
age kasin hydrologically separated from Denny Creek. The
springs that supply water to the City would not be affected
‘should any unanticipated leachate contaminaticn of ground-
water resources cccur,

Groundwater and surface waters at the site will be protected
by implementing the following measures:

Pollution Preventicn o Construct double composite liner with
leachate collection system to prevent
discharge to local surface and ground-
waters

o Provide leak detecticn system between
liners, and test it menthly

o Meet or exceed state and faderal water
quality standards for lszachate treatment

to avoid adverse water guality impacts

o Pretreat leachate onsite; hold in
b 3

summer, and discharge to Hillgbore
wastewatay wreatment plant through
oressurizsd sewsrline in wintsr

o Apply daily soil cover o minimize
leachate production

9 Utilize close-as-you-£ill technolcgy to
minimize surface water infiltzration

o Utilize an impermeable ccmposite syn-
thetic membrane and clay top cap teo pre-
vent infiltration

© Separate noncontaminatad surface water
from contact with rsfuse in operating

ares

o Construct sedimentation basins to pre-
vent stream siltaticon

o Direct offsite surfazce water away Zrom
land£ill to minimize lsachate producticn
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Ground and Surface Water
Manitoring

If Leaksz Qccur

BACONZ.18.21

Inspect landfill regularly for evi-
dence of seeps

Datermine exizting water guality prior
o construction, and install upgradi-
ent and downgradient monitoring wslls
around site perimeter

Establish surface watar monitering
stations; determine existing water
quality prior to construction in Denny
Creak and Dairy Creek

Test ground and surface water quality
quarterly after site operation begins

Test water gquality of selected down-
gradient wells within 2 miles prior te
landfill construction, including EZA
priority pollutants

Monitor leachate transmission line for.
leaks by using pressurs-sansing de-
vices; include automatic shmtoff of
leachate pumps if pressure drops

Zstaklish a cpntingency Zfund Zcr water
cuality protaction from gate fee

Provide daily constructicn inspecticn by
an sxperisnced, independsant third party

during liner installa+tion

Require half-time DEQ staff position
to regularly inspect and monitor
landfill operations

Initiate corrective measures, includ-
ing liner respairs and/or collaction
system repailrs

Incrzase monitoring program to better
define problaem and/or to fully svaluate
the seffectiveness of corrective measurss

Extend any affected wells into desper or
cther aquifars, if necessary

Connect affected domestic users to
alecsrnative water supply system, if
necessary




Leachate Transmission o Provide small noncorrosive pressure pipe
: that precludes connections

o Bury pipe 4 to 6 feet desp for protec-
tion -

o Place pipe in public rights-cf-way %o
minimize disruption to creeks, forests,
and farmland

o Install pressure monitoring system to
detect leaks

¢ Install pressure reducing valves and
other valves to isolate pipeline seg-
ments

The Ccmmission finds that with the above measurss, surface
and groundwaters can be protected, and that the proposal
meets goal 5 provisions.

h. Wilderness Area

The site is not designated a Wilderness Area.

i. and j. Historic Areas, Sites, Structurss, and Obiects;
Cultural Resources '

Washington County has not included this site in its
inventory of histeric areas, sites, structures, and cultural
resources.

Based on the results of field surveys and on information
obtained from local residents, it does not appear that major
previcusly undiscovered historic or archaeoclogical sites are
located in the project area. Preliminary survey work
revealed the presence of two historic sites and the historic
Hoffman and Baccona Roads (but not within the impact area).
The historic Nehalem State Road may also be loczted in the
project vicinity. The historic sites consist of two cabins
outside the project area, immediztely north of Baconza Road
and near CGenzer Road. Onsite rescurces include the remains
of tie mill processing sites.

Because no structural remains are present at the tie mill
sites, they dc not appear to meet the minimum National Reg-
ister criteria for historic structuras. The cakin sitss and
the potential Nehalem State Road may meet the minimum
criteria for inclusicn on the National Register, Beth thess
sites are located outside the impact area.

If future sites are identified within the project site, a

mitigation plan that 1s acceptable to the Oregon State His-
toric Preservation Office (SHPC) will need to be developed.
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The Commissioﬁ firnds that historic and cultural resources
will not be adversely affectad by the proposed landfill.

k. Potential and Approved Cregon Recresation Traills

¥No approved or potential recreation trails would be affectead
by the propcsed project. The site is entirelv private prooc-
erty. The Oregon State Parks Department is seeking funding
to assess the feasibility of estabhlishing a "linear park"
(pathway) between Banks and Vernonia. The future of the
proposal is uncertain, and the exact location unknown.

1. Potential and Approved Federal Wild and Scenic Water-
ways and State Scenic Waterwavs

Mo federal or state wild or scenic waterways are affected by
the proposed project.

Cenclusieon

0 Washington County plans and inventories do not
identify any Goal 5 rescurces onsite.

o The Feasibility Study Report addresses the poten-
tial economic, social, environmental, and energy
consequences of the project.

o The implementing measures designed Lo protect and
reduce impacts on potential Geoal 5 resources
constitute an accaeptable balance between Goal 3
regquirements and the need to develcp a sclid waste
disposal site,

o) The Neighborhocd Protection Plan and other
implementing measures constitute an adequate
program to achieve the goal.

o] Geocal 5 requirements have been met.
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GOAL 6: AIR, WATER AND LAND RESOURCES QUALITY

"To maintain and‘improve the quality of air, water, and
land resources of the state."

Air Quality

The site is located in & rural, generally undeveloped area
outside of the Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air Quality
Maintenance Area (AQMA). The project site is located in an
attainment arsa with respect tc all seven criteria air
pellutants regulated by the Department of Environmental
Quality.

Existing scources of air polluticn in the area are occasional
dust and exhaust emissions from traffic and lcgging copera-
ticns and of wood smoke from a few residences. BAlr quality
concentrations arcund the Baccna Road site are expected to
be well within ambient standards because of the remote,
‘undeveloped nature of the area. There are ne major odor
scurces in the site vicinity.

Carbon monoxide andé particulates are the primary pollutants
associated with increases in vehicle +traffic. Air emissions
will be created by the release of landfill gas and by the
aaraticon of untreatad leachate. Alr emissions will be con-
trolled by burfhing ccllected landfill gas in enclosed com-
bustion units, and by covering aerstion basins and filtering
alr emissions through an activated charcoal filter. .

3

Three primary odor sourcesg at the site will be from filling,
landf£ill gas, and leachate. Specific measures ars includ
in the NPP to control odors. Even with these measures,

odors occasionally will be detected cffsite,

[sNa]

l{)

The followiAg measures have been incorporated into landfill
design and operations:

POTINTIAL AIR QUALITY IMPACTS NEIGHSORHCCD PROTECTION PLAN MEASURES

Qdors from Garbage o Provide daily cover
o Sezl surface cracks

o Confine unloadipng areas to smallest
possible azea

o Use altsrnative technologies to produce

more inert materials and reduces waste
volume |
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Leachate Odors Q Cover pretreatment aeraticn basin and
utilize charcoal filtraticn system

o Eliminate surface pools and seeps

o Discharge preheated leachate directly to
sewer system in winter months

Landfill Gas Qdors and o Develop gas control and collection
Air Toxics -+ system

o Utilize clcsed combustion systems with
stacks and high combustion effici-
ency

o Malntain a secondzary fuel source onsits
for combustion units to ensure continued
operation

Dust and Exhaust § o Restrict traffic to transfer trucks,
special loads, and service and employee
vihicles only (nc commercial cr salf-

- . haul vehicles)

o Pave site access, entrance, and access
roads and clean regularly

o Spray access rcad and unpaved rcads

¢ Spray watsr durinc dzily cover
o Utilize closed combustion swvastem for
£larag

o Praevent mud and dirt trackout from site
" onto access road by use of wheel wash

o Use exhaust control devices on trucks
and landfilling equipment to minimize

emissicns

With respect to air gquality, the Commissicn finds:

Q No federal or state alr guality standards will be
viclated.
s The preoposed Neighborhood Protsction Plan measures

will protsct long-term air quality.

o The project does not threaten air guality
resources.
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Water Qualitv

Water quality and water resources are specifically addressed
in Goal 5 ({Watural Resources) .

Land Resources

Transfer *trucks, constructicon activities, and landfill
operaticns will all create noise. Of these, transfer truck
noise is the most significant. The peak hour of transier
truck traffic (early afternoon) corresponds to the gquietest
time of day in the Baccna Road area (off-peak traffic along
HBighway 47). Homes alecng Genzer Road near the access road
could experience increases of up to 26 decibels. Measures
to reduce ncoise along the access road can be utilized, but
the impact probably <annot be reduced kelow 10 decibels.
(DEQ's standards specify that new noise sources not increass
existing noise levels by more than 10 decibels.) Measures
to offset noise impacts include sound walls, berms or cuts
in the road, compensatory payments or purchase of affected
noise-sensitive properties, and receipt ¢f variance from EQC
to exceed the 10 4dBA limit. Homes alcong Highway 47 may also
experience noise increases of meore than 10 decibels in the
peak hour.

To minimize fthe potential effects of noise in the area, the
following specific measures are included Ln the landfill
deSLgn and operations plan:

PCTENTTAL NCISE IMPACTS NEIGHBORHCOOD PROTECTICN DPLAN MEASURES

Access Route Track Traffic o Reducs number of trucks Ly rsguiring
transfar vehiclas only

o Equip trucks with 21l available noise
reduction squipment

¢ Reduce grade to maximum extent possible
to minimize truck noise

o Construct noise barriers [quts, berms,
or walls) alcng access route to minimize

nolise

o Prohibit truck traffic hetwesen
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

o Where 10 4B reduckion cannct te 2 i
compensats awners, purchase homes, oz

secure ncise variancs

o EZgtablish truck noise specifications
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g Pericdically inspect and test transfer
truck noise lavels

Landfill Operations 0 Znclose onsite blowers and fans

o Establish a complaint precedurs o
monitor and respond teo noiss complaints

Several cother elements have been incorporated intc the
Neighborhocd Protection Plan to minimize, to the sxtent
possible, impacts con the surrounding area. Measures to
reduce traffic conflicts, minimize visual impacts, control
litter, and to minimize air quality lmpacts are discussed
above and in other Goals.

Conclusicn

The Commission finds that Goal 6 requirements have been met
and that:

‘9 The propesed landfill will not exceed the carrying
capacity of alr, water andé land resourcss,

o] Implementation of the Neighborhood Protection Plan
will prevent degradation of such resources.

Q The availability of +these rescurces is not
threatened by implementation of the project.
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GOAL 7: AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

"To protect life and property from natural disasters
and hazards." -

Goal 7 addresses natural hazards such as stream £looding,
erosion, landslides, earthauakes, weak foundaticn scoils, and
fires. Each of these areas is addressed below.

Flood Potential

The site is not located in any floodplain; however, it is in
an area subject to freguent heavy rainstorms. Because of
the steep nature of the drainage basin cf Denny Creek, heavy
rain can cause rapid rise in streamflow, especially if there
is snow on the ground. This condition can lead to local
flocding downstream from the site, Local residents have
commented at public hearings that at least some locaticns on
the East Fork of Dairy Creek flood frsquently.

Measures to protect groundwater and surface water resources
are addressed in Geoal 5. Specific measures to reduce flocd-
ing from site develcpment include the fOllOWlng

0 Construct sedimentation basins and detention ponds
to prevent increased runoff during heavy storms.

o Divert existing drainages around the site peri-
meter.

] Divert, collect, and pretreat leachate; construct
a new sewer line tc convey leachate to treatment
plant,

The Commission finds that the propcsed Nelghberhood Pro-
tection Plan measures will prevent downstream £flooding, and
meet the provisions of Goal 7.

Geology and Seoils

Four geologic units underlie the site. From cldest to
youngest, these are:

o Tertiary marine sedimentary rocks of the Scappccse
Formaticn
o Columbia River Basalt that is typically broken,

waatherad, and eroded

o) Suspectad landslide debris (mixture of broken
sandstone, siltstone, and basalt)

o Alluvium (very fine sand, silt, and clay)
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Landsliding cnsite generally criginates in sedimentary rock.
Resistant basalt overlying weaker sedimentary rock contrib=-
utes to oversteepening and subsequent slepe failure. Much
of the basalt exposed onsite has been affected by landslide
movement,

Landslide hazards in the active fill area are minimal.
Specific measures incorporated into landfill design to mini-
mize potential impacts from landsliding include:

o} Reducing the active fill area to avoid potential
slide areasas.

o] Designing liners and environmental protection
facilities to accommodate some movement.

Earthguake potential in the area is low. OCnsite scils.have
sufficient strength and are octherwise suitable for use as
daily and final cover material. Soils are suitable for
constructicn.

The Commission £finds that:

Q The site is not within an identified floodplain.

o The site contains soils suitable for landfill
development.
o] Measures incorpecrated into the Neighborhood Pre-

tection Plan will minimize potential harm from
natural hazards. :

ire Protection

rzf

There are several activities that could increase potential
fire hazards. The first is transporting refuse. Transfer
vehicles could cause fires either on roads leading to the
site or at the site itself. The trucks could emit sparks or
hot gases frcom the exhaust systems.

Second, equipment (tractors used to clear and £ill the land=-
£i11 site) might cause fires that could spread teo adjacent
forests. The fires could be caused by any of the same rea-
sons listed for the hauling trucks.

Third, the refuse itself might contain highly flammable
materials, or materizls wnich are smoldering could be depos-
ited at the land£fill site. It is unlikely this will occur
because all waste will pass through transfer stations prior
to disvcsal.

Last, landfill gas combustion (if not properly controlled)

could present a fire hazard. Gas combustion will continue
for many years after the last refuse has been placed.
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The Neighborhood Protection Plan incorporates the following
measures to reduce fire risks: -

BACONZ2.20.3

NEIGHBORHCOD PROTECTION PLAN MEASURES

Inspect refuse at transfer staticons to
screen out hot loads

Contour ditches and maintain roadsides
to minimize fire potential

Prohibit public access to landfills

Require spark arresters on all transfex
vehicles and landfill equipment

Train transfer vehicle drivers and land-
fill equipment coperators in landfill
fire suppression techniques

Prohibit smcking at landfill

Construct gas collecticn and enclosed
cembustion system

Maintain tight top seal to prevent air
intrusion to landfill

Maintzin a firehreak arcund aczive £ill
arszs

Reguire daily soil cover

Maintain 24-hour patrel during pericds
of high fire danger .

Inspect and enforce all fire protection
measures during sits operations and
post-cleosure period

Inspect and maintain landfill gas com-
bustien units, including after landfill
closzure

Revegetate with grasses o minimize dead
or dry organic matarial

Provide fire extinguishers on all trans-
fer vehicles and landfill equipment

Provide a reliabls and accessible onsite

water supply, water, truck, and pumper
£ire truck

30



o Utilize ponds for fire suppression water
source

¢ Equip transfer vehicles and landfill
equipment with radics and/or mobile
telephones

o Provide an zlert system for local resi-
dents

Conclusion
The Commission finds that Goal 7 concerns have been ads-

gquately addressed in +he Neighborhood Protecticon Plan, zand
that:

o Potential flooding will be contrclled.
s} Measures incorporated intec project design and
- operations minimize potential impacts £rom natural
hazards.
o . Fire protection and suppression measures have been

considered and will be incorporated intc the
operations plan.
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GOAL §8:; RECREATIONAL WEEDS .

"To satisfy the recresztional needs of the citizens of
the state and visitors, and where appropriste, to pro-
vide for the siting of necessary recreaticnal facil-
ities including destination resorts."

Washington County, cities within the county, and special
districts {such as the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreaticn
District) provide recreaticn facilities for residents and
other users. The major providers of recreation ocutside the
urban area are other government agencies which own property
in the County. Lands now in public ownership could
potentially be used for recreaticn, but lack necessary
improvements.

There are no existing or planned recreaticn improvements on
the site. Though the site is all in private cwnership, the
area 1s used by recreationists for hiking, off-rcad vehicle
travel, bicycling, and cther uses. Development of the site
would preclude these unauthorized uses in the active
landfill areas.

To minimize disruption to recreationists, the following
measures have been incorporated into project design and
operations: .

o] Provision of additional scrzening along Bacona
Road to pravent views of the site.

o Maintenance of the site as open space in the long
term (after landfilling).

o Developing the landfill in phases, to preserve
existing vegetation and habitat as lcng as possi-
ble,

Conclusion

The Commission f£inds that:

o The site is currently all in private ownership,
but is used by passive recreationists.

o There are no existing or programmed improvements
on the site,

o The site will be maintained in open space in the
leng. term.

The provisions of Geal 8 have been met,
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GOAL 9: ECONOMY OF THE STATE

"To diversify and improve the ecohomy of the state."

The Washingten County Ccmprehensive Plan identifies four
major trends and changes required for continued econcmic
growth:

o) Continued regional populaticn and emﬁloyment
growth and increased economic diversification

o an abundance cf land availzble for development,
which should keep regional housing costs below
that ¢f other metropolitan areas

o A resident labor force which has reached a
threshdld size and skill lavel sufficient o
attract medium sized manufacturing firms

o A well organized, well supported planning and
development atmospliers which has made the region
one of the most attractive and livable metropoli- |
tan areas in the country

The County Comprehensive Plan alsc cltes some general trends
which can be expectad to continue in the foreseezble fusure:

ol Washington County population and employment will
most likely continue tc grow faster than in the
Portland SMSa, as a whole, due to continued
suburbanization

o] The compositicn of employment will prepably con-

tinue to shift toward trade and services and away
from manufacturing

o The expected strong growth in the county ecenomy
will create an increassingly important rele £or the
county economy in the context of the region--at
the same time, the county will become more econcom-
ically self-sufficient by developing a brcad base
of local employment

Fertile soils and temperate, damp climate make Washington
County a productive agricultural and forest region. The
strength of the agriculturzl economy has historically been
its diversity and ability te adapt to changing market con-
ditions and tastes.

Balanced against the need to preserve forest and agricul-
tural land is the need to develecp efficient public facil-
ities and services. The St., Johns Landfill will reach
capacity by 1991, Without additional landfill capacity, the
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region's economic development activity and growth would be
"severely ccnstrained.

Section 342-1 of the Washington County Community Development
Code states the following regarding the inftent andé purpcse
of the Exclusive Forest and Conservation District desig-
nation:

"The Exclusive Forest and Conservation District is intended
to provide for forest uses and to provide for the continued
use of lands for renewable forest resource producticn,
retention of water resources, recreation and other related
or compatible uses.”

The Summary Findings and Conclusions of the Natural Resource
Plan makes the following statement regarding solid waste
management: -

" "In the future, it may be necessary and desirable to locate
a new landfill in the rural area. Tc do so, the County will
have to work with the Metropolitan Service District, the
State Department of Environmental Quality, and the area
residents.”

Policy 16 of the County Comprehensive Plan, regarding Exclu-
sive Forest lands, addresses-Washington County's policy
regarding forest uses. The policy states that conversicn of
forest lands to other uses must be based upon ccnsideration
of:

1. Goals and policies of the Rural Natural Resources
Plan Element

2. Envirconmental, energy, socizl, and econcmic conse-
guences

3. Demonstrated need consistent with LCDC goals
4. Unavailability of an alternmative suitable location
for the regquested use and compatibility of the
proposed use with surrounding forest uses
Conclusion
Based on the above, the Commission finds that:
Q There is a need tc develcp a new landfill to
replace the St. Johns £facility, which will reach
capacity by 1991
o The Washington County comprehensive plan envisions

the need to develop additional landfill capacity,
and provides for the possibility in rural areas
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o Alternative sites have bkeen examined by the
Department against established criteria, and that
the proposed site represents an environmentally
sound and economically feasible alternative

o] Environmental, energy, social, and economic conge-
gquences of developing the site as a landfill have
been considered in the Feasibility Report

o " The reqguirements of Goal 9 have been met
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GOAL 10: HOUSING

"To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the
state.”

Landfill development and operation wili result in no sig-
nificant lcng—-term reduction in available housing cor build-
able lands in the vicinity of the Bacona Road site. The
level of vehicle noise generated along the access route may,
however, result in the acquisition and temporary abandonment
of up to 27 ncise-sensitive properties/dwellings. One addi-
tional dwelling, adjacent to the site, will be acguired and
abandoned permanently.

Under OAR 34C-34--Ncoise Regulations For Industry and Com-
merce, "No person owning or controlling a new industrial or
commercial ncise scurce located on a previously unused
industrial or commercial site shall cause or permit the
operation of that noise source if the noise levels generated
or indirectly caused by that noise source increase ambient
statistical noise levels ... by more than 10 4dBA in any one
hodr." After taking steps to lessen the landfill and site
access noilse impacts through engineering and landscaping, it
has been determined that the l0~decibel nocise incresase
standard will. be exceeded in several instances.

In response to this problem, owners of noise-gensitive prop-—
erties will be given two cptions: (1) voluntary sale of
thelr property to the landfill developer/operatcr for the
appraised fair market value of the parcel plus relocation
expenses; or (2} continued ownership and occupancy ¢f the
dwelling, contingent upon receilpt of a variance from the
State Environmental Quality Commissicn allowing the current
ambient noise level to be exceedad by more than 10 &BA.

Comprehensive plan designation of properties along the
access route and at the site is BExclusive Forest znd Conser-
vation District. Parcels affected by this project are zoned
AF-5 (one dwelling), AF-20 (five dwellings), and EFC

{22 dwellings). The EFC and AF designations encgurage agri-
cultural and forestry use of the land and allow dwellings
(including mobile homes) incidental to the use of the prop-
erty for agricultural and forest use, except in District
AF-5, which allows one detached dwelling unit per f£ive-acres
parcel in a rural agricultural or feorestry district.

The assessed value of dwellings included within the impact
area range from: 12 dwellings valued at $22,000 cr less;

g dwellings valued from $26,300 to $49,500; to 1 dwelling

valued at $63,100.

After landfill development is initiated and the facility
begins operation, a new ambient noise level £for the area
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will be established. Under this newly established noise
level, currently undeveloped property in the area of impact
may ke developed.

Conclusion

The CGoal 10 requirsment has been met. Landfill develcopment
and operaticn will not result in long-term removal cf
significant housing or buildable lands inventory. The
number of homes impacted is small; replacement housing is
available within Washington County. .
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GOAL 11: ©PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

"Tc plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient
arrangement of public facilities and services to serve.
as a framework for urban and rural development."

Goal 11 does not directly apply to state agency actions. It
calls on local governments to "plan and develecp a timely,
orderly, and efficient arrangement of public facilities and
services to serve as a framework for urban and rural
development." Affected lccal governments have failed in
their attempts to provide adequate solid waste disposal
sites in a timely and orderly fashiocn. The 1285 legisla-
ture, declaring an emergency, required this commission to
select a solid waste disposal site because of that failure.

Water

A small water supply system will be reguired onsite to meet
'potable needs and to provide storage for fire protection.
Wells developed during drilling onsite showed substantial
quantities of water available. The amount of water usesd
cnsite will be minimal, and will not affect groundwater
raserves. :

Sewerage

An onsite sanitary sewerage system will he developed and
connected to the leachate pretreatment system, and dis-
charged through a pressurized sanitary sewerline to the
Hillshorc Wastewater Treatment Plant for final treatment.
The Hillsbore treatment plant has sufficient capacity to
treat effluent generated at the site. The pressurized
sewerline will be designed and censtructed to preclude any
additional hoockups in rural areas and to avoid potential
adverse impacts tc existing and planned land uses.

Natural Gas, Electricity, and Communications

Electrical demands require extension of a service to the
site from Highway 47. Electricity is required for lights,
support facilities, leachate pretreatment facilities, pumps,
and water supply. Electrical sarvice would be extended
along the proposed access road f£rom Highway 47. Electrical
demands are not sxtensive and will not affect the existing
electrical supply system. An emergency slectrical genera-
tion system will ke provided onsite for critical mechanical
equipment and support facilitiss.

Telephone lines would be extended to the site from Bacona
Rcad. Two-way radic communication will be provided onsites
to maintain contact with transfer trucks during inclement
weather.

BACONZ2.23.1 38



Schools

Schocls will not be afiected by the prcocposad project.

Security

The proposed landfill will be served by the Washington
County Sheriff's Department. Because the arsa is remcte,
onsite security will be required. A landfill security guard
will be at the site full time, and will regularly inspect
the landfill area and site perimeter,.

Fire Protection

Fire protection measures ars addressed in Goal 7.

Solid Waste

People in the Tri-County area generate about one milliocn

tons of waste annually, About 21 percent of this waste is
currently recycled, and the rest is buried in the $t. Johns
landfill in North Portland., The St, Jchns landfill is sched-
uled toc reach capacity by 1991. A new landfill must bs
developed to replace St. Johns for waste disposal needs.

Almost half cf what is now being buried could be reused or
recycled. The Mstropolitan Service District {(Metro) is
implementing a solid waste reduction program based on aiter-
natives to landfilling., But even with an aggrassive re-
cycling program and new £zchnology to process garbage, a
landfill is still ne=sded.

Conclusion
The Commission finds that:

o The St. Johns landfill will reach capacity by
1991, and a new landfill is reguired.

o! Public facilities developed to serve the landfill
in the rural area at the Bacona Road sits will be
designed and constructed to prevent additicnal
development inconsistent with County plans from
occurring. The landfill is a temporary use that
will not require a permanent increase in public
facilities.

o The landfill will not significantly impact the
timely and efficient delivery of public services
and facilities in the area.

o Landfill development and coperation will not

require Washington County to substantially extend
services and facilities.
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GORL 12: TRANSPQRTATION

"To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and eco-
nomic transportation system.”

Access to the site is via Highway 26 and Highway 47. Both
are paved State highways. At the junction with Highway 47,
Highway 26 is a two-lane roadway with paved shoulders,
North cf Highway 26, Highway 47 consists of two lanes with
both paved and gravelled shoulders.

The proposed access point to the site f£rom Highway 47 is
located approximately 4.3 miles ncrth of Highway 26. A new
4~mile access road would be constructed to the site from
this point. '

Traffic volumes on Highway 47 are projected to increase at
an annual average rate of 3 percent, without the landfill,
and 4 percent with the landfill., Traffic operational.
characteristics along Highway 47 will not ke significantly
affected with the traffic from the landfill. The accident
rate on Highway 47 is expected to remain the same as at
present; a minimal number of additicnal accidents is
expected to occur as landfill-generated traffic increases.
Statistically, akcut one additional accident per year is
expected. .

The Neighborhdod Protection Plan includes the measures out-
lined below.

Neighborhocd Protection Plan Measures

Site Access/Egress o Identify areas potentially suitzble for
bikeway or pathway underpass for pro-
nosed Banks to Verncnia linear park

0 Provide decsleration lane for northbound
traffic on Highway 47 turning right into
the site

o Construct separate left-turn pocket
and acceleraticn lane for scuth-
bound traffic from site access road

o Create new 2Q-dagrae intersection to
improve sight distance and turning
characteristics frem site access to
Highway 47

0 Provide sheltsred lefi-turn lans on
Bighway 47 for vehicles turning into the
site )
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o Develop new, paved access road to size

o Provide stop-sign control for traffic
entering Highway 47 from site access
drive

Truck Traffic © Reduce number of trucks hy restricting
access to transfer trailers

o Minimize access grade to extent fezasible

0 Provide large radius at intersection
that will accommodate truck turns

0 Restrict trucks to Highway 26/Highway 47
access

Safety o Construct intersecticn improvements

o Control the routes used by transfer
trucks traveling to and from the site to
ensure they ars confired to major trans-
portaticn facilities that have besn
designed to accommodate heavy truck
traffic '

o Prohibit trucks on Cornelius Pass Raad

r northoound

o Provide wvehicle turnouts fo
intervals of

traffic on Highway 47 at
about 1 mile

¢ Provide truck turnouts along acc
for chaining up in inclement wea

2
i

"

o Widen Highway 47 to include shoulder on
both sides; widen pavement to 24 fset
{from 22 £eet)

© Provide amergency off-ramp on access
rocad

The feasibility of providing rail access into the sites was
briefly analyzed. The costs of providing direct rail
service were prohibitive,

Conclusion

The Commission £inds that the provisions crf Geal 12 will ke

met through implementaticn of the Neighborhocd Protaction
Plan.

BACQN2.24,2 4l



GOAL 13: ENERGY CCNSERVATION

"To conserve energy.”

Energy 1is consumed in two primary areas of landfill opera-
ticns: the waste collection system and the onsite f£illing”
cperations. The solid waste collection and disposal svstem
in Portland currently uses approximately 11 millicn gallons
of fuel annually {(for trucks). It is estimated that by
switching from the two existing dispesal points (St., Johns
and CTRC) to the three planned transfer points, dnnual fuel
requirements of the regional collection system will be re-
duced by 2.5 percent, or about 280,000 gallons of fuel per
year. This estimate does not include the fuel ccnsumed by
the propcsed transfer vehicles,

Assuming no alternative technology, the predicted onsite
energy use dur%ag the expected 47-year site life would be
about 2.1 x 10 Btu's. This is besed on an estimated use
cf 330,000 gallons per year of fuel for landfilling equip-
ment. '

A landfill gas collection system will be'inst%%led at the
site; and will recover an estimated 96.2 X 10°° Btu's over
the life of the ccllection system. Landfill gas has about
cne~half of the heating value of pipeline gas. There is no
identifiad market for gas at the Bacona Road site.

Energy consumed by refuse transfer vehicles traveling £
the three transfer station sites to the propecsed landf:
site woul?zbe approximately 310 million galloms, or z2ko
44,5 x 10 Btu's over the landfill life.

om
1

L
£

ko
1
u

Transfer vehicles will consume more fuel to use the Bacona
Road site than the Ramsey Lake site. However, giving the
goals equal weight and considering the statutory criteria
under SB 662, increased energy consumption is justified.

These site operations could result in an overall positive or
negative energy balance, depending on the use made of the
availakle landfill gas. The amount of net energy available
over the life of the system, if all of the gas is used, is
equivalent te the energy in about 402 million gazllons of
diesel fuel. ' ‘

The land£fill gas produced is a valuable energy scurce.
Markets for the gas will be investigated during landfill
design. Beczuse cf the lack of readily available commexrcial
and industrial markets near the site, the potential Zfor
reuse may be limited. Should gasoline prices escalate sub-
stantially in the future, markets may become more econom~
ically wviable.
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Conclusiocon
The Commission finds that:
o The proposad landfill is potentially z net anergy
generator, assuming markets can be found for land-

£ill gas reuse.

o] Alternative transportaticn modes (rail) are not
economically vizble at present.

Q Proposed recycling and reuse plans now underway
are consistent with the energy conservaticn geal.
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GOAL 14: URBANIZATION

"To provide for an orderly and efficient transition
from rural to urkan land use."

The purpose of Goal 14 is to establish boundaries to sepa-
rate urbanizable land from rural land. The BRacona Road site
is not within any urban grewth boundary and is "rural land."
Location of the disposal site on forest land is specifically
authorized by SB 662. Establishment of the site cn this
forést land will not lead to urbanizaticn of the area ocut-
side ¢f an urban growth boundary in violation of Goal 14.

Depending on whether an alternative technology facility is
constructed, the estimated site life for the Bacona Road
site is between 47 and 60 years (Feasibility Study Report,

§ 5). Although this is 2 considerable period of time, the
use of this site as a disposal site is still one that should
be considered tempcrary in nature. The necessary improve-
ments to the site will be constructed so as to be limited in
their use to only the disposal site. Water supply will be
develcped by wells onsite. Sewage and pretreated leachate
will be pretreated consite and discharged through a pres-
surized sanitary sewer line to Hillsborc Wastewater Treat-
ment Plant for final treatment. The pressurized sanitary
sewer line will be sized so as nect to permit further
hecckups. :

Conclusion

The applicable reguirements of Geoal 14 have been met.
Establishment of the land£ill at the Bacona Read site will
not lead to urbanization of the area in wviclation of

Goal 14. Facilities designed to support the site will be
limited tc use by the disposal site and will not be avail-
able to other users. The disposal site use should be con-
sidered a temporary use.

Landfills are not clearly urban uses. Some characteristics
of landfills are like heavy industry, but a large percentage
of landfills are located in rural areas. Regardless of
whether landfills may be characterized as more or less
urban, this landfill will nect constitute an urban use
requiring a Geocal 14 exception because:

rovided in

o Public facilities and services will be
ar development

such a manner s© as tc prevent furth
of cther uses

54
a

Q Landfills are not known to stimulate neighboring
urban scale develcpment

. The landfill is a temporary use and the land will
eventually be converted to natural open space

o
=8
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GOAL 15: WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY

"To protect, conserve, and maintain the natural, scs-
nic, historical, agricultural, econcmic and recreation-
al gualities of lands along the Willamette River as the
Willamette River Greenwavy."

Conclusion

Goal 15 is not applicable to the disposal site siting pro-
cess under SB 662 because the Bacona Road site is not com-
prised of lands subject to Goal 15 provisions.
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GOAL 16; ESTUARINE RESQURCES

"To reccgnize and protect the unigue environmental,
economic, and scocial values of each estuary and asscoci-
ated wetlands; and to protect, maintain, where appro-
priate restore the leng-term senvironmental, economic,
and social values, diversity and benefits or Oregon's
estuaries,"

Conclusion

Goal 16 is not applicable to the disposal site siting pro-
cess under SB 662 because the Bacona Road site is not com-
prised of lands subject to Goal 16 reguirements,
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GCAL 17: COASTAL SHORELANDS

"To conserve, protect, where appropriate, develop and
where appropriate restore the resources and benefits of
all coastal shorelands, recognizing their value for
protection and maintenance of water guality, £fish and
wildlife habitat, water-dependent uses, economic re-
sources and recreation and aesthetics., The management
cf these shoreland areas shzll be compatible with the
characteristics of the adjacent coastal waters; and to
reduce the hazard o human life and property, and the
adverse effacts upon water gquality and fish and wild-
life habitat, resulting from the use and enjoyment of
Oregon's coastal shorelands.,”

Conclusion
Goal 17 is not applicable to the disposal site siting pro-

cess under 8B 662 because the Bacona Road site. is not com-
prised of lands subject to Goal 17 provisions.
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GOAL 18: BEACHES AND DUNES

"To conserve, protect, where appropriate develop, and
where appropriate restore the rescurces and benefits of
coastal beach and dune areas; and to reduce the hazard
to human life and property frcm natural or man- lnduced
actions associated with these areas."

Conclusicn
Goal 18 is not applicable to the disposal .site siting pro-

cess under SB €62 hecause the Bacona Rocad site is not com-
prised of lands subject to Geal 18 provisions.
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GOAL 19:. OCEAN RESCURCES

"To conserve the long-term values, benefits, and natu-
ral resources of the nearshore ocean and the conti-
nental shelf."

All local, state, and federal plans, policies, proj-
ects, and activities which affect the territorial sea
shall be developed, managed and conducted to maintain,

. and where appropriate, enhance and restore, the long-
texrm benefits derived from the nearshore oceanic re-
gources of Oregon. Since renewable ocean resources and
uses, such as food production, water gquality, naviga-
tion, recreation, and aesthetic enjoyment, will provide
greatar long-term benefits than will nonrenewable re-
scurces, such plans and activities shall give clear
priority to the proper management and protecticn of
renewable resocurces."

Conclusion
Goal 19 is not applicable to the disposal site siting pro-

cess under SB 4§62 because the Bacona Road site is not com-—-
prised of resources subjsct to Gozl 19 provisions,

.
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ATTACHMENT A

RAMSEY LAKE

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Establlishment
of a Solid Waste Disposal Site to
Serve Clackamas, Multnemah and
Washington Counties.

ORDER

1. Introduction

The Legislative Assembly charged the Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) and Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) with the
responsibility for locating and espablisbing a =s0lid waste disposal site to
serve the Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington tri~county‘area. Oregon
Laws 1985, Chapter 679 (thé Act). The Act requires EQC to issue its order
not later than July 1, 1987, directing DEGQ to establish the disposal site.

- DEQ and ita prime consultant, the firm of CHZM Hill have prepared a
report entitled the Final Feasibility Study Report for the Ramsey Lake
landfill site {the "Feasibility Study"). The Feasibility Study is
comprised of s3ix sections and Appendices A through G.

The sections address introductory materials (Section 1), the existing
nenvironment at the Ramsey Lake site (Section 2), the conceptual site plan
for development of a landfill at the Ramsey Lake site (Section 3), the
Neighborhood Protection Plan (NPP) for the Ramsey Lake site (Section 4),
the cost estimate for development of the Ramsey Lake site (Section 5) and
references (Section 6). The appendices contain the technical information,
assumptions, DEQ ratings and cther information supporting the six
narrative sections cof the Feaszibility Study.
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2. Conditions

a. The findings of fact and conclusions of EQC, ineluding all
exhibits thereto, attached to this order are hereby incorporated into this
order.

D. The Feasibility Study for the Ramsey Lake landf'ill site,
ineluding all appendices is hereby adopted as findings and coneclusions of
EQC, and by this reference incorporated inte this order.

C. The environmental protection features of the design criteria set
forth on page 3-3 of the Feasibility Study are hereby adopted by the EQC
and shall be inéorporated into the facility design and required by the DEQ
as a condition of issuance of the solld waste disposal permit.

é. The réquirements of the NPP (Section 4 of the Feasibility Study)
are hereby adopted by EQC. All of the measures designed to eliminate or
minimize adverse effects of the development and operation of a solid waste
disposal facility at Ramsey Lake, contained in the NPP, shall be
incorporated intc the design and operation of the facility, exeept that
meaéures may be replaced with alternative measures which provide a standard
of protection or mitigation which is equal to or greater than the measure
replaced. DEQ shall require implementation of the NPP as a condition of
issuance of the solid waste dispo=al permit.

e, All NPP measures which specify operational standards or methods
shall be required conditions of the s0lid waste disposal permit issued by
DEQ.

f. DEQ or any local government unit under contract with DEQ to
establish the disposal site pursuant to Section 7(1)(a) of the Aet, shall
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obtaln all state and federal permits necessary to establishment,
development and operation of the disposal facility, and comply with all
applicable state and federal laws and regulations.
3. Order

Based upon the above-referenced findings and conclusions of EQC, and
subject tc the conditions set forth above, the Environmental Quality
Commission for the State of Oregon hereby orders the Department of
Environmental Quality to establish a solid waste disposal facility at the
Ramsey Lake site.

DATED this day of , 1987.

Mary V. Bishop Wallace B. Brill
Commi ssioner Commi ssioner
A. Sonia Buist Arno H. Denecke
Commissicner Commissioner

James E. Petersen
Chairperson

NOTICE: Interested parties may seek EQC review of this order by ccontested
case. Petitions for review must be filed with the Environmental
Quality Commission or or befcre June 26, 1987. Petitions must
contain the information required by Oregon Administrative Rule
137-03-005(3) (copies of this and other applicable procedural
rules may be obtained from the Department of Environmental
Quality, telephone (503 229-5731). If no contested case is
requested, this Order shall become final on Junes 25, 1987.
Judicial review of this order is governed by Oregon Laws 1985,
Chapter 679, Section 6.
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ATTACHMENT A

RAMSEY LAKE

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Establishment
of a Solid Waste Disposal Site to
Serve (Clackamas, Multncmah and
Washington Counties.

FINDINGS OF FACT AMD
CONCLUSIONS

et N Wl Nt N

I.
INTRODUCTION

The 1985 Legislature, through passage of 1985 Oregon Laws, Chapter 679
(the Act) vested the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and ﬁhe
Environmental Quality Commission (FQC) with éﬁe responsibility to site a
sclid waste disposal facility to serve the Portland Metropolitan Tri-County
area. The Act also requires the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) to
develop and implement a comprehensive waste reduction program for the Tri-
County area. The timely siting of a sclid waste disposal facility to serve
the Tri-County area is of critical concern because of the imminent
closure of the 3t. Johns Landfill which now serves as the areas only
existing general purpese landfill.

In order to carry out its responsibility, DEQ began a process which
involved the development of a comprehensive list of potential disposal
sites by May 1986; the completion and submission to EQC of a study
identifying 12 to 18 preferred and appropriate sites in June 1986; and the
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selection by DEQ of three recommended sites for detailed feasibility

analysis by November 1, 1986. The Feasibility Study Report for the Haméey

Lake potentisl landfill site {(Feasibility Study) was prepared for DEQ by

the firm of CH2M Hill, with assistance from EMCON Associates; Cooper

Consultants, Inc.; Sweet, Edwards and Associates, Inc.; Jones and Jonesj

and Kittelscen and Associates.

A,

II.
FINDINGS

These findings are made pursuant to section 4 of 1985 Or Laws

ch 67%, in support ¢f EQC's order directing DEQ to establish a solid waste

disposal site at Ramsey Lake (The Order]).

i.

In performing its study; DEQ and its consultants have reviewed
applicable-state and federal environmental laws and regulationa.
The laws aﬁd regulations reviewed include those listed in Exhibit
A to these findings, and by this reference incorporated herein.
The Feasibility Study presentis teohnicél data and analyses
sufficient for a determination of the feasibility of
establishment of a disposal site at the Ramsey Lake site.

The EQC finds that the provisions of 0ORS Chapter 467
and the Oregon Administrative RHules promulgated thereunder will
be complied with if the disposal site is built and operated
according te the standards set forth in Chapters 3 and 4 of the
Feasibility Study. Enforcement or final judgment concerning
actual ccmpliance with other specifiic state or federal laws or

regulations is not within the EQC's authority. The order reqﬁires
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DEQ (or its contractor) to obtain all necessary state and federal

permits and comply with all applicable state and federal iaws and

regulations. The order requires DEQ (or its Contractor) to
implement all méasures contained in Sections 3 and 4 of the
Feasibility Study (or substitute measures with greater or equal
levels of proteection) in development and operation of the
disposal site, including the environmental protection criteria

set forth on page 3-3 of the Feasibility Study. The order

prohibits DEQ from issuance of a solid waste disposal permit
unless all applicable state and federal laws and regulations and
the Secticons 3 and 4 Standards of the Feasibility Study are
complied with.
CONCLUSION

The Commisgion finds that the estgblishment of & disposal
site at the Ramsey Lzke site will comply with applicable state
statutes, rules of the Commission and applicable federal

regulations.

ii. Adverse noise, cdor and visual impacts of landf'illing can be
minimized by use of natural and/or artificial barriers between
the asetive landfill and adjacent properties. Buffering features
at this site will be those set forth on pages 4B-65 through 4-88
of the Feasibility Study.

The effects of buffering and other mitigation measures on
noise will be those described on pages 4-Y43 through 4-52.
/77
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iii.

The effects of buffering and other mit;gation measures on
odor will be those described on pages 4-20 through 4-24.

The effects of buffering features and other mitigation
measures on visual resources will be those described on pages L-
65 through 4-88 of the Feasibility Study.

The order requires implementation of the measures set forth
cn pages 4-20 through 4-24, L~43 through 4-52 and 4-65 through 4-
88 of the Feasibility 3tudy, which will mitigate adverse ncise,
odors and visual effects of landfilling at the location.

CONCLUSTON

The Commission finds that the size of the disposal site is
sufficiently large to allow buffering for mitigation of adverse
effects by natural or artifieial barriers,

Transportation characteristics of'the Ramsey Lake site are =set
forth on pages 2-79 through 2-~83 of the Feasibility Study. The
location of the disposal site will have the impacts described-
or: pages UL-55 through 4-61, The arder requires iumplementation
of the measures set forth on pages 4-62 through 4-63 of the
Feasibility Study.

CONCLUSICN

The Commission finds that projected traffiec will neot
significantliy contribute to dangercus intersectionzs or traffic

congestion considering road design capacities, existing and
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projected traffic counts, speed limits and the number of turning

points.

iv. The Ramsey Lake site has or is served by the public services and
facilities described on pages 2-103 through 2-105 of the
Feasibility Study. The necessary public facilities for
development and operation of the site are either in place at the
site or near by, or can be extended cor constructed for the site

as set forth on pages 4-~89 through #4-91 of the Feasibility Study,

and as discussed under Goal 11 in Exhibit B.
CONCLUSION
The Commission finds that facilities necessaﬁy to serve the

disposal site can be avallable or planned for the area.

v. Land uses adjacent tc the Ramsey Lake site include existing heavy
and light industrial development, vacant industrial land, open
space, recreational areas, and limited residential development.

Conflicts with such uses resulting from landfilling may

irclude:
o] Site screening.
o Odors.
o Safety and security risks.
o Noise levels.
o] Dust and other air pollution.
o] Bird and vector problems,

o] Damage to fish and wildiife habitats.
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The conceptual and final design, construction, and operaticn
of the landfill will incorporate the following environmental
protection features:

o A double-=lined landfill.

o] A leachate collection system with leachate treatment.

0 A leak detection system between liners,

o A gas contrel system, installed as the landfill is
conatructed.

o] Daily cover of the active landfill face.

o Groundwater monitoring.

The design, construction and operation of the landfill will
incorporate the measures and standards of the Neighborhced
Protecéion Plan summarized on Table 4-1 and explained in
Chapter 4 of the Feasibility Study.

CCNCLUSICN

The Commission finds that the Ramsey Lake disposal site

may be designed and coperated to mitigate conflicts with

surrounding uses to the extent practicable.

Statewide land use planning geal findings,

Section (2)(a) of the Act requires the EQC to give due

consideration te the statewide planning goals.
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ATTACHMENT A

BXHIBIT A

STATE STATUTES

ORS 448 (Cregon Drinking Water Quality Act)
ORS U459 {Sclid Waste Controi)

OR3 197.005-430 {Statewids LCDC Goals)
ORS 527 (Oregon Forest Proc. Ach)

ORS 477 (Fire Prctection)

ORS 281 (Condemnaticn)

ORS 105 (Property Rights)

ORS 541 (Removal and Fill Law)

ORS 467 {Noise Control)

ORS 468 {Air and Water Quality)

ORS 509, 540 and 551 {Dam Construchiicn)
OR3 466 (Hazardous Waste MHanagepent)

G OO0 066G 00O 00C0

FEDERAL STATUTES

°

Resouroe Ceonservation and Recovery Act

Superfund Amencdments and Reauthorization Aot (1986)
Uniform Relocation and Real Prop. Acg. Act.

Clzan Water Act

National Envircnmental Protection Act-~--1969

Clean Air Act

Executive Order 11593 (Protect. end Enhancement of
the Cult. Env.)

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Mgh.

Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)
Endangered Species Act

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

Historic Sites Act

Preservation of Historic and Archaeological Data Act
Discharge of Dredged or Fill Material [U40L(b){1)]

0O 000 0C oo
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ATTACHMENT A

EXHIBIT B

RAMSEY LAKE GOAL FINDINGS

GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

"To develcp a citizen involvement program that insuras
the opportunity for c¢itizens to he invelved in all
phases of the planning process."

1. Citizen Involvement--To provide for widespread citizen
involvement

Effective implementaticn of Senate Bill (SB) 662 reguires
understanding of the current metro area garbage disposal
crisis and a commitment from the community tc solving the
prcklem.

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) developed a
citizen involvement program to maximize citizen and agency
communication during the landfill siting process. The
primary cobijectives of the program were tc: (1) inform the
community about the landfill siting prdgram and copportuni-
ties for participation; (2) create educational materials on
solid waste management issues; and (3) provide opportunities
for open public dialeogue on the proposed landfill locaticns
and development plans.

In January 1986, the Director of DEQ appointed a ld-member
Facility Siting Adviscry Committee (FSAC) to advise the
Department on landfill siting administrative and policy
matters. Issues considered included: siting criterie,
numker of sites sslectead for analvsis, neighborhood prozec-
tion plans, etc.

Commissioners from each of the tri-ccunties, representatives
of garbage hauling and recycling industries, business, and
environmental and civic groups served on FSAC. The commit-
tee met 20 times in evening or weekend sessions--all of
which were open to the public. Meetings involving signifi-
cant deliherations were reported in The Oregonian. A mail-
ing list was maintained for individuals requesting meeting
notices and coples of FSAC minutes,

As part of its review and evaluation of the DEQ siting
process, the FSAC provided two forums where site opposition
group representatives provided recommendations to improve
the siting process. Each commitiee member atitzanded cne or
more of 20 public hearings held on the sites svaluazad.

2 Communication-=To assure effective two-wav communication
with citizens

To establish a foundation for communication between the
public and DEQ on landfill siting matters initially, a
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public copinion survey was conducted, a graphic identity was
developed, a malling list was created, and a Landfill Tale-
phone Hotline was established,

As part of the the Community Involvement Program, a number
cf mechanisms were employed during the three phases of the
project to ensure effective two-way communication between

DEC and the community. These included:

Landfill Hotline=-730 calls received

Property Owners Survey--400 distributed

Adjacent Property Owner Survey--500 distributed

Neighborhood Protection Plan Survey--200 distributed

Newspaper Display Ads/Notices (regicnal and local pub-
licaticns)--10

Trashy Story Newspaper Advertisement Series--7 in
series (regional and local publicaticns)

Direct mail to mailing list--3,500 entries/ld separate
mailings including 11 Informational Bulletins,
meeting notices, progress reporis

Carrier Route Mailing to areas adjacent to the threa
proposed final landfill sites--17,000 properties/
2 separate mailings including meeting notice and
tabloid on draft feasibility report results

DEQ Spezkers Bureau-—-42 presentations tec ¢ivic and
government groups oo

New confersnces-—4

News releases--7

Community meetings--11

Community workshops--3

Public Hearings--22

Facility Siting Adviscry Committee meetings--20

Video Tapes on siting process and Draft Feasirbility
Report Findings

Siting Reports placed in 6 regional and local libraries

Radio and television presantaticns and panels

3. Citizen Influence-~-To provide the cppertunity for
citizens to be inveolved in all phases of the planning
process

Opportunities for citizen involvement aur;ng the three phases
of the project included:

PHASE 1., CRITERIA DEVELCPMENT: A group of professicnals
was convened by DEQ to critically review draft landfill
siting criteria. Amcng the 22 participants in the four peex
group sessions were: solid waste managers, hydrologists,
gecloglsts, envirconmentalists, land use planners, archi-
tects, endineers, and government cfficials.

The Facility Siting Advisory Committee (FSAC) met seven

times during this phase, and fourteen briefings and meetings
occurred with local government ccmmissions and staff
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regarding the siting process and criteria develcpment. The
DEQ Landfill Siting Speakers Bureau made 16 presentations to
civic and community groups regarding. landfill siting
pProcess.

DEQ held two public hearings to receive comments on the
siting criteria, with a review period of 45 davs given for
receipt of written comments.

PHASE Z. LANDFILL SITE IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION: In
June and July 1986, DEQ held four meetings for owners of
property in potential landf£ill areas and three meetings for
the community at large in.the four counties where pctential
sites were located. Total attendance at these sessions
approximated 1,500 persons. An estimated 300 survey forms
were distributed tc sclicit public comment at these meet-
ings.

The Speakers Bureau met with four civic and community groups
to explain the siting process and flndlngs dufl ng this
phase. The FSAC met six times t¢ congider siting adminis-~
trative and policy issues. DEQ staff met at least cnce tc
discuss site criteria ratings with each cf the 18 community
groups formed in opposition to conSLderatlon of the sites
ldentlfled at thlS stage.

Eighteen public hearings-—-one for sach site evaluataed during
this phase, were held before a DEQ hearings cfficer tc
receive comment and information regarding the pctential of
each site for sanitary landfill use.

PHASE 3. FINAL SITE EVALUATION: Three public meetings were
held in communities arcund each cf the sites considered
during the f£inal evaluation phase. These included a general
public information meeting, a woerkshop to identify potential
problems at the sites, and an open house to review and
receive comment on DEQ plans for addressing site problems.
Survey forms were distributed to aid identification of
potential problems perceived by the community.

The FSAC met seven times and 14 meetings were held with
local government boards and staff, The Speakers Bureau made
five presentations to civic and community groups on the
siting process and findings to date.

In April, a public hearing was held before the Environmental
Quality Commissicn {(EQC)}, to receive comment on the Draft
Feasibility Report and neighborhcod protecticn plan for esach
ef the two final sites. Welqhborhood oppeosition groups and
government agencies were given an additional opportunity to
submit written comment tfo the EQC on the Final Feasibility

- Report after May 22.
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4. Technical Information--To assure that technical
information is available in an understandabhle form

Each cf the three phases ¢f this project was summarized in a
final written report. Excepting the final report, these
documents were used as the foundation for deciszicns made in
ensuing phases o0f the project. Documents from sach phase
were available for review at six local and regional librar-
ies and at the DEQ office. Site oppecsition and other groups
were provided with individual copies. A video tape presen-
tation on the Draft Final Reports was also prepared for com-
munity viewing.

Short Executive summaries which cutlined the results of each
phase, in a simplified form, were prepared with the formal
reports. These summaries were distributed to interested
¢itizens and groups.

A lZ-page newsprint tabloid was developed on the Draft Final
Evaluation Report. It summarized £indings on the sites
under review, DEQ's proposed plans for site development, and
environmental protection, and informed the reader akout the
remaining steps cf the process and oppcrtunities for comment.
This tablioild was mailed to 17,000 households arcund the two
finalist sites and was made available to community groups
and individuals.

Information Bulletins cutlining the siting process and key
issues in the landfill siting effort were preparsd through-
out the project. In total, eleven of these briefing papers
0of one to five pages were prepared. The bulletins were
mailed out in informational packets to persons on the DEQ
malling list and other individuals seeking facts on the
siting process.

A "Trashy Story" advertising series ran in The Oregonian and
leccal papers over a nine-month periocd at the end of the
project. The object of this series was toc keep the com-
munity informed zbout the regional garbage dilemma, DEQ's
siting process, key issues in landfill siting, the final
sites considered, and the EQC's selection.

All technical materials referred to were available for citi-
zens to pick up at no charge at all informational meetings,
open houses, and hearings held during the landfill siting
process. Each document was c¢learly identifiable by the
landfill siting project logo and contained the landfill
notline number,

Assistance was available to provide interpretation and
guidance in the use of these materials through beoth the
Landfill Heotline and consultation with DEQ and consultant
staff. Stzaff met or correspcnded periodically with site
opposition and cther interest groups/individuals throughout
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the process to respond to questions and discuss technical

and policy issues relative to the siting process,

3, Feedback Mechanisms--To assure that citizens will
recelve a response from policymakers

Recommendaticns and comments were received in Ifour forms
during the landfill siting process: letters, consultant
reports, public hearing testimony (written and oral), and in
exchanges during meetings and telephone conversations.

- From the beginning of the project all letters, reports, and
public hearing testimcny has been catalogued and placed in
project files by subject. All project files are available
to the public for assessment. As a matter of course, when
site—specific recommendaticns or comments are received, two
copies are made--one for a public review file on each site
and one copy for a preoiject copnsultant team. Minutes and
staff notes from meetings where significant comments or
suggestions were made have been reccrded by DEQ staff and
censultants. These documents are avaiiable for public
review and copying alsc.

Letters and reguests for information have besn acknowledged
with general or specific writtan responses and/or a tale-

phone call. Responses have been prepared fcr .correspondance
recelved by DEQ staff, FSAC, EQC, and the Governor's ofiice.

A summary was prepared of all written and oral comments
recaived at public hearings helé at the 18-site stage.
Cecmmants received at the April EQC public hearings on the
two £inzl sites have been compiled and addrsssed in a
Response Summary, wiich is alsc available to the public for
reviaw,

Concerns shared at community meetings held near Wildwocd,
Ramsey Lake, and Bacona Road were summarized and made avail-
able in written and wvisual format for public assessment at
open houses held on the neighborhocd protection plan for
each site.

The rationale employed to reach policy decisicns made
throughout the siting process can be found in a variety of
written materials, all of which are availakhle for public
assessment and copying. These materials include: staif and
consultant nctes and memorandums %o the file, criteria
rating rationale dccuments, reccnnaissance reports on site
conditions, minutes of meetings where policy decisions were
made, computer programs, consultant repcorts, and faderal and
state regulations analysis.
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6. Financial Support—--To Insure Funding for the Citizen
Involvement Program

Financing for this segment of the program was accomplished
through the $l/ton tipping fee provision cof SB 662 (Sec-
tion 9). S

Conclusion
The Goal 1 requirement has bkeen met. A citizen involvement
program has been developed and implemented which has insured

the cpportunity for citizen involvement in all phases of the
SB 662 landfill siting project.
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-GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING

"To establish a land use planning process and policy
framewcork as a basis for all decisions and actions
related to use of land and to assurs an adsguates fac-
tual base for such decisions ‘and actions.”

Geoal 2 requires state agency plans and actions related to
land use to be ccnsistent with applicable city and county
comprehensive plans. The siting of a disposal site by the
Envircamental Quality Commission (EQC) pursuant to Oregon
Laws 1985, Chapter 679 (SB 662}, is expressly exempt from
this consistency regquirement [ORS 1985, Chapter 679,

§ 5(3)(b) and § 5(6)]. Selection of the Ramsey Lake site
complies with applicable statewide land use goals as demcon-
strated in these findings.

The othexr main purpose of Geoal 2 1s to assure an adequate
factual base for decisions and actions related to.land use.
Goal 2 guidelines anticipate the use of inventories and
other data concerning the following areas:

"{a) MNatural resources, their capabiliﬁies and
limitations, " ‘

{(b}) Man-made structures and utilities, their location
and conditicn,

{c) Population ané eccnomic characteristics of ths
area,

{d) Roles and responsibilities of governmental units.”

The factual base in support of the EQC selecticn of the
Ramsey Lake site is summarized in the Draft Feasibility
Study Report. DEQ and its ccnsultants accumulated and
reviewed data on the following topics: location and access,
topography, geclogy, soils and hydreclogy, metecrology and
air guality, surface water, agquatic envircament, vegetation,
forestry, wildlife, noise, land use, transportaticn, visual
rescurces, public services, cultural resgurces, energy,
health, costs, sociceconomics. See Feasibility Study
Report, § 2 and § 4.

In additicn to technical field work conducted at the sits,
an extensive compilation cf treatises, studies, and other

sources weres consulted., See Bibliography, Feasibility and
Study Report, § 6: and Bibliography at end of Section A oF
Appendices to Feasibility Study Report.
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Congclusion

The Goal 2 regquirement has been met. The disposal site
siting process established under SB 662 1is exempted from the
consistency regquirement with local comprehensive plans. An

adequate factual base for this decision was cdeveloped
through site-specific technical analysis, public comment and
input, and literature review.
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GOAL 3: AGRICULTURAL LANDS

"To preserve and maintain agricultural lands.”
The Ramsey Lake site is not comprised of agricultural lands.
Furthermore, sclid waste disposal facilities are a permitted
use on agricultural lands when established by EQC under
ORS 459.04% cr SB 662.
Conclusion

Geal 3 does not apply.
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GOAL 4: FOREST LANDS

"To conserve forest lands for farest uses.”
The Raméey Lake site centains no forest lands. Goal 4
provisions do not apply. Furthermcre, scolid waste disposal
facilities are a permitted use con agricultural land when
established by EQC under ORS 459.049 or SB 662.
Conclusion

-Goal 4 does not apply.
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GOAL 5: OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS, AND NATURAL
RESQURCES

"Tc conserve cpen space and protect natural and scenic
rescources, " -

Goal 5 is intended to protect natural resources for futurs
generations. The rescurces addressed in the goal include
the following: .

a. land needed or desirable for open space
b. mineral or aggregate resources
<. energy resQurcsas ‘
fish and wildlife areas and habitats
ecologically and scientifically significant
natural areas
outstanding scenic views and sites
water areas, wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater
resources
wilderness areas
historic areas, sites, structures, and objects
- culturzl arezas
potential and approved Oregon recreation trails
potential and approved federal wild and scenic
waterways and state scenic waterways

M [

AU - P U Fh
.

i. Generzal .

The City of Portland's Comprehensive Plan dges noct
incluce the proposed site cn its inventory of Goal 3
resource sitas,

2. Specific Resources

a. Land Needed and Desirable for Open Space

The City of Portland Comprehensive Plan designates the site
M1, Heavy Manufacturing. The site is not identified as
needed open space.

Properties surrounding the site are designated Light cor
Heavy Manufacturing or Open Space/Farm Forest in the Compre-
hensive Plan. The open space designation applies to the
slocugh corridor and the lzakes in the area. The City of
Portland is currently reexamining its Goal S resources, and
it is likely that the slough, Smith and Bybee Lakes, and
wetlands in the area will be classified as areas of envircon-
mental concern (E Zone) in that process.

A minimum 20Q0-foot buffer will be provided between the site

and the acdjacent Columbia Slough. The active landfill arez
boundary has been expressly reduced to preserve wetlands.
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Revegetation and screening around the site perimeter will
help minimize views of the site from adjacent arsas.

The Commission f£inds that the site is not identified as
needed open space, and that the proposed use is consistent
with the copen space provisicns of the goal.

b. Mineral and Aggregate Resources

There are no major mineral or aggregate rescurces identified
onsite. Preload (materials used to compress onsite soils)
and cover materials will be imported for landfilling. Aggre-
gate for rcad and other construction will also be imported.
These materials are readily available in the area, provided
by commercial suppliers. The Commission finds that mineral
and aggregate resources will not be adversely affected.

c. Energy Resources

There are no energy resources identified cnsite. Energy
conservation is addressed further in Goal 13. The Commis-
sion finds that energy rescurces will not be adversely
affected,.

d. Fish and Wildlife Areas and Habitats

Aguatic Hzbitat. Agquatic habitats near the Ramsey Lake site
that support permanent fisheries incdlude the Cplumbia and
North Sloughs, Bybee and Smith Lakes, and the Willamette and
Columbia Rivers. The Columbia Slough and Smith and Bykes
Lakes support a variety of f£ish speciles and other agquatic
life, Waters of the area provide spawning, rearing and
life-lcng habitat for a number of game and nongame fish spe-
cies including crappie, bluegill, and yellow perch {(ganme
species) and carp and largescale sucker (nongame species).
These waters also support a recreaticnal fishery, primarily
for largemouth bass, crappie, and catfish. Crayfish are
also harvested in the area. Use cf Smith and Bybee Lakes
and Columbia Slough (salmon, steelhead) appears to be lim-
ited to rearing by juvenile Chincck salmon during the
spring,.

The Columbia and Willamette Rivers provide habitat for num-
erous resident and migratory f£ish species. The rivers are
corridors for anadromous salmonid adults migrating upstream
to spawn and for juveniles migrating downstream., Thers is a
popular recreational fishery for sturgecon and anadromous
salmonids, particularly spring Chincok salmon, in the Willam-
ette and Cclumbiz Rivers near the Ramsey Lake site. The
rivers also provide angling opportunities for a variety of
warmwater game £ish,

No unigue or endangered aquatic species have been identified
as occurring in the vicinity of the Ramsey Lake site.
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Aguatic habitat in the Cclumbia Slough adjacsnt to the

Ramsey Lake site is not unique to the area. Similar or

better gualityv habitat cccurs nearby. The slough near the

. site provides bank anglers easy access to a warmwater fish-
ery.

Wildlife Habitat., The potentially occurring wildlife spe-
cies onsite include a total cf € species of amphibians,

6§ reptiles, 82 birds, and 31 mammals.- However, the site

does not provide valuable or unigue habitat. Many species
Qccur seasonally on the site., During field visits to the
site in December 1986 and January 1987, a total of 25 wild-
life species were observed at the Ramsey Lake site. These

25 species were all birds, predcminantly perching birds

(11 species), ducks (4 species), and diurnal raptors {4 spe-
cies},

The Ramsey Lake site contains wildlife habitat which could
potentially suppert several species of large avian preda-
tors, or raptors. Potentially occurring raptors may be
subdivided into faur groups: large hawks (including the
bald sagle), smaller accipiter hawks, falcons, and owls.

Bald eagle, rough-legged hawk, red—-tailed hawk, and northern
harrier forage primarily in the cpen areas and, except for
the northern harrier, rely heavily on tall trees at the
adges ©0f these areas fcor roocsting and ambushing prey. FRough-
legged hawks migrates through the area in £all ‘and spring and
may stay for extended periods through the winter if the
habitat i1s suitabls. The'rad-tailad hawk 1is the most common
large rapter in the giocn, and is very Likely to occur
year-round on the site, nesting in the tzll cottonwcod trees
along Columbia Slocugh., The nerthern harrier is a commen
winter resident of lowland marshy wetlands and was also
observed on the site in December 1986 and January 1987.

This species typically forages by sScaring within 10 feet of
the ground. It does not rely on perches for its foraging
activities, but will use a low perch for roosting.

re
e

i
.
l
i

Two species cf accipiter hawks, the Cooper's hawk and the
sharp-shinned hawk, cccur cn the site. Both species are
more closely associated with woodland habitats than are the
larger hawks.

The American kestrel, a very commen smalil falcon of open
fields and grasslands, was observed during site visits. It
finds suitable foraging habitat in the sparsely vegetated
dredge spcil arsas that cover a large propertion of the
site.

Two nocturnal avian predators potentially occur on the site.
The great horned owl is by far the most commen large owl in
the regicn and is very likely to occur year-round and could
breed on the site. It will forage wherever adequate perches
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are available. The western screech owl, being considerably
smaller than the great horned owl, can use much smaller wil-
low ftrees as perches and is, therefcore, probably an affective
predator over more of the site than is the great horned owl.
Both species could roost and nest in the dense willow wood-
land to the scutheast cf the zite.

The cpen water habitats of the Ramsey Lake site, although
not extensive, provide habitat for many species ¢f water-
fowl, including grebes, cormorants, ducks, and herons. In
addition, the extensive areas of copen water and wetlands in
the Smith and Bybee Lakes area to the east and the Sauvie
Island area to the northwest provide an extraordinarily rich
potential for waterfowl.

Eleven species of ducks and geese are likely tc use the site
(to varying extents). Most of these are winter visitors to
the regicn, but a few {mallard, green-winged t=al, cinnamon
teal, wood duck, and hooded merganser) are pctential year-
round residents and breeders. The Canada gogse is alsc a
year-round resident and is known to breed in the Smith and
Bybee Lakes area to the east. Although Canada geese may
occasionally use the Ramsey Lake site, there does not appear’
to be sufficient habitat there to support their breeding or
foraging.

Two species of herons can also be expectad to uss the sits.
The great blue hercon is a commen species in the arez and is,
known to breed in an established, permanént cclony at Delza
Park, a few miles to the east, Green-backsd herons zare less
commen, hut they were observed during the pravicus year at
Bybes Lake in willow swamp habitat similar toc that wnich
occurs on the Ramsey Laxse sita. They are potential braedsars
in the immediate vicinity of the site if not on the site
itself. Belted kingfishers can also be expected to use the
open water areas of the site.

In addition to waterfowl, the various wetland habitats of
the Ramsey Lake site provide habitat for many other wetland-
associated species. The ponds with more permanent water
provide breeding habitat for amphibians, such as the north-
western and long-toed salamanders, rough-skinned newt,
Pacific treefrog, and bullfrog. The smzall pond between the
willow wocdland and the Columbia Slough appears to be suit-
able habitat £for the western pond turtle and the painted
turtle. Although these species weare once common throughout
the regicn, they have declined substantially in rscent
years. These are not known to occur on the site.

The open water areas on the site also provide habitat for
several species of mammals. Beaver make use of the willeow
woodland and willow swamp areas, foraging on the bark of
sapling trees at or near waterline. Nutria, an intrcduced
species, is common in areas with water deep encugh for them
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to swim submerged. They feed on shoreline vegetation,
Muskrat alsc make use of thess areas and will forage on
aquatic vegetation in the marshy areas. Otter and mink can
be expected tc use these areas.

The marshy areas of the site provide potential habitat for
the scra, as well as for the Pacific water shrew and the
Townsend vole,

Game Animals and Furbearers

Several species that may be expected to occur on the Ramsey
Lake site are classified as game animals. These are the
bullfrcg, all ducks and geese, American cocot, sora, ring-
necked pheasant, and black-tailed deer, Sewveral other spe-
cies are listed as furbearers. These are beaver, mink,
river otter, muskrat, and racccon. 2Although hunting and
trapping are prohibited on the Ramsey Lake site itself,
ducks and geese are hunted extensively in the wvicinity of
the site, particularly on Sauvie Island. A significant
number ¢f beaver are also trapped in the region.

Threatened or Endangered Species

Peregrine falcon is designated as endangered by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The peregrine £falcon, a rare
species in the region, has been observed recently in urban
northeast Portland and on Sauvie Island and is a potential,
casual wisitor to the site.

Bald Eagle is designated as threatened by the U.S5. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Bald eagles roost and nest in the Tuala-
tin Mountains several miles northwest of the site. They
typically make daily foraging excursions te the wetlands of
Sauvie Island and vicinity. A bald eagle was sighted off-
site from Ramsey Lake on January 2, 1987. They have been
observed over Smith and Bybee Lakes in recent vears. Suit-
able foraging habitat for bald eagle cccurs at the Ramsey
Lake site, and it is likely that they occcasicnally use the
site.

The western pond turtle is on the Review List of the Oregon
Naturzl Heritage Data Base. The western pond turtle was
once a common species throughout the region, but it has
declined in recent years and has apparently been extirpated
from the Portland metropclitan area. However, the small
oond between the willow woodland and the Columbia Slough
appears to be suitable habitat. This species is not known
to inhabit the site.

The tricolor blackbird is designated by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service as a Candidate for Endangered species
status, and included in List 3, Limitz2d in Abundance in
Oregon or Throughout Range, by the Oregen Natural Heritage
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Data Base. The tricclor blackbird is primarily adapted to
the Central Valley of California, and only a few coclonies
have become established cutside that arsa. The species has
been declining in California in recent years. A colony was
located at the St. Johns Landfill, but its habitat has besen
eliminated by recent landfill activities. The fate cf this
tricolored blackbird colony is uncertain., The tricolor
blackbird is not known to exist cnsite.

Willow f£lycatcher is designated as "sensitive” by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Bresading bird surveys conducted
by that agency indicate a significant decline in population
densities in the region. It was cbserved in the Smith and
Bybee Lakes area in 1386 and prefers willow swamp habitat,
which accounts for about 3 percent of the Ramsey Lake site,

The yellow warbler was notad as being a sensitive species by
the Port of Portland (1986). This species was cnce listed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as sensitive, but was
deleted on the basis of trends in Breeding Bird Survey data
(USEWS, 1985). This species is not known toc inhabit the
site. '

Pctential Aguatic Habitat Conflicts. Approximately 10 per-
cent of Ramsey Lake and associated aguatic habitat would be
filled. Ramsey Lake appears to contain little, if any,
permanent fisheries habitat that would provide a suitable
envircnment for game species on a year-=round basis. Flood
control will prevent access of juvenile f£ish to Ramsey Lake,
any loss of habitat does nct appear to be signifiicant.

Qffsite impacts to aguatic habitat and fiisheries could occur
if the site is ncot properly designed, constructed, and coper-
ated. Under normal operating conditions, no adverse impacts
are expected. The conceptual plan for the design and cpera-
tion of the site maximizes environmental conditicns and
affords effective protection for aquatic habitat and fish-
eries under expected and planned cperating conditions.
Measures to be implemented at the site tc protect aguatic
and fisheries habitat are:

o Construct separate sedimentation and leachate sys-
tems tc control runoif

o Construct a perimeter surface water ditch fo inter-
cept runoff before it flows into the active Ii111
area

o Construct a perimeter dike to prevent flcodwaters

from coming in contact with leachate or with dis-
turbed onsite surface scils

o Install composite liner system beneath the
landfill
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o] Install a leak detection system between the liners
and moniter it regularly

o Intercept uncontaminated groundwater beneath the
lower liner and convey it te the landfill perim-
eter

o Collect leachate, pretresat onsite, and convey to

treatment facility

Q Monltor surface and groundwater to detect any
potential water quality impacts

Potential Wildlife Habitat Conflicts. The phased clearing
oL the site will eventually eliminate akout 161 acres of
sparsely vegetated £ill, 107 acres of willow marsh wetland,
and 3 acres of open water, The sparsely vegstatsd dredge
fill is a highly disturbed habitat with little diversity.
Locally, this disturbed, artificially created habitat is
common in industrial development areas. The value to wild-
life of these areas is low. The diversity cf wildlife is
low compared with similar areas cifsite.

Most of the direct operational impacts of the landfill on
wildlife are anticipated tec be localized; however, the
openness of the site and its cleose proximity and hydrological
links with Columbia Slough.and Smith and Bvbee Lakes may

" discourage wildlife use in these wildlife areas.

To minimize impacts in the aresa, the following actions and
programs will be implementad:

o Eetain buffers and wetland areas on the east and
south
o Oktain approval of wildlife and wetlands mitiga-

tion plans from resource agencies; mitigation
strategies could include one or mere of the fol-
lowing:

- Seek acre-for-acre {or value-for-value)
exchange and development of new wetlands
areas nearby

- Prepare and improve wetland habitat wvalue
“through water quality enhancement projects in
Columbia and ¥North Sloughs and Ramsey, Smith,
and Bybee Lakes

- Reroute the effluent ¢f existing ccombined
sewer overflows that currently discharge to
Columbia Slough directly to the Willamette
River
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- Reopen the original hydraulic connection
between Bybes Lake and North Slough

- Construct a separation dike with a £f£loodgate
between Smith and Bybee Lakes

o A wildlife and wetland plan to protect the willow
woodland southeast of the active landfill and
other habitats will be develcoped and approved by
resource agencies

o] Final habitat restoration plans will be reviewed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Cregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife to ensure the
closed landfill will be revegetated with plant
species wvaluable to wildlife

Conclusion
The Commissicn £inds that:

o) No rare or endangered species will be adversely
affected by landfill constructicn and operation

Q Potential adverse impacts to fisheries and wild-
life habitat will ke minimized by implementation
of the above measures

e. Ecclogicallv and Scientifically Significant Aresas

Most of the Ramssy Lake site and the adjacsnt arez between
the eastern site boundary and Columkia Slougn has besn
£illed with sandy dredge spoils. The only areas wnhich show
ne indications of major recent f£illing are along the eastern
side of the site--the lake itself and a grove of mixed black
cottenwood and willow scutheast of the lake. Even in those
areas, the influence of human activity is present.

Several other water bodies are logated near the site, Byhee
Lake is just east of the Columbia Slough. Smith Lake is
southeast of Bybee Lake. North Slough, an embayment that
joins Columbia Slcough, separates Bybee Lake from the St.
Johns Landfill. Aguatic habitats near the site support per-
manent fisheries.

Measures to minimize impacts to these areas are included in
the conceptual design and discussed in (d) (Fish and Wild-
life Areas and Habitats).

Conclusion

The Commission f£inds that the site does not constitute an

ecologically unigue area and development as a landfill will
not adversely affect adjacent habitats.
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£. Outstanding Views and Sites

No outstanding scenic values or views are present at the
site. The site is highly wvisible from surrounding areas.
Unobstructed views of the Site are possible from all sides.
However, variations in landform, existing trees, and struc-
tures greatly reduce the actual visibility as view distance
increases from the site. Views from North Marine Drive
would be partially blocked by riparian trses along the
Columbia Slough and Ramsey Lake. Views would be most
severely affected along Lombard Street.

Measures taken to minimize visual impacts are listed in the
Neighborhcod Protection Plan and briefly summarized below:

o] Buffer site perimeter

Q Sequence and orient £ill cells and floodlighting
away from potential viewers

o Create perimeter berms within the landfill itself

(o} Plant mature trees around périmeter

o Cover landfill slopes with uﬁmowed grass as the

fill progresses
Conclusion
The Commission finds that establisghing the site will no
conflict with any scenic views cr resources, and Thaz =

scenic provisions of Goal 5 have bean met,

g. Water Areas, Wetlands, Watersheds, and Grouncdwatsr
Resources

Surface water at the Ramsey Lake site includes Ramsey Lake,.
seasonally flooded lowland areas, and three storm drain
discharges with their asscciated channels. Ramsey Lake is a
shallow, open-water pond covering the lowest area in the
eestern half cf the proposed site.

Columbia Slough beorders the site on the east, and Smith and
Bybee Lakes are southeast of the site. The Willamette River
to the west and the Columbia River to the northeast do not
directly border the site, but they strongly influences the
site's surface water hydrology.

Columbia Slough is a meandering side channel of the Columbia
River system that empties into the Willamette River. Flow
in the slough is governed by the rise and fall of the Wil-
lamette River,
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Smith and Bybee Lakes are shallow, seasonally variable
lakes., They are hydrologically connected to the Coclumbia
and Willamette Rivers through surface channels zand ground~
water flow. Lake levels and surface area vary with the
stage of the Columbia River,.

Groundwater is present in all geoclogic units at the site.
The site is a regicnal and intermediate discharge area,
though there is localized downward hydraulic gradient.
Groundwater in the upper alluvial unit and the dredged £ill
is essentially perched or mounded above the lower, permeable

units.

The potential for significant downward migration of poten-

tial contaminants is low.

Bacause the Columbia Slough is

adjacent toc the site, it likely acts as a hydrologic barrier
or discharge point for much ¢f the local recharge and asso-
ciated shallow groundwater. Recharge to the upper alluvial
unit is thought to be from direct infiltration of precipi-
taticon, surface water runoff, and from the perched ground-
water in the overlying dredged hydraulic £ill.

Groundwater and surface waters at the site will be protected
by implementing the following measures:

Polluticn Prevention
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Construct double composite liner with
leachate cellection system to prevant
discharge to lecal surface and ground-
waters

Provide lezk detactisn system betwsen
liners, and test it monthly

Pretreat leachate onsite and dischargs
directly t¢ City of Portland wastewater
collection and treatment facilities

Apply daily scoil cover to minimize
leachate production

Use "cloge-as-you-fill" method to mini-
mize surfaczs water infiltration

Instzall an impermeable synthetic mem-—
brane top cap to prevent infiltration and

minimize leachate

Separats ncncontaminated surfzce watzar
from watsr in contact with rerfuse in
cperating area
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Pollution Prevention
(continued)

Ground and Surface Water
Monitoring

If Leakxs Occur
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Construct sedimentation basins to pre-—
vent stream siltaticn

Direct offsite surface water awav from
landfill to minimize leachates produc-
tion

Construct dike to pravent flocod watars
from "intruding into landfill

Construct slurry wall To prevent ground-
water infill

Inspect landfill regularly for svi-
dence of seeps to minimize leachats in
collection areas

Determine existing groundwater quality
prior tec censtructicn, and install
upgradisnt and downgradient monitoring
wells around site perimetar

Establish surface water monitoring
stations

Test grecund and surface water guality,
guarterly, after site operation begins,

Meniter leachats transmission line for
leaks by using prassurs-sensing davices;
includs zutomatic shutoff of lszzachats

cumps if mressure drops

Establish a fund for water quality
protection and special water guality
enhancement projects from gates faes

Provide daily construction inspection by
an experienced, independent third party
during liner installation

Require half-time DEQ staff position wo
regularly inspect and monitor landfill
cperations

Initiate corrective measurss, includirg
liner repairs and/or collection svstem
repairs

Increase monitoring program to better
define problem




o Extend affected domestic wells into
deeper or other aguifers, Lf necessary

o Connect zffected domestic users <o an
alternate water supply system if
necessary

Leachate Transmission o Use small noncorrosive prassure pipe
© Bury pipe 4 to & feet deep

o Install pressure monitering system to
detect leaks

About 42 percent of the site is wetland (186.1 acres;. The
only areas which are not obvicusly wetlands are the willow-
cottonwood woodland along the higher bank of the slough and
the sparsely vegetated filled areas. £ the site were
develcoped for landfill use, 113 acres of wetland on the site
would be unaveoidably filled. The Port of Portland currently
holds a permit from the U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers that
would allew £illing of the entire wetland ares.

Wetlands, by covertype present onsite, include: shrub
willow with sedges and rushes (19 percent); grass with shurb
willow (8 percent); willow cottonwcod (8 percent); open
water with reed canarygrass and/or smartweed ({6 percent);

and cattail and resd canary grass with shrub willow (3 per-
cent). The conceptual deSLQﬁI
for the sita excludes 73 acres
0% site wetlands which are in open watsr and nost the most
developed wetland vagetation speciss,

Actigns te mitigats the impact of fi lllng wetlands at the
site include the following:

Wildlife and Wetlands o Retain buffers and wetland areas on the
east and scuth

o Obtain zpproval of wildlife and wet-
lands mitigation plans from USEWS
and QDFW

o Review revegstation plans with USFWS
and ODFW %o maximize wildlife produc-
tivity

o Whers possible, sesk acre-Ior-acre
wetland replacement as potenitizl miti-

gation alternative
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o Improve wetland habitat value through
water guality enhancement projects
in Columbia and Neorth Sloughs and
Ramsey, Smith, and Bybee Lakes; miti-
gation alternativss could ilnciude:

Operate a leachates collection svstem
along North Slougn )

- Reroute the effluent of existing com-
bined sewer overflows from Columbia
Slough directly to the Willamette
River

- Reopen the original hydraulic con-
nection between Bybee Lake and North
Slough

- Construct a separation dike with a
floodgate between Smith and Bybee
Lakes

o Develeop remedial action plan for agency
review and approval

Conclusion
"The Commission finds that with the above measures, surtace
anc dJreoundwaters and wetlands can be protected and addrsssad
in compliance with provisicns of Geal 5,

h. Wilderness Areas

The site is not designated a Wilderness Area,

i. and 7. Historic Areas, Sites, Structures, and
Cbijects: Cultural Rescurces

Four archaeclogical sites, all outside the affected area,
arz located in the vicinity. All are situataed along the
slough on the eastern boundary cof the site. Five sites are
located immediztely north and scuth of the project site
along the slocugh. All sites are buried deeply below the
ground,

Mo historic sites that are eligible for listing on ¢
National Register were idencified in the project ars
collapsed bridge, located south of Ramsey Lake, was
but based on its condition, it does not appear to be
nificant histeoric property.
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If significant sites are identified within the affectad
area, a mitigation plan that is acceptabls to the Cregon
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO) will ne=sd o bs
developed.

The Commission finds that historic and cultural resources
will not be adversely affected by the proposed project, and
that Goal 5 provisions have been met.

k. Potential and Approved Oregon Recreation Trails

The east side of the slough adjacent to the proposed land-
£ill site has been reserved for the "40 Mile Lgoop Trail."
The 40 Mile Loop Trail is a linear system of trails and
parks which will form a loop through Portland. The concept
of this system was develcped in 1903 and many of the pieces
have been completed. The portion of the trail described
here will link Kelly Point Park with North Marines Drive.

It is pcssible that a portion 9f the 50¢/ton neighborhood
enhancement and rehabilitation fse apporticned to the
community argund the landfill site could he used to develop
this propeosed trail.

Cenclusion
The Commission finds that the proposed preject will meet
Gocal 5 provisions through ilmplementation of a portion of a

recognlized racreational trail,

Wild and Scenic

1. Potential and Agprov
Waterwavs and St

No federal or state wild or scenic waterways are affected by
the proposed project.

Conclusicn
Goal 5 resquirements have been met., The Feasibility Study
Report addresses the potential economic, scocial, environmen-

tal, anéd energy consegquences of the project. With the pro-
visions of the NPP, Coal 3 resources will be protected.
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GOAL 6: AIR, WATER, AND LAND RESQOURCES QUALITY

"To maintain and ilmprove the guality of air, water, and
land rescources ¢f the state.”

Air Quality

The site is located in the Portland-Vancouver Interstate Air
Quality Maintenance Area (AgGMA). The site is located in an
attainment area for all criteria air pollutants except
ozone. The entire AQMA is designated as a ncnattainment
area for ozone (a nonattainment area is a designated area
that dces not meet ambient air guality standards).

The site is alsc located less than 1 kilometer north of an
annual particulate nonattainment area and about 3 kilometers
north of a 24-hour particulate nonattainment arsa.

Industrial facilities and landfill activities arcund the
proposed site are existing scurces of cdor emissions. St.
Johns Landfill is the source with the most oder.

Air pollutants primarily associated with operaticn of the
proposed landfill include particulates, air toxics, and
odors. COther pollutants (carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides,
sulfur oxides) will ke emitted from wvehicle exhausts.
Exhaust emission from.vehicles operating onsite will not
have significant air guality impacts.

v the relesase of landfill gas

Air toxics will be crzated b
and by aeration of untreated leachate. Alr toxics will be
ccntrellad by burning collectad landfill gas in enclosed

combustion units and by covering aeration basins and filter-
ing air emissions through an activated charcoal filter.

Three primary odor scurces at the site are garbage £illing,
landfill gas, and leachate. Specific measures are included
in the Neighborhood Protection Plan to control odors. Even
with these measures, odors will be occasicnally detected
offsite,

The following measures have been incerpeorated into landfill
design and operatiocons:

Potential air
Quality Impacts Neighborhood Protection Plan features

Odors from Garbage o Provide daily cover
o Seal surfaca cracks

o Confine unlecading areas to smallest
possible area
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Odeors from Leachate

Landfill Gas Cdeors and Air
Toxics

Dust and Exhaust

RAMSY2.21.2

Use alternative technologies to producs
mere inert materials and reduce volume
of solid waste

Eliminate surface pools and sesps

Cover pretreatment aeration basins and
use charcoal filtering system

Discharge dirsctly to sewer systenm

Construct gas control and collecticn
system

Provide daily soil cover

Cover pretreatment aeration basin and
utilize charcecal filtering system

Utilize closed combusticn systems with
tall stacks and high combustion
efficiencies

Use more inert materials from alterna-
tive technology

Maintain a secendary source of £
onsite for combustion units ©c en
continued aperation

Regtrict trzffic to &ransfer trucks
only

Pave site access, sntrance, and access
roads, and clean regularly

Spray acgcess road and prelcad arsas fre-
quently {at least twice daily) during
dry months

Pravent mud and dirt trackout from site
(wheel wash)

Spray watsr during daily cover
Utilize exhaust control devices on
trucks and landfill egquipment to mini-

mize emissions

Reduce preload earth guantities to mini-
mum acceptable for settlement
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With respect to air quality, the Commission finds that:
a No secondary air quality standards will be viclated

o) The proposed NPP measures will protect long-tern
air quality

o The project does not threaten the availability of
air gquality resources

o The project will nct violate federal or state
ambient air quaiity standards

Water Quality

Water guality and water resources are specifically addressed
in Goal 5 (Natural Resources).

Land Resocurces

The proposal does not wviolate any environmental statutes
that affect land resources. Other land rescurce issues arse
addressed in other goals,

Noise

Transfer trucks, construction and prelcading activities, and
iandfill operations will all create noise. Noise lewels at
the site vary widely and are influenced by the proximity to
other industriazl developments and aircraft noise.

The primary noise sources at the landfill will be the heavy
eguipment, such as bulldozers, compactors, scrapers, and
graders, Transfer trucks and preload trucks will also
contribute to the noise generated at the site,

With proposed measures outlined in the NPP (below), State
noise standards will not be exceeded. To minimize the po-
tential effects of noise in the area, the following specific
measures are included in the landfill design and cperaticns
plan:

Potantial Neise Impacts Neighborhood Protection Plan Featurss

‘Trucks o Restrict traffic to transfer trucks,
special lcads, and service and employse
vehicles only (ne commercial or seli-
naul venicles)

o Truck access will be prohibited from
10:0Q0 p.m. te 7:00 a.m.

o Use exhaust mufflers and other available

noise suppression on trucks and landfill
equipmsnt
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Landfill Equipment and
Operations

Construction and
_ Preleoading

Specify and enforce noise performance
standards through inspections

Reroute traffic away Irom residences %o
the extent possible by designating
Marine Drive as accass route

Construct f£irst cell of each 1lift
around site perimetsr to provide berm

Use exhaust muffiers on landfill
equipment

Enclose nolge sources guch as pumps and
blowers

Enclose diesel generators in buildings
with zcoustic louvers

Prohibit activities at night and on
weekends

Utilize prelecad materials for selective
berming

Establish a complaint procedurs fcr
receiving and acting on neoise complaints

Several other 2lements have been incorpcrated into the NPE
to minimize, to the extent possible, impacts on the sur-

rounding arsea. Msasurss
minimize visual impacts,

to reduce trafiic conflicts,
control litter, and to minimize air

gquality impacts are discussed above and in other goals.

Conclusion

The Commissicn finds that Goal 6§ requirements have been met

and that:

Q The proposed landfill will not exceed the carrving
capacity of air, water, and land rssources

o] Implementation of the NPP will prevent degradation
of such resources

o The availability of these rescources is not threat-
enad by implementaticn of the project

o No state or federal environmental quality statutes,
rules, or standards will be wviclated
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GOAL 7: AREAS SUBJECT TC NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

"To protect life and property from natural disasters
and hazards."

Gecal 7 addresses natural hazards such as -stream £locding,
erosicn, landslides, earthquakes, weak foundation soils, and
fires. Each of these areas is addressad below.

Flood Potential

Approximately 50 percent of the site lies within the
100-year floodplain of the Columbia River. The western
pertion of the site has been filled with dredged material
and is largely above the 100-~year flood plain (elevation
27.3 feet mean sea level (msl). Much of the site lies below
elevation 15 msl and is flooded whenever the level of the
Columbia River exceeds this level. Flood levels are rost
likely to occur during the winter months. Contrcl of the
flow of the Columbia River by dams and levees has signifi-.
cantly reduced the incidence ©f high river levels in the
past 10 years. '

Measures to protect groundwater and surface water resources
are addressed in Geal 5. Specific measures to protect the
site and surroundinc area from flooding include the follow-
ing: '

o] Construct sedimentation basing and detention ponds
to prevent increasad runcoff during heavy storms

o  Divert existing storm drains arocund the site
perimeter
o Construct a perimeter dike to prevent floodwaters

from entering the site

o Construct a slurry wall tc prevent groundwater
infiltration intc the site

The Commissicn f£inds that the proposed Neighborhood Protec—
tion Plan measures will prevent f£locoding hazards and meet
the provisions of Goal 7.

Geologv and Soils

Dredged hydraulic £ill has been placed over most cof the site
to razise the ground level above the 100-vear flood plain,
These dredged £ill deposits are relatively unirform, medium-
to coarse-grained sands, but may vary depending on the
source of the material,

The upper alluvial unit consists of silt, c¢lay, and fine
sand. The predeminant soil type is fine, sandy silt. The
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upper 10 to 20 feet of this unit contains. abundant organic
debris, including large wood fragments. There are no
mineral resources onsite that would be impacted. Preload
material 1is readily available in the Longview-Xelso area,

The site 1s very f£lat. There are no landslide hazards
onsite.

Earthguake potential in the area is low. The site will be
designed toc accommcdate earth movement,

The Commission finds that:

o There will be no adverse impacts tc mineral
resources
Q Suitable soils can be obtained for preloading and

daily and £inal cover

o] Measures incorporated inte the Neighborhood Pro-
fection Plan will minimize potentizl harm from
natural hazards

Fire Protection

There ars several activities that could increase potential
fire hazards. The first is transporting refuse. Transfer
vehicles might cause fires either on roads leading to %he
site or at the site itseglf. The trucks could emit sparks or
hct gases from the exhaust system.

Second, equlipment (tractors usad to ¢lear and £113 the land-
£i1l1 site) might cause fires that could spread to adjacent
areas. The fires could he caused by any of the same reasons

listed for the hauling trucks.

Third, the refuse itself might contain highly flammable
materials, or materials which are smoldering could ke
deposited at the landfill site. It is unlikely this will
cccur because all waste will pass through transfer stations
pricr to dispeocsal.

Last, landfill gas combustion (if not properly controlled)
could present a fire hazard, Gas combustion will continue
for many vears after the last refuse has heen placed.

The Neighborheod Protection Plan incorporates the following
measuras to reduce fire risks:

Q Inspect refuse at transfer stations to screen out
hot loads :
o] Prohibit public access to landfills
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o Require spark arrasters on all transfer venicles
and landfill equipment

o] Train transfer vehicle drivers and landfill equip-
ment operatcrs in landfill fire suppression tech-
nigues

Q Prohibit smoking at landfill

Q Construct gas collection and combustion system

o) Maintain tight top seal to prevent air intrusion

to landfill
o Require daily soil cover

o] Provide fire extinguishers on all transfer vehicles
and landflll egquipment

o Provide a reliable and accessible onsite water
supply and water truck :

Q. Equip transfer vehicles and landfill eguipment
with radios and/or mobile telephones

Conclusion

The Commission finds that Goal 7 concerns have been ade-
quately addressed in the Neighborhood Protecticon Plan and
that:

o] Potential flooding will be controlled

o Measures incorporated into project design and
operations minimize potential impacts from natural
hazards

o Fire protection and suppression measures have been

considerad and will be incorporated into the
operations plan
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GORL 8: RECREATIONAL NEEDS

"To satisfy the recreaticnal nesds of the citizens of
the state and visitcrs and, where appropriate, to
provide for the siting ¢f necessary recreational
facilities including destination resorts.”

Kelly Point Park, lccated one-half mile north of the site,
is a major regioconal recreation facility. The park is used
rnost frequently in spring and summer, but receives some
visitors year-round.

Smith and Bybee Lakes are also significant areas £or hunting
and fishing use. Both areas are located within several
hundred yards of the landfill site.

The Cclumbia Slough, adjacent to the site, alsc is used
extensively by recreationists for swimming, fishing, hunt-
ing, canceing, and other activities.

The Port of Portland and City of Portland jointly propose to
develop portions of the 40-mile loop trail in the site
vicinity. The precise location of the trail is not yet
identified, but woculd likely be adjacent to Cclumbia Slough,
terminating in Kelly Point Park.

The St. Johns Landfill is estimated to <lose in 15%1, Pro-
posed end uses at the landfill include an archery range,
model plane area, running trail, boat launch rahp, recrea-
tien venicle park, picnic area, and other passive rscrestion
uses,

Recreaticnists in the immediate area would datect odors r
ularly, especially during summer months when the pradomina
wind direction is f£rom the north-northwest. Specifilc
measures to control odors from varicus sources are addresssd
in Goal 5 (Air, Water, and Land Resgurces). In addition,
measures to reduce traffic conflicts, minimize ncise, reduce
visual impacts, and minimize air quality effects are dis-
cussed in other goals. Among others, the following features
are incorpcrated inteo the NPPB:

-
(™

o Provide landscaping and wvisual screening along
Columbia Slough and North Lombard

o Improve watsr guality in the viecinity through
habitat mitigation .

Cenclusion

The Commission f£inds that:

o The site will be available fcr potential recrea-
tiocnal uses in the long term (after closure)
o] The provisicns of Goal § have been met
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GCAL 5: ECONOMY OF TEE STATE

"To diversify and improve the ecconomy of the state.'

Background

A September 1986, "Vacant Industrial Land Inventory" pre-
pared by The Metrcpolitan Services District {(Metro) indi-
cates that there are 19,070 .acres of land potentially
available for light and heavy industrial use in the metro-
politan region. Just over half, or 8,502 acres, are parcels
of 30 acres or larger and are not committed to end users.
0f this amcount, 3,038 acres are develcopable with no con-
straints. Constraints to the develcpment of the remaining
§,464=-acre inventory include impediments such as lack of
sewers within 1,000 feet, necessary zone changes, site
characteristics, etc.

According tc a report prepared by the Port of Portland,
within the metropolitan region 1,484 acres of the uncommit-
ted and uncenstrained inventory are designated for heavy
industrial use; 777 acres are within the City of Portland.
The Columbia Corridor is the subregicn in the metropolitan
area with the largest supply of vacant industrial land with
3,237 acres-—746 of which are available for immediate
development. NWo distinction is made hetweén the portion of
this inventory that is suitable for light or heavy indus-
trial use, ‘

Ramsey Lake is located within the City of Portland in the
Rivergate Industrial District. With its 450-acre size,

roximity to a variety of transportation networks, hsavy
industrial zoning, and available infrastructurs, Ramsey Laks
is a significant part cf the current inventory of heavy
industrial land, representing over 50 percent of the City of
Portland inventory and approximately 25 percent of the
regional inventcory.

Types of development suited to the Ramsey Lake site include
industries involved in: specialty chemicals, specialty
materials, £ood processing, and distributicon. Industries
such as recycling, pharmaceutical processing, mcncfilament
plants, automobile manufacturing, and lumber relocading could
also be attracted to the Rivergate Industrial District.

A July 1985 population and employment forecast by Metro pro-
jected that metropolitan arsa growth and employment will be
based cn the research and develooment-based electronics in-
dustry, the transportation equipment and fabricatad metals
industries, and the cocntinued growth of the service and
trade sectors. Many of the heavy industrial land users well
suited to Rivergate are projected to experience slow growth
in the metropelitan area through 2005.°
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The rate of industrial develcpment (light and heavy indus-
trial) in the Rivergate area has varied from year to year,
ranging from zero to 232.2 acres & year. The average
development rate for the 24-year period from 1963 to 1986 is
26.5 acres per year. From 1980 to 1986, development has
averaged 22 acres per year.

Should Rivergate industrial develcopment occur at a rate sim-
ilar to that experienced during 1963 to 1986, approximately
397 additicnal acres would be developed in the next 15 years.
At this rate, full development of the 741 available acres
would occur in approximately 28 years, cr by 2015, Region-
ally, 'the Metro report projects that 6,538 acres will be
needed to meet the growth of this area through 2005. '

lmpacts

Develcpment cf Ramsey Lake as a sclid waste disposal facil-
ity to serve the Fortland metropolitan rsgion for 15 to

22 years will have both short-term and long-term eccnomic
impacts., Short-term impacts include a reduction of avail-
able industrial land; alteration of aesthetic characteris-
tics of the area;. and disruption of current econcmic devel-
opment~-marketing and recruitment efforts by the Port of
Portland and others., The significance of these impacts is
lessened, however, by the fact that growth and development
of an industrial area occur over long periods of time. In.
addition, pcrtions of Rivergate and other areas within the
City and regicn would remain readily available for indus-
trial development.

Long-term or future impacts, given full development of ©
site for heawvy industrial use, entzil direct lcss oI approx-
imately 3,285 jobs {at 7.2 jobs per developed acre; indirect
jobs would be additicnal} resulting in payroll losses of
$§70,000,000 annually; and loss of state and lecal government
tax revenue from future development. This potential impact,
even assuming the site would have otherwise been fully
developed, could be substantially reduced by the addition of
other heavy industrial land to the City and regional inven-
tory. The City of Portland has a long-term program to
develop 6,000 acres of industrial land in the Columbia
Corridor. Approximately 700 acres of that total is on West
Hayden Island and is specifically planned for marine
industrial use.

) b

Less quantifiable long-term impacts include alteration of
the development patterns of the Rivergate Industrial
District; potential dampening of Oregon's "Open for
Business" image; and lcss of development opportunities from
businesses chocsing to expand or locate in cther regions
because cf the displacement of industrial land by
landfilling at this site. '
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Balanced against the desire to preserve QOregon's industrial
lands is the need to c¢onsider the environmental and sconomic
necessity of providing an appropriately sized and environ-
mentally suitable solid waste disposal facility to serve the
current and future demands of the metropolitan region. The
uncemmon authority granted to the DEQ and EQC in Senats

Bill 662, to locate and establish a landfill site, came out
of a2 recogniticn of the imminent disposal crisis which
threatens this region within 3 years if no replacement for
the near-capacity St. Johns £facility is developed. Without
additional landfill capacity the region will be presented
with a sericus health, and environmental crisis which would
affect every residential and commercial sclid waste gener-
ator and severely constrain future economic development
activity and growth. Despite the lack of popularity of
landfills, appropriate and available waste disposal is a
critical factor in the determination of the capacity cf a
regicn to support increased economic growth and development.

The alternative to landfill siting at this lecation is to
construct a new solid waste facility elsewhere. The Ramsey
Lake site has been determined tc be an envircnmentally
suitable ‘landfill site for the tri-county area. Development’
cf other sites corsidered in the siting process may result

in fewsr advetrse economic  impacts to the city and region,

but may be accomplished at a greater potential environmental
cost to the region.

Mitigation

The operaticns and development plan includes a significant
fzature designed to offset some of the adverse economic
impact of this proposed development. Under a scenario to
utilize a porticn of the site for ash disposal, 118 acres of
the west side of the site (adjacent to North Lombard Avenue)
would be £illed with ash and residue from an alternative
technology facility and returned for selected commercial and
industrial develcpment upon closure of the landfill (approx-
imately 22 years). Conditions on develcopment in this area
would include an assurance that environmental control sys-
tems would net be disrupted. A conservative estimate is
that the net long-term displacement oI industrial land under
the ash-£filling scenaric would be 332 acres (268 of which
would have been utilized for active landfilling). Assess-
ment of the potential utility of the Ramsey Lake site should
also consider that even when developed by the Port for in-
dustrial uszse, 30 acres and more will be excluded from develop-
ment to allow for enhancement and grotection cf significant
ansite wetlands.

The NPP includes measures which address some cf the economic
impacts of landfill develcpment. The loss of a large tract
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cf heavy-industrial land from the resource base cannot, how-
ever, be teotally mitigated. Specific NPP features include:

o] Restricting access to transfer vehicles only, and
reguiring Marine Drive to be used as the desig-
nated route.

o] Providing berms and screening to obscure and
soften the visual impacts to adjacent land uses.

a Minimizing odors by directing landf£ill leachate
directly to the City of Portland Treatment Facil-
ity and, at a minimum, flarimg of landfill gases
in closed combustion chambers,

o Requiring daily cover of refuse to reduce attrac-
tion of the site to vectors, reduce scattering of
debris, and limit odors.

e} Minimizing ncise by limiting hours of operaticn
and requiring noise muffling eguipment on landfill
and transfer vehicles.

e Providing facilities for collection and use of
landfill gas in local industries.

o] Minimizing litter by reguiring daily cover of the -
active landfill area and smploying litter patrols
. along the access rcoute to the sita.

Conclusion
Based on the above, the Commissicn finds that:

o There is an imminent public health and environmen-
tal need requiring development of a2 new landfill
to replace the St. Johns facility, which will
reach capacity in 1991.

o Alternative sites have been examined by the DEQ
against established criteria and the proposed site
represents an envirommentally sound anéd eccncmic-
ally feasible alternative.

o Environmental, energy, sccial, and =conomic conse-
quences of developing the site as a landfill have
been considered in the Feasibility Report.

Q Given the demcnstrated public need to be met Dy
this project, the standards of design and cpera-
tion developed to offset impacts of landfilling at
this locaticn, and the availability cf cther indus-
trial lands within the region, the reqguirements of
Goal 9 have been met.
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GOAL 10: HOUSING

"To provide for the hcousing needs of the citizens of
the state."

Landfill development and cperation will not reduce availabls
housing cor buildable lands in the vicinity of the Ramsey
Lake site.

Conclusion

The Goal 10 requirement has been met. Landfill develeopment

and operation will nct result in lcong-term removal of
significant housing or buildable lands inventory.
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GOAL 11: LPUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

"To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient
arrangement of public facilities and services to serve
as a framework for urban and rural development."

Goal 11 does not directly apply tc state agency actions. It
calls on local governments to "plan and develeop a timely,
orderly and efficient arrangement _of public facilities and
services to serve as a framework for urban and rural devel-
oprment." Affected local governments have £ailed in their
attempts to provide adeguate solid waste disposal sites in a
timely and crderly fashion., The 1985 legislature, declaring
an emergency, required this commission fo select a solid
waste disposal site because cf that f£failure.

Water

The City of Portland provides water for potable needs and
storage for fire protection. The amcunt of water used on-
site will be minimal.

Sewerage

Onsite sanitary sewerage will flow to the leachate pretreat-
ment system, and be discharged through a sanitary sewerline
to the Columbia Boulevard wastewater treatment plant Zor
final treatment. THe treatment plant has sufficisnt capac-
ity zo treat effluent gensrated at the site.

Natural Gas, Electricitv, and Communicaticns

Elsctricity is reguired for lights, support facilities,
leachate pretreatment facilities, pumps, and water supply.
Electrical service would be extended along Lombard. Elec-
trical demands are not extensive and will not affect the
existing electrical supply system. An emergency electrical
generation system will be provided consite for critical
mechanical equipment and support facilities.

Schools

Schools will not be affected by the proposed project.
Securitv

The proposed landfill will be served by the City of Port-
land. Onsite security will be provided. &2 landfill secur-
ity guard will be at the site full time, and will regularly

inspect the landfill area and site perimeter.

Fire Protection

Fire protection measures are addressed in Goal 7.

RAMSY2, 26.1 37



Solid Waste

People in the Tri-County area generate about cne million
tons of waste annually. About 21 percent of this waste is
currently recycled, and the rest is buried in the St. Johns
Landfill in North Pertland. The St. Johns landfill is
scheduled to reach capacity by 18591. A new Landfill must Lbe
found to take its place to provide timely, orderly, and
efficient services.

almost half of what is now being buried could be reused or
recycled. The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is
implementing a solid waste reduction program based con alter-
natives to landfilling. But even with an aggressive re-
cycling program and new technology o process garbage, a
landfill is still needed.

Conclusions

The Commission finds that:

3

o The St. Johns Landfill will reach capacity by
1991, and a new landfill is required.

o The landfill will not significantly impact the

timely and efficient delivery of public services
and facilities in the area.
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GOAL 12Z2: TRANSPORTATION

. "To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and eco-
nomic transportation system."

Access to the site is via two major routes--Marine Drive and
North Columbia/North Lombard. The site access via Marine
Drive is 5,7 miles west of I-5, Site access via Columbiza
Boulevard is 7.1 miles west of I-5,
ODOT has scheduled reconstruction improvements for the I-5/
North Marine Drive interchange beginning in 1988. Schaduled
completion is in 1990. Marine Drive would also be widened
and realigned.

The Neighborhcod Protection Plan includes the measures out-
lined beiow:

o Construct a sheltered left-turn lane on Marine
Drive for vehicles desiring toc turn into. the site
access drive.

. O Provide a large turning radius for vehicles desir-
ing to turn right into the site from Marine Drive.

o Align the site driveway with Marine Drive to form
a S0-degree intersecticn to improve safety.

o Provide an acceleration lane on Marine Drive for
vehicles turning right from the site access.

o Designate NortH Marine Drive as the site access
route f£for all trucks.

Q Reduce the number cf trucks accessing the site by
restricting vehicle type.

conclusion
The Commission finds that the provisions of Gecal 12 have

been met through implementation cf the Neighborhood Protec-
tion Plan.
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GOAL 13: EMERGY CONSERVATION

"To conserve ensrgy."”

Energy 1s consumed in two primary areas of landfill opera-
ticns: +the waste collection system and the onsite filling
operations. The solid waste collection and disposal systam
in Portland currently uses approximately 11 million gallens
of fuel annually. Tt is estimated that by switching from
the two existing disposal points (St. Johns and CTRC) to the
three planned transfer points (what they are), anpnual fuel
reguirements of the regicnal collecticn system will be
reduced by 2.5 percent, or about 280,000 gallons of fuel per
vear. This estimate dces not include the fuel consumed by
the proposed transfer wvehicles,

Assuming nc alternative technology, the predicted onsite
fuel use ?Ering the expected site life would be about

0.57 x 10 Btu's. This is based on an estimated use of
330,000 gallons per year of fuel for landfilling equipment,

A landfill gas collection system will be instT%led at the
site, and will recgver an estimated 22.8 x 10 Btu's aver
the life of the collection system. Landfill gas has about
one-half of the heating wvalue of pipeline gas.

Energy consumed by refuse transfer veshicles traveling from
the thres transfer staticn sitass to the proposed landfill
site WO“}% be approximately 45.7 millicn gallcons, or about
6.9 x 10 Btu's over the landfill life. ’

These site operations could result in an overall positive or
negative snergy balance, depending on the use made o th
available landfill gas. The amount of net ensrgy avallable
over the life of the system, if all cf the gas is used, is
equivalent to the energyv in about 402 million gallens of
diesel fusl, : '

The landfill gas produced is a valuabkle energy source.
Markets for the gas will be investigated during landfill
design. Should gasoline prices escalate substantially in
the futurs, markets may become more econcmically viable.
Conclusiocn
The Commissicn £inds that:

o The propoesed landfill is potesntially a net energy

gengrator, assuming markets can ke Zound Ior land-

£ill gas reuse.

a] Proposed recycling and reuse plans now underway
are consistent with the energy conservation goal.
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GOAL 14. URBANIZATION

"To provide for an orderly and eifificient transiticn
from rural to urban land use."

The site lies within an established urkan growth boundary
within established city limits, with deaveloped services and
facilities.

Conclusion

Goal 14 provisions have been met.
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GOAL 15: WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY

"To protect, conserve, and maintain the natural, scenic,
historical, agricultural, =economic, and recresational
gqualities of lands aleng the Willamette River as the
Willamette River Greenway."

Conclusion
Goal 15 is not applicable to the disposal site siting process

under SB 662 because the Ramsey Lake site is not comprised
of lands subject to Goal 15 provisicns.
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GOAL 16: ESTAURINE RESQURCES

"o recognize and protect the unigue environmental,
economic, and social values of each estuary and asso-
ciated wetlands; and tc protect, maintain and, where
appropriate, restore the long-term environmental,
economic, and social values, diversity, and benefits of
Oregeon's sstuaries."

Conclusion
Goal 16 is not applicable tc the disposal site siting process

under SB 662 because the Ramsey Lake site is not comprised
cf lands subject to Geoal 16 requirements.

RAMSY2,28.4 43



GOAL 17: COASTAL SHORELANDS

"To conserve, protect, where appropriate, develop and,
where appropriate, restore the rescurces and benefits
of all coastal shorelands, recognizing their value for
protecticon and maintenance of water guality, fish and
wildlife habitat, water-dependent uses, economic
resources, and recreation and assthetics. The manage-
ment of these shoreland areas shall be compatible with
the characteristics of the adjacent ccastal waters; and

to reduce the hazard to human 1life and property, and
the adverse effects upon water quality and £ish and
wildlife habitat resulting from the use and enjoyment
of Oregen's coastal shorelands.”

Conclusion

Goal 17 is not applicable to the disposal site siting process
under SB 662 because the Ramsey Lake site is not comprised
of lands subject to Gecal 17 provisicns.
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GOAL 18: BEACHES AND DUNES

"To conserve, protect, where appropriate develop and,
where approwriate, restcore the resources and benefits
of coastal beach and dune areas; and to reduge the
hazard to human life and property from natural or
man-induced acticns asscciazted with these arcas.”

Conclusion

Goal 18§ is not applicable to the disposal site siting process
under SB 662 because the Ramsey Lake site is not comprised
of lands subject to Goal 18 provisions.
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GOAL 19: OCEAN RESQURCES

"To conserve the long-term values, benefits, and natu-
ral resources of the nearshore ccean and the continen-
tal shelf."

All local, state, and federal plans, policies, proj-
ects, and activitiss which affect the territcrial ssa
shall be developed, managed, and conducted to maintain
and, where appropriate, enhance and restore, the long-
term benefits derived from the nearshcre oceanic re-
sources of Oregon. Since renewable ccean resources and
uses, such as food production, water guality, naviga-
tion, recreation, and aesthetic enjoyment, will provide
greater long-term benefits than will nonrenewable re-
sources, such plans and activities shall give clear
pricrity to the proper management and protaction of
renewable resources.,"

Conclusion
Goal 19 is not applicable to the disposal site 'siting

process under 3B 662 because the Ramsey Laks site is not
comprised of lands subject £o Geoal 19 provisions.
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ATTACHMENT A

63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1985 Regular Sesston

Enrolled
Senate Bill 662

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS (at the request of
Representative Mike Burton)

673

CHAPTER

AN ACT

Reiating to solid waste disposal; appropriaung money, and declaning an emergency.
Be It Enscted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sectons 2 to 9 of this Act are added to and mads a part of ORS 45%.005 to 459,285

SECTION Z. {1) The Legislative Assembly finds that the siting and establishment of a disposai site for the
disposal of salid waste within or for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties is ascessary 1o protect the
health, safety and welfare of the residents of those counties. '

(2) It is the intent of the Legisiative Assembly that the Environmental Quality Commussion and Deparnment
of Environmental Quality, in locating and establishing 2 disposal sire within Clackamas, Mulinomah and
Washingion Countles give dus consideration to;

{a) Except as provided in subsections {3) and (4) of section § of this 1985 Act, the state-wide planning goals
adopted under ORS 197,005 10 197.430 and the 2cknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations of
affected courities.

(b} Information received during consultztion with Jocal governmeats,

(¢) Information received {rom public comment and hearings.

{d) Any other factors the commission or department considess relevant,

SECTION 3. (1) The Department of Eanvironmental Quality shall conduet a study, including a survey of
possible and appropriate sites, to determine the preferted and appropriaie disposal sites for disposal of solid
waste within or for Clackamas, Mulinomah and Washington Counties.

(2) The study required under this section shail be completed not later than July 1, 1986. Upon complation of
the study, the deparment shall recommend 1o the commisston praferred locations for disposal sites within or for
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washingion Couaties. The department may recommend a location for 2 disposal
site that is outside those three counties, but only if the city or county that has jurisdiction over the site approves
the site and the method of solid waste disposal recommended for the sit=. The recommendaiion of preferred
locations for disposal sites under this subsection shall be made not later than January [, 1587,

SECTION 4. {1) Subject to subsections (3) and (4) of section 5 of this 1985 Act the Environmental Quality
Commission may locate and order the establishment of a disposal site under this 1985 Act in any area, inciuding
an zrea of forest land designated for protection under the state-wide planning goals, in which the commission
finds that the following conditions exist

(a) The disposal site will comply with applicabie state statutes, rules of the commission and appiicabie
federal reguiations;

{b) The size of the disposal site is sufficiensly large 10 allow buffering for mitigation of any adverse effects by
naturzl or artificial barriers;




{c} Projected waffic will not significanuy conuibute to dangerous intersections or iaffic congestion.
considering road design capaciues, existing and projecied wzffic ¢ounis, spe=d Lmits and number of turming
points; |

{d) Facilities necessary to serve the disposal site can be available or planned for the area: and

(2) The proposad disposal sit2 1s designed and operated 1c the extent practicable s¢ 25 to mingate conflicts
with surrounding uses. Such conflicts with surTounding uses may include, but are not limuted 10

{A) Visual appearance, including lighting and surrounding property.

(B) Site scrosning. :

{C) Odors.

(D) Safety and secitrity risks.

(E) Noiss lavels.

(F} Dust and other air poliution.

(G) Bird and vector problems,

(H) Damage 10 fish and wildlife habirats,

(2) When appropriaie, the conditons listed in this section may be satisfied by 2 writtan agreement betwesn
the Department of Eanviroamenul Quality and the approprate government 2gency under which the agency
agress w pravide facilities as pecsssary to preveat impermissible conflict with surmounding uses. If such an
agreement is relied on to satisfy any approval criteria, 2 condiuon shail be tmposed 0 guirantss the performance
of the actions specificd.

SECTION 5, (1) The commission, not later than July 1, 1987, shall issue an order directing the Depariment
of Environmentzl Quality 10 #stablish a disposal site under this 1985 Act within Clackamas, Mulinemak or
Washington County or, subject to subsection (2) of section 3 of this 1985 Agt, within another county.

(2) In selecung a disposal site under this secton, the commission shzll review the study conducied under
section 3 of this 1985 Act and the locaticns for disposal sitas rescrnmended by the department uader section 3 of
this 1985 Act.

(3)(a) When findings ars issued by the department under subsection (4) of this section, the commission in
selecting a dispasal site under this 1983 A<t must comply with the statz-wide planning goals adopted under ORS |
197,005 10 197,430 and with the acknowiedged comprenansive plan acd land use reguiations of the local
government unit with jurisdiction over the area in which the disposal site is locatad. -

(b) However, wher findings are not issued undar subsection {(4) of this sacuion, the standards sstablished by
section 4 of this 1985 Act wake pracedencs ovar nrovisions in the comprehensive plan or land use reguiations of
the affacied local government unit, znd the commission may sgiect 2 dlspesal site in accordancs with those
standards inst2ad aof, and without regard to, any provisions for locating and establishing dispaosal sites that ars
contzinad in the comprehensive plan or land use rezuiations of the affemed local government ynit, Ay provision
in 2 compreheasive pian or land use regulation that prevents the location and establishmeant or a disposal site that
can be locatsd and establisned under the standards set forth in secten 4 of this 1983 Act shall not apply !0 the
selection of a disposal site ynder this 1985 Act.

{4} The department, not [ater than July 1, 1986, may detzrmine whether the acknowiedged compr=hensive
plans and land use regulations of the counties in which possible disposal sites being considsared by the departmant
ars situated contain standards for determining the location ofland disposal sitas that ars identical 10 or consistent
with the standards specified in secticon 4 of this 1985 Act 1f the standards contained in the comprahansive plan
and land use regulations of 2 county are idantical to or consistent with the standards specified in section 4 of this
1985 Acw. the departmen: may issue written {indings to tkat e=ffect and shall submit the findings to the
commission.

(5) When selecting 2 disposal site under this 1985 Aci, the commission may attach Hmitations or conditions
10 thes develocpment, operation or maintenance of the disposal site, including but net limited 10, setbacks,
sereening and !andscaping, off-sirest parking aznd loading, access, performance bonds, noise or illumination
contrals, structurs height and location limits, construction standards and periods of aperation.

{6) If the Environmental Qualiry Commuission diracts the Department of Environmental Quality to establish
or complete the stablishment of 2 disposal sits under this section, the depariment shall esuablish the site subject
cniy to the zpproval of the commission. Notwithstanding any other provision of this 1985 Act or any city, county
or other local goverament charer or ordinance to ths contrary, the Depamment of Eavironmental Quality may
eswblish 2 disposal site under this saction without obtaizing any licanse, permit, franchise or other form of
approval fom z local government unit.
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(7) The department shall ideaufy conflicts with surrounding uses for any disposal site establishad under this
1985 Act and. to the extent pracucabile, shall miugate or require the aperator of the site to miugate those conflicts.

SECTION 6. (1) Nomwithstanding ORS 183.400. 183.482, 183.484 and 197.825, axclusive junsdicuon for
review of any decision made by the Environmental Qualiiyy Commission under this 1985 Act reiating 1o the
eswablishment or sittng of a disposal site, any order to the Depariment of Environmental Quality 1o establish or
complete such g site or any findings made by the departrnent under section 5 of this 1985 Act 1s conferred upon
the Supreme Court.

{2) Proceedings for review shall be instituted when any person agversely affected or aggrisved by the order of
the commission files a petition with the Supreme Court. The petition shall be filed within 30 days following the
daie on which the order upon which the petition is based is served. The petition shall state the pature of the order
or decision the petitioner desires reviewed and shall, by supporung affidavit, suate the facts showing how the
petitioner is adversely affecied or aggrieved. Copies of the petition shall be served by registered or centified mail
upon the commission. Within 30 days after service of the petition, the commission shall transmit 10 the Supreme
Couri the original or a certifiad copy of the enture record of the proceeding under review. Review under this
section shall be confined 1o the record. and the court shall not substitute its judgment for that of the commuissicn
35 to any issue of fact or agency discretion. Upon review, the Supreme Court may affirm, reverse or remand the
order of the commission if the court finds that the order is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or
is unconstitutional. Procesdings for review under this secticn shall be given priority over al| other marters before
the Supreme Court.

(3) Notwithstanding ORS 197,850, jurisdiction for judicial review of a final order of the Land Use Board of
Appeals issued in any procseding arising under this 1985 Act is conferTed upen the Supreme Couri. The
procedure for judicial review of a final order under this subsection shall be as provided in subsection (2) of this
section.

SECTION 7. (1) Subfect 1o policy direction by the comraission in carrving out sections 3 and 5 of this 1985
Act, the department may: _ .

{a) By mutual agreement, return all or part of the responsibility for development of the site to a local
governmeni unit, or contract with 2 local government uait 1o ¢stablish the site. _

(b) To the extent necessary, acquire Dy purchase, gift, grant or exercise of the power of eminent domain, raal
and personai property or any interest thersin, including the property of public corporations or local government.

(c) Lzase 2nd dispose of real or personal property. .

{d) Al reasonable times and after reasonable notice, snter upon land (o perform necassary surveys or ests.

(e) Acquirs, modify, expand or build lardfill or resqurce recovery site facilites.

{f) Subject to any limitations in ORS 468,195 1o 468.260, use money from the Pollution Control Fund
created in ORS 468.215 for the purposes of carrving cut section 5 of this 1925 Act

{g) Emer intc coatracts or other agresmenis with any local government umit or private person for the
purposes suated in QRS 435,065 (1),

(h) Aceept gifis, donations or contributions from any soures to carry out the provisions of sections 3 and 3 of
this 1985 act,

(1) Establish a svstem of fe=s or user charges to reimburse the depariment for costs incurrad under this (935
Act and 1o allow repayment of moneys borrowed fram the Pollution Control Fund.

2} The metropolitan service district shall have the responsibility for the operation of the disposal sites
established under this 1985 AcL

SECTION 8. (1) The metropolitan service district organized under ORS chapter 268 shall prepare a solid
wasie reduction program. Such program shall provide %o

(a) A commitment by the district to substantially reduce the volume of solid waste that would otherwise be
disposed of in land disposal sites through ischnigues including, but not limitsd (o, rate structures, sourcs
reduction, recycling, reuse and resource recovery;

(b) A umewabie for implementing each portion of the solid waste reducuon program;

(c) Energy efficient, costeflective approaches for solid wasts reduction that are legally, techrnizally and
economically feasible and that carry out the public policy dascribed in QRS 459.015 (2); and

{d) Procedures commensurate with the type and volume of solid waste zenerated within the district.

(2y Not later than January 1, 1986, the merropolitan service distriet shall submit its solid waste reducticn
program to the Environmental Quality Commission for review and approval, The commission shall 2pprove the
program if the commission finds that:
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{a) The proposed program presents effective and appropriate methods for reducing dependencs an land
disposal sites for disposal of solid wastes;

(b} The propased program will substantally reducs the amount of sciid wasie that must be disposed of in
land disposal sites;

{c) Al least a part of the proposed program can be implemented immediately; and

(d) The propesed program is legally, technically and economically feasible under curreat condidons.

(3) After review of the solid waste reduction program, if the commission does not 2pprove the program as
submitted, the commission shall allow the mewopolitan servige district not more than 90 days in which 1o
modify the program to meet the commission's objections.

{4} Notwithstanding ORS 268.310 (2) and 268.317, if the commission does not approve the solid waste
reduction program submitted by the metropolitan service district afier any period allowead for modification
under subsecton (3) of this section, all the duties, functions and powers of itz metropolitan service district
reiating 1o solid waste dispasal are imposed upon, transferred to and vested in the Depaniment of Environmental
Quality and no part of such duties, functions and powers shall remain in the metwropolitan sarvics district Ths
transizr of duties, funcions and powers to the depariment under this section shall take effect on July 1, 1936,
Notwithstanding such uznsfer of duties, fuactions and powers, the lawfully adeopted ordinancss and other rules
of the district in effect on July 1, 1994, shall contnue in =ffzct until lawfully superssdad or repealed by rules of the
comrmission.

(5} If the soiid waste reduction program is approved by the commission, a copy of the program shall be
submitted to the Sixty-fourth Legislative Assembly not later than February 1, 1987,

SECTION 9. (1) The mewropolilan servics district shall apportion an amount of the servics or user ¢harges
collected for solid waste disposal at each general purpose landfill within or for the district and dedicars and use
the moneys obtained for rehabilitation and enhancement ot the area in and around the landfill from which the
fees have been collected. That portion of the service and user charges set aside by the district {for the purposes of
s subsection shall be 50 cents for zach ton of solid wasta,

{2} The metropelitan sarvice district, commencing on the effective date of this 1985 Act, shall appertion an
amount of the sarvics ar user charges collzcted for solid wasie disposal and shall transfer the moneys cbuined o
the Department of Environmental Quality. That portion of the sarvice and user charges st aside by the dismic
for the purposes of this subsection shall bz $1 for each ton of solid waste. Moneys transferrad to the depariment
under this section shall b paid into the Land Disposal Mitigation Account in the General Fund of the Siate
Treasury, which is hersbhy esmblished. All monsys in the accoun: are conunuously approgriated 1o the
department and shall be used for carrying out the depamiment's functions and duties under this 1985 AcL The
depanment shall ka2p 2 resord of all moneys deposited in the acsount. The recerd shall indicats oy cumulatve
accounts the seurce from which the moneys are derived and the individual activity or program against which
each withdrawzl is charged. Apportionment of moneys under this subsaciion shall cease when the depariment is
reimbursad for all costs incurred by it under this 1985 Act.

{3} The merropolitan service district shall adjust the amount of the service and ussar ¢charges collectad by the
district for solid wasts disposal 10 reflest the loss of those dutles and functions relating 10 solid waste disposat that
are transferrzd to the commission and department under this 1985 Act. Moueys nc longer nessssary {or such
dutiss and functions shall be expended 10 implemens? the solid wasts reduction program submined under section
8 of this 1985 Act The metropeolitan service disuict shall submif 2 statement of proposed adjustments and
changes in expendityres under this subseztion 1o the department for review.

SECTION 10. ORS 459.049 doas naot apply 1o 4 disposal site eswiablisned under this Act other than for the
purpases of ORS 215.213 (1Xi). '

SECTION 11. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peacs, health and
safety, an emerzency is dectared 10 exist, and this Act takes effest on its passage.
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ATTACMENT B

SECTION 2: COMPARISON OF THE TWO SITES
Fellowing is a summary of the Department of Environmental Quality's
evaluation of the Ramsey Lake and Bacona Road landf'ill sites, based upon:

(1) The Environmental and Technical Feasibility analysis, and (2) Cost.

Additional information provided in this section includes:

o] Summary of work performed since the Draft Feasibility Report,
March 9, 1987.
o] Answers to the Commission's 25 questions.

I. ENVIRCNMENTAL AND TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

The natural features of the sites, which determine their environmental and
technical feasibility, are described under Section 2 {"Existing
Envircnment™) in each final feasibility report. These features were then
nupiérically rated using the Final Decision Criteria. Both sites were
determined to be environmentally and technically suitable for use as a
s0lid waste landfill. Provided below are relative comparisons of how the
two 8ites rated overall and in the major criteria categories.

Qverall Criteria Score

The Ramsey Lake site received a higher (better) overall score than the
‘Bacona Road site, by 52 points.

OQut of a possible 1,300 points, the Ramsey Lake site scored an overall
total of 1,015 points using the Final Decision Criteria. Strong categories
included "Groundwater", "Land Use", and "Technical® criteria.

The Bacona Road site scored a total of 963 points, using the Final Decisicn
Criteria. Streong categeries included "Surface Water®, "Aesthetich, MAir
Quality", and "Social/Cultural” criteria.

Surface Water Criteria

The Bacona Road site received a higher score on the surface water criteria
than the Ramsey Lake site. The Ramsey Lake score was 69 and the Bacona
Hoad score was 115. The major difference between the twc sites is

that the Hamsey Lake site lies largely within the 100-year floodplain and
the Bacona Road site does not.

Groundwater Criteria

The Ramsey Laite site scored 50 points higher than Baccna Rocad on the
groundwater criteria. The Ramsey Lake site score was 277 and the Bacona
Road score was 228. The major difference between the twe sites is that
the Ramsey Lake site lies at the bottom of the groundwzter system at a
regional discharge peoint, with better defined hydrolegic boundaries. The
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Bacona Road site, while having loeal groundwater systems discharge at the
site, 1s at the top of the regiocnal groundwater system.

Natural Habitat Criteria

Both sites scored the same, 104 points in the natural habitat criteria. No

threatened or endangered species were found at either szite.

Land Use Criteria

The Ramsey Lake site scored significantly higher on land use criteria than
the Bacona Road site. Ramsey Lake received a score of 147 , and Bacona
Road received a score of 86. The scoring reflects the heavy industrial
zoning and adjacent land uses at the Ramsey Lake site, compared to the
forest lands at Bacona Road which received a lower rating., In addition,
the current site use at Ramsey Lake is vacant land.

Air Quality Criterion

The Bacona Rcad site scored higher on this criterion, with 20 points, as
opposed to 12 points for Ramsey Lake., This reflects the relative
isclation aznd better existing air guality at Bacona Road.

Social/Cultural Criterion

The Bacona Read site scored higher on this criterion, with 32 points,
conpared to 12 points at Ramsey Lake. The difference lies in the

gvidence of past historic and prehistoric uze of Ramsey Lake {particularly
‘aleng the Columbia Slough) by native populations. The Ramsey Lake
archeological sites are considered ineliglble for the National Register
and lie largely cutside of the area to be [illed.

Aesthetic Criteria

The Bacona Road site scored higher on the aesthetic criteria. It

received 107 points, compared to 53 points for Ramsey Lake. The major
differences were attributable to the fact that the Bacona Road site is
largely shielded by existing forest from human view. There is a greater
aesthetic impact on the area from the access route at Bacona Road than from
the site itself.

Technical Criteria

The Ramsey Lake site received a higher rating on the technieal criteria,
which are used to measure how easily or efficiently a landfill can be
operated at the site. Ramsey Lake scored a total of 341 points on the 13
eriteria in this category. Bacona Road scored a total of 271 points.

The major differences in c¢riteria scoring reflected the greater

availability of urban services at Ramsey Lake (leachate treatment) and the
mountainous location of the Bacona Road site (landslide potential,
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precipitation, climatic extremes). The advantages for Bacona Road in
this category include site 1ife, and slopes that are more conducive to
landfill construction,

Determination of Feasibility

While there were relative differences between the ftwo sites, with respect
to their natural environmental and technical feasibility, both sites were
judged by the consultants to be technically feasible to serve as a landfill
site. Conceptual site designs were developed for both sites and are
included in the final feasibility reports.

II, COST

The greater level of environmentzl protection provided by modern landfill
design and operation does not come without an increase in disposal costs as
we know thenm. Either site will be more expensive to construct and operate
than the present St. Johns Landfili.

An economic analysis was conducted for each site, included in Section 5 of
the final feasibility reports. The cost analysis includes:

C Predevelopment costs {(landfili siting)

0 One-time capital costs {initial development)

0 Pericdic capital costs {equipment, Gell develcpment and cell
closure)

0 Operation and maintenance costs

o Post-closure costs {(for 20 years after final closure)

o] Transport costs

The cost analysis attempts to compute and compare the real cost to society
of landfilling, and is not meant to approximate a tipping fee. It also
does not account for inflation, instead putting all figures in 1986
dollars, All of the calculations are stated in dollars-per-ton of garbage
disposed of at the landfill, assuming the same volume of garbage per year
at either site.

Two sets of calculations were made: one assuming no alternative technology,

and one assuming that the volume of waste would be reduced by a waste-to-
energy incinerator.
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GARBAGE ONLY

Bacona Rd. Ramsey Lake
$/TON $/TON
Predevelopment Ccsts 30.09 $0.38
Capital Costs
Land 0.14 2.63
1-Time Construction & Equipment 0.63 6.12
Periodic Equipment 0.74 0.62
Periocdic Cell Development 4 .35 9.71%
Pericdic Cell Closure 0.39 1.48
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $6 .24 420 .56
Operation and Maintenance Costs 6.38 8.52
Final Closure Costs © o 0.00 0.01
Post-Closure Costs 0.0 1.16
Other Environmental Impacts 0.c0 0.00
Transportation Costs ‘ .14 5.30
TOTAL COSTS $20-99 $35 .93
WITH ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGY
Baccna Rd. Ramsey Lake

1990 1990

$/TOR $/TOH

Predevelopment Costs $0.09 $0.36

Capital Costs

Land 0.13 2.46
1-Time Construction & Equipment 0.60 5.7¢6
Pericdic Egquipment 0.97 0.85
Pericdic Cell Development Lo by 8.66
Perjodic Cell Closure 0 .41 1.30
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $6 .55 $19.02
Operation and Maintenance Costs 7.07 8.46
Final Closure Costs 10.00 0.01
Post«Closure Costs 0.09 0.96
Other Environmental Impacts 0.00 0.00
Transportation Costs 6.61 .31
TOTAL COSTS $20 .42 $33.06
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The Ramsey Lake site is significantly more expensive than the Bacona Read
site, under either scenario. The factors responsible for this higher cost
include: 1)} the greater cost of land acquisitien; 2) initial capital
construction costs (including dike, slurry wall, and preloading), 3) cell
constructicn costs; and 4) a shorter site 1ife, which results in spreading
the costs over a reduced number of tons, raising per-ton costs,

The Bacona Road site has substantially lower costs for initial capital
construction, and a much longer site life. However, it has higher annual
costs for transportation. A sensitivity analysis was performed to see if
the per-ton site costs at Bacona Road would substantially increase 1f
certain "worst-case" assumptions were made. These assumpitions included:

a) constructicn of a ramp at Bighway 26; b) greater increases in fuel
prices; ¢) longer transport time; d) a reduction in site capacity of 10
years (due to avoidance of landslide areas). The total increase in per-toh
coats at Bacona Road, with all of these assumptions, is $4.50.

A financial analysis of the Bacona Road and Ramsey Lake sites has been
conducted, at the Commission's request. The financial analysis was
performed by Metro, and subsequently has been reviewed and analyzed by DEQ
congultants. This financial analysis will be preovided to the Commission
under separate cover.

The financial analysis suggests that the relative disparity in costs
between the two sites, when inflation andé financing costs are figured in,
are similar tc the economic cost model contained in the repcrt. The
financial figures, however, are higher for both sites, and provide & better
approximation of the landfill porticn of the tipping fee. The financial
analysis performed by Metre indicates that the landfill portion of the
tipping fee for the first year of cperatlion (garbage only scenario) will be

over $60 per ton at Ramsey Lake, and nearly $40 per ton at Bacona Road.
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ATTACHMENT B

~ SITING PROCESS - NEW WORK PERFORMED SINCE THE DRAFT

4 considerable amount of additional work has been done by Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) staff and the Department's consultants since
the completion of the Draft Feasibility Study Report in March of 1687. A
porticn of this work was initiated in response to questions and comments
made at the April public hearings. The majority of the additional work,
however, was conducted as the final part of the Departmenti's fessibility
study process, and was desigrned fo provide an extra level of detail and
certainty to the information gernerated for the Draft Feasibility Study
Report.

Much of the additicnal work related specifically toc one or the other of the
two sites, but certain tasks were completed for both sites. These non-site
specific tasks included the preparation of additional information on
landfill liner technology, the compieticn of springtime wildlife habitat
and vegetation surveys, the development of land use geal findings, the
preparation of responses to all comments received at both of the public
hearings, and the development of additicnal economic informaticn inciuding
a firancial analysis for each site and more detailed site cost estimates.

A brief description of other significant additional work that was completed
for either the Bacona Road or Ramsey Lake site is provided below:

BACONA ROAD
Gfoundwater:

The issue of groundwater protection has always been a top pricrity at the
Bacona Road site. In order to develop additional information on aquifer
characteristics and groundwater flow systems four additicnal wells,
including a 200" deep core hole and a 300" deep double completicn
monitoring well, were constructed and a 48-~hour constant discharge

aquifer teat was conducted. A laboratory permeability test on a section
of core from approximately 130 below ground level was also completed.
This additional work provided a better understanding of the aguifer and
flow system characteristics at the site. Based on the results of this
work, it is apparent that groundwater flow in the marine sediments beneath
the site is primarily aleng fractures, and therefore the natural

- groundwater protection capabilities of the site are less than anticipated.
However, other factors, including local flow system discharge conditions,
the variability of bedrock fracture conditions, the poor permeability
characteristicas of the unfractured bedrock, and the distance to
downgradient groundwater users provide a good level of natural protection.

In addition to the on-site work, a review of the City of Banks water supply
which included a field investigation of the City's spring site was carried
out, The conclusion based on this additional work determined that there is
ne hydrolegic connection between the landfill site and the City's water
supply; landfilling at Bacona Road will have no effect on Banks' water

supply.
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Landsliding and Earthquakes:

The landslide investigaticn work that was underway at the time of the Draft
Report publicaticn was completed. This work included the drilling of
nearly 500" of core hole (two holes), and the preparation of a landslide
report by Landslide Technoleogy, a divisien of Cornforth Consultants, Inc.
In preparing their report, Landslide Technology conducted field mapping on
and near the site, mcnitored an inclonometer installed in one of the core
heoles, reviewed the work prepared by Sweet Edwards and Associates on site
geology, and visually inspected all of the core samples collected in
borings QB through B9 and core hole C-1. Cornforth Consultants, Ine., also
prepared a three dimensional scale model (1"=250') of the proposed site

and surrounding area. MNo indicaticn of aective lzandslides was identified as
a result of this work, but the earlier assumptions that landslides had
occurred in the past was confirmed. All consultants agreed that the
potential for shallow landsliding exists at the site, but that this
potential did net preclude the site's feasibility. It was recommended that
additional geotechnical work be conducted during the final design phase of
the project, and prior to any major excavation or filling activity during
site operation.

The information on earthquake potential presented at the public hearing was
carefully reviewed by DEQ staff and the consultant team. It was concluded
. that work done for the Draft Report had been adequate, Additional
discussicn of this issue was prepared and included ir the Final Report.

Acceas Route:

Much of the April public hearing testimony addressed the issue of traffic
safety. In response, DEQ's consultants reevaluated the information in the
Draft Repori that dealt with improvements to Highway 47 and the
intersection of Highways 47 and 26,

This reevaluation showed the information on traffic volumes and accident
frequency contained in the Draft Study to be correct. Various alternatives
for the Highway 26, Highway 47 intersection were reconsidered, as were
proposals for iwmproving Highway 47. As a result of this work, it was
determined that the Highway 47 and Highway 26 intersection was adequate,

but that widening of Highway 47 would significantly improve traffic safety.
Widening of Highway 47 was added to the Neighborhood Protection Plan in the
Final Report. An alternative for constructing an overpass at the Highway U7
and Highway 26 intersection is discussed in the Final Report.

Additicnal geologic and geotechnical reconnpalssance work was conducted

along the route of the proposed new access road from Highway 47 to the
site; no significant problems were identified.
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Hamill Observatory:

Additional dispersion modeling was conducted to further evaluate the
petential affects of heat, light, dust, and lanrdfill gas on the operation
of the proposed observatory. In addition, an informational exchangs
meeting was held with the Board of Directors of the NorthWest Astronomy
Group, in order to ensure that all of their concerns had been heard, and
that they were aware of the consultant's findings and recommendaticns.

Additicnal discussions were also held with Dr. David Crawford, of the Kitt
Peak Observatory in Arizona.

Based on this additional work, the DEQ and its consultants continue to
believe impacts to the proposed observatory (if any) would be minimal, but
that those impacts could not be precisely predicted, Additicnal lighting
and gas emission control measures were added to the Neighborhood Protection
Plan. It was noted in the Final Report that the observatory supporters
felt that any additional impacts would be significant and could preclude
development of the cbservatory.

Leachate Management:

The methcdology and assumpbtions used to calculate the quality and quantity
of leachate and the size and nature of the leachate handling facilities for
the Bacona Road site were reexamined to ensure accuracy. The issues raised
at the public hearing concerning the capability and willingness of the
Unified Sewerage Agency (U.S.A4.) to deal with the leachate were discussed
with administrative and technical representatives of that agency. The
proposed route of the leachate line was modified somewhat in response to
suggestions from the U.S.A., and an additional reconnalssance survey of the
route was conducted.

No errors or omissions in the Draft Report work were identified, and the
adequacy of the leachate management plan for a feasibility level study were
confirmed. No problems were discovered in the plan for leachate
transmission line construction or the proposal for final treatment of the
leachate by the U.S.A.

Qther Issues:

Additional work was completed on several other issues, including but not
limited to: The proposed Banks to Vernonia linear park, the adequacy of
the proposed fire control measures, the method of disposing of spoils
(stumps, slash piles, and cther woody debris), the accuracy of the surface
runoff estimates, the method of wetland impact mitigation, the effects of
inclement weather on site operatiocn, and the effect of hoise on residents
along the access route.
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RAMSEY LAKE

Site Pre-lcad Requirements:

A significant amount of additional work was done to further define the pre-
lcad program that will be reguired at the Ramsey Lake site. Special
attention was paid to developing accurate information on the amount of fill
needed, the anticipated amcunt ¢f settlement, and the source and nature of
the fill material. A more detailed description of the materizl transporig
and handling requirements was prepared, and detailed cost estimates were
generated.

It was determined that somewhat more settlement (both on-site and off-site)
would occur, and that additional pre-load material would be required. An
adequate and available source of pre-load material was identified, and the
use of barges for pre-lcad transport, and conveyors for loading, unlcading,
and placement of pre-load were selected as the preferred methods. The cost
of the pre-load progrem increased due to the need for additionzl material
and the cost of mitigating the impacts of off-site settlement.

Air Quality:

Due to the smount of earth material handling required at the Ramsey

Lake site, and the sensitivity of the airshed in the Rivergate area,
additional work was completed on the ilssue of air guality. Estimates of
particle emissions were revised to reflect changes in the pre-lcad program,
and all of the consultants calculations were reviewed in detail by the
Department's air quality staff. Discussions were held with Department air
quality staff concerning proposed changes in federal and state air quality
standards. It was determined that additional dust control measures would
be added tc the site operation plan, buf that the operaticn of the landfill
will meet applicable air quality standards. A description of the proposed
changes and their effect on site design and operation was prepared for the
Final Report.

Liner Systems:

The liner system proposal contained in the Draft Report was the subject of
considersgble review and discussion by Department staff and the consulting
team. As a presult, the design of the bottom liner system was upgraded to
include two composite liners, a leak detection and collection system, and
an underdrain. In addition, a single composite top liner was recommended,

Wetlands Impact Mitigation:

The Firal Report includes a much more detailed discussion of various
wetlands mitigaticn options and a cost estimate for the option that
involves the general improvement of surface water gquality 1n the area
adjacent te the landfill site, This information was developed through
additional work by the staff and consultants which included several
discussions with the various resource agencies involved in wetlands
manageuent.
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Other Issues:

Additional work was completed on the following isaues: The method of ash
dispesal at the site, the suitability of an ash-cnly fill for future
development, noise impacts to nearby recreaticnal uses, and the issue of
past promises made to the North Portland community concerning additional
landfilling in the area.
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ATTACMENT B -

E.9.C. LANDFILL QUESTIONS

What is the amount of rainfall at Bacena Hoad?

Final Report Status

No on-=ite recording stations were used to determine rainfall at Bacona
Road. Report data are based on information from Buxton, Vernonila, and
Timber and from published maps of anticipated average annual rainfall. The
anticipated average annual rainfall estimate of 67" is considered to be a
conservatively high estimate.

(See Response 3 -~ Leachate and Waste Water Treatment,
Bacona Road
Final Feasibility Study Report (FFSR} pp 2~7, 2-8 and Appendix E).

Does DEQ have an agreement with the Unified Sewerage Agency (U.S.A.) about
the projected costs and its commitment to acecept the Baccona Road site's
leachate?

Final Report Status

No formal agreement exists between DEQ and U.S.A. The sewerage agency has
reviewed the proposed leachate collection and discharge system. A& specific
agreement must be negctiated prior to discharge. Since the site is not
within the U.S.A. boundary, U.S.A. will use an inter-governmental agreement
with the landf'ill cperator to establish terms for acceptance of the
pretreated effluent, This type of agreement is commonly used by
municipalities in providing municipal services to areas outside their
corporate limit.

Concern was expressed during public testimony on the Bacona Road site that
the Unified Sewerage agency may be reluctant to allow connection to their
system. Subsequent discussion with U.S.A. officials confirmed that the
sewerage agency would allow heookup to their system if the Bacona Road site
were chosen.

The conceptual design for the leachate treatment facilities was prepared to
meet applicable U.S.A. standards. DEQ's consulting engineers coordinated
their work with U.S.A., engineers. U.S.A. engineers have reviewed the
result of the leachate treaiment analysis. Leachate will be pretreated
on-site to meet U.S8.A. standards.

(See Response 1, 2, 5 and 14 - Leachate and Waste Water Treatment,

Bacona Road
FFSR pp 3-17 through 3-34.)
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3. How accurate are DEQ's estimates of Bacona Road leachate quantity and
surface water runcff?

Final’Report Status

The design average fiow of leachate used in the study was the maximum flow
(141 gpm) estimated to occur during the design life of the facility. The
assumed pesk design flow is twice the design average flow (282 gpm).

The leachate guantity estimates are conservatively high.

The point wade relative to accounting for snow accumulation and snow melt
does not apply to the analysis performed to estimate leachate generation at
the Bacona Road site. Appropriate rainfall values have been used in the
DEQ analysis in order to calculate leachate flows. HResidents report that
peak daily rainfall, recorded at the site last winter, was 4.58 inches for
one 24-hour period as compared to a peak daily precipitation of 3.59 inches
used in the computations. The precipitation values used in the
computationg were the default values (records stored in the computer data
base) for Astoria which had a peak daily rainfall of 2.59 inches for the 5
years of daily measurements for 1974 through 1978. BRelative to estimation
of leachate generation, pezk daily rainfall is of less relative impertance
than the monthly and annual values. Peak daily rainfall is mostly a factor
relative influencing surface runoff contrel. The default values for
Astoria are appropriate for the analysis which was performed at the Bacona
Road site because the total annual precipitation at Astoriaz for the 5 years
cleogely represents what are believed to be the site elimatological .
conditions.

During final design, the estimates will be refined by cobtaining and using
actual precipitation records at the site, The resulis cbtained using the
default values are consistent with the conceptual level of design for the
project.

Many conments suggested that rapid melting of snow pack could affect
runoff. U. S. Weather Service and other data indicates the average
snowfall is about 35 inches annually at the site. Snowfall varies loecally,
generally inereasing as topography rises. Annual variations can be
aignificant. Many local residents have reported a single snowfall of up teo
T to 10 feet. Such events are rare but can occur. BRunoff projections in
the Final Feasibility Study are based on currently available precipitation
and stream gage data for the area of the proposed landfill. The proposed
storm water control facilities for the site have been increased in size
since the Draft Feasibility Study, and are designed to handle the worst
storm events normally expected to occur in the area.

{See Response 3 - Leachate and Waste Water Treatment,
Bacona Road
FFSR pp 3-35 through 3-41, Appendix D and E.)
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4.

What is the possibility of leachate treatment by U.S.A. limiting
development in Washington County by exceeding or approaching TMDL's and
sewage capacity for the region?

Final Repcrt Status

The pretreated leachate will meet U.S.A.'s industrial wastewater standards.
These standards address inorganic components and are established to protect
water quality in the Tualatin River. '

Pretreatment will reduce chemical and organic strength of the leachate.
The pretreated effluent will be held on-site during the summer and pumped
through a buried line to the Hillsboro treatment plant during the winter
months., This effluent will not consume significant quantities of the
Hillsboro ftreatment plant's biclogic or hydraulic capacity. The projected
wastewater flows will be small compared to the Hillsboro treatment plant's
flow and will be less than 5 percent of the plant's 7.5 mgd average winter
treatment capacity. Pumping treated effluent from the site to the
Hillsboro treatment plant will net inhibit economic development by
consuming excess sewage treatment capacity at the Hillsboro plant. See
Section 3 of the Final Feasibility Study Report for a detailed discusaion
of leachate treatment alternatives.

(5ee Response 1 - Leachate and Waste Water Treatment,
Bacona Road
FFSR pp 3-17 through 3-34)

How adequate are the proposed liner systems and what is their
susceptibility to tears, punctures, fire, chemical attack, rodents, etec,
Potential for failure and ability to repair?

Final Report Status

Soils {(clay and amended soils) have been used to line landfills for many
decades, There are examples of poor performance and reports of wide
variance between field and laboratory determinations of permeability
characteristics of the soil. It is commonly accepted that clay liners are
not totally impervicus, and therefore, allow migration of liquids.

Current law requires that the leachate level zbove the base of the landfill
not exceed 1 foot. If this condition exists and a base liner consisted of
only 2 feet of scil with a permeability of 1 x 10-6 centimeters per second
{cm/sec), then the rate of migration from the base of the liner would be
approximately 1,400 gallons per acre per day (gpad).

In the mid-1970's, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) began
sponsoring studies on the use of gecmembrane (synthetic) liners for
chemical and hazardeous waste landf'ills because these liners are more
impervicus to the flow of liquids than soil materials. This work has been
ongoing for approximately 14 years, and the resulis are very encouraging.
It is now generally accepted that geomembranes can be relied upon for long-

BEQC Landfill Questicns 3M1049 Page 3




term durability and are chemically resistant to most waste products, It is
also true that they are not fotally impervicus to ligquid migration. A
simple defect of 1/4 inch in dismeter per acre of lining, discharging into
a very perviocus medium, would permit about 1,100 gpad of discharge

through the gecmembrane if the head were 1 foot. This magnitude of cne
small defect per acre, which could be expected even with a good quality
assurance program, is thought to be a reascnable estimate accerding to
current work being perfcormed for EPA and soon to be released.

In addition to the chemical integrity of the lining material and the
engineering design features to protect the structural integrity of the
lining, %he synthetic liner material will be backed up by a thick layer cf
low-permeability soil. This layer of low-permeability scil will provide an
added layer of protection against the movement of water. The combination
of the synthetic liner and the layer of lcw-permeability soil is called a
composite liner. Two composite iiners will be constructed beneath the
landfill., In additionm, there will be a lesk detection system between the
two composite liners. This type of lining system is called a "prevent"”
lining system by the U. S. Environmental Pretection Agency.

A single composite liner, consisting of & geomembrane overlying a soil
liner, has been found to provide an excellent barrier to liquid migration
and dramatically reduces potential liquid wigration through the membrane.
To illustrate this statement, a gecomembrane overlying 2 feet of a soil
liner with a permeability of 1 x 10-0 em/sec will limit the migration from
the composite liner to about 1/100 gpad. It is obvicus then that a single
composite liner provides a high level of environmental protsction when
compared with either a soil or gecmembrane liner alcone., The double
composite liner system proposed by DEQ provides an even greater level of
protection.

High Density Polyethelene (HDPE) lining material (currently viewed as the
best gecmembrane liner material) has been tested by the manufacturers using
a variety of accelerated age/stress tests. These tests have used both
actual leachates from a variety of sanitary landfills, artificial leachates
mixed in the laboratory, and a variety of both concentrated and dilute
chemical products such as solvents, fuels, acids, and bases. These tests
have shown that HDPE has a high degree of chemical resistance and is
virtually inert.

It is possible to predict the type of environment that will be present in
the landfill. Leachate from many landfills has been analyzed for its
constituents, and these data are available. Artificial leachates made in
the laboratory are more aggressive than leachate feound in municipal
landfills. Artificial leachates have been applied to EDPE lining material
at high temperatures and in concentrated strengths., The HDPE material is
proven to be resistant to attack and virfually inert.

The HDPE lining material will be placed on a2 solid foundation that will
provide sufficient support so the lining is not overstressed. The
foundaticn design will eliminate sharp radius corners, protrusicns, and
other stress-inducing situations.
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The leachate collection system above the upper composite liner will keep
the leachate depth to less than 1 foot., This low head comblned with the
upper composite liner's low permeability and the leak detection systen,
makes it extremely unlikely that leachate will move through the second
lining system. If leachate did escape, the groundwater monitoring wells
would detect it before it moved offsite and a repalr program would be
instituted. Additicnal technical data on the suitability of synthetic
lining material is included in Appendix I of the Final Feasibility Study
Repert.

Liner manufacturers will guarantee their products against defects in
workmanship and materials only if certain conditicns regarding site
preparation and installation procedures are met. Subswface conditions are
not covered by manufacturers' guarantees under any condition, whether solid
rock cor deep, soft soil. The proposed conceptual design will follow the
manufacturer's recommended site preparation and installation instructions.
A materials and workmanship guarantee should thus be available for the
Ramsey Lake site.

HDPE is suitable and recommended for sanitary landfill applicaticn
throughout the United States. It is considered the nmost advanced and best
material available for landfill liners.

Because HDPE is virtually chemically inert, there are no solvents that can
be used to "bond" the material. One seaming method for HDPE uses fusion
welding., This is a process where thie adjacent pieces of HDPE are heated to
their melting point, and then are mechanically fused together., This
process coreates a seam area that is strenger than the HDPE sheet material.

Liner bends and seals are one of the most eritical areas of lirper
construction. Past failures at liner seams can be traced to inadequate
quality confrol, inspection, and testing during construction. Liner
installation will be rigidly controlled by contract specificaticns,
constant inspection, and complete testing.

Each inch of eeam is inspected after installation to ensure that a complete
bond has been obtained. Ultrascnic tests are used to detect any
incompletely bonded portions of the seams. Vacuum testing can be used at
randonly selected or suspect areas. In addition to the specific in-place
field testing, secticns of the seamed liner are cut at random from the
completed installation and tested in the laboratory. Any defective areas
are replaced and retested.

Vegetation will be striectly contrclled on-site. The lining system will be
designed to accommodate potential differential settlement on-site. FPires
in landfills are extremely rare; cell comstruction would strictly limit any
potential fire damage. The liner materizl would not be damaged by
sunlight. HDPE is resistant to ultraviolet degradaticn. {This is not true
of ordinary polyethylene lining that is sold for home use)., The

synthetic liner will be covered by the leachate cocllection system materizls
during installation, so it will not be exposed to sunlight except during
inatallation. In additicn, HDPE is not attractive to burrowing rodents.
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The proposed "double-composite" liner system is designed to prevent any

leachate contamination of groundwater. Should the.upper lining system be

breached, the leak would be evaluated and action taken immediately to
correct the problem before any groundwater is affected., Potential measures
are discusged in the Feasibility Study Report. If the second lining system
should develeop a leak then the site underdrain system will minimize the
amount of liquid that actually escapes into the environment. If the liquid
were to escape intc the environment, natural protection characteristies
(soil, hydrologic boundaries, flow system characteristics) would help
prevent groundwater contamination, Should groundwater become contaminated,
the potential impact area would probably be confined to the site vieinity.
The nearest wells at the Bacona Road site {excluding Stanley Posts' home)
are about 2 miles from the center of the site, or mcre than 1 mile from the
site boundary, and there are very few downgradient wells at the Ramsey Lake
site. In the unlikely event that the nearest welis were centaminated, a
new water supply would be provided.

(See Response 1 and 2 - Water Quality, and Responge 7 and 13 - Operations,
Ramsey Lake
Response 5 and 6 ~ Water Quality; Groundwater and
Response 2, 3, 4, 10, 12 and 14 - Operations,
Bacona Read :
FFSR pp 3-17, 3-19, 3-61 and Appendix H - Bacona Road
and pp-3-34, 3-35, 3-55 -~ Ramsey Lake)

‘Are there landslides at the Baccna Road site?

Final Repcrt Status

DEQ's site investigation study identified landslide material beneath the
site. These materisls have been evaluated via additional core drilling
(April 1987) to further characterize their natures. Based on all the
information to date, there are no active slides on-site, and areas of past
slide activity do not significantly affect gite feasibility. The landfill
will be designed and constructed to avoid or accommodate slide areas.
Additional gecotechnical studies will be completed prior to final design and
throughout the life of the landfill to evaluate those siope stability
factors which could influence site design and operation. Additional
geologic information is ineluded in Appendix B of the Final Feasibility
Study Report.

{See Response 1 - Landslides/Earthquakes,
Raccna Road)
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7. There is a need for creative thinking for the Neighborhood Protection Flan.

Final HReport Status

The Neighborhood Protection Plans were developed after three public
meetings in each community. The first meeting explained the purpose of
the NPP and invited further participation in helping to develcp an
effective plan that would incorporate community concerns and ideas. A
second meeting involved the audience identifying the potential probtlems to
be addressed in the NPP. (At the Bacona Road meeting, a community group
presented a list of poaitive actions that should be included). The third
meeting was an open house where communiiy residents were invited to see
and discuss the alternative actionzs that were being proposed.

DEQ alsc held a "Peer-Review" meeting of experts in various fields
(geclogy, landscape architecture, land use planning, wetlands, etc.)
specifiically to "brain-storm" creative solutions to the problems that had
been identified at each site. Many of the ideas generated during that
sessicn were incorporated into the NPP!'s=s,

8. Who handles the maintenance of Highwéy k72

Final Report Status

Highways 26 and 47 will be maintained by the Oregon State Highway Division.
Several additional improvements are recommended for Highway 47 to
accommodaie the additional truck traffie, including widening, shoulder
construection, and truck turncuts as a result of public testimony and
additional field work. The Final Feasibility Study Repori has been revised
to reflect these new provisions.

({See Response 1 - Traffic,
Bacona KRoad}

9. Will there be improvements to Highway 47 - e.g intersections with Highway
26 and road widening?

Final Report Statua

Based on historic data, it is projected that the addition of site-generated
traffic onto Highways 47 and 26 will result in about. one additional
accident per year. This additional accident potential can be reduced

by widening Highway 47 from Highway 26 to the new access road to include
shoulders and turnouts. These changes are inciuded in the Final
Feasibility Study Report. Results of recent research indicate that, in
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general, accident rates on rural .rcads do not significantly change after
introducing a higher percentage of heavy trucks into the traffic stream.

Although truck-related accidents are typically more severe than accidents
not involving trucks, trucks generally have half as many accidents per mile
traveled as do automebiles?. '

Consideration was given to installation of a traffic signal at the
intersecticns of Highways 26 and 47 and Highway 47 at the site zccess
read.

Prior to installing a traffic signal, the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) requires that at 1 east one "Warrant"™ be met
{"Warrants" are specific Highway Department requirements for action, such
as accident rates). The available Warrants for the installation of traffic
signals are identified within the most recent edition of the Manuzsl of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The traffic analysis that has been
conducted shows that neither intersection is currently able to meet atg
least one of the available Warrants. Beyond this, it should be-recognized
that the published Warrants are necessary but not sufficient justification
for the installaticon of traffic signals.

For the Highway 26/ Highway L7 and Highway 47/site access road
intersections, the presence of a traffic signal could actually increase the
potential for an accident (especially rear-end accidents), because 1t is a
traffic control device that drivers would not normally expect to encounter
on a rural road. Otheq more appropriate design measures, such as
acceleration and turn lanes for minimizing the additional operaticnal and
safety problems at these intersections have been incorporazted into the
Feasibility Study Report. It is also recommended that Highway 47 De
widened from Highway 26 to the new access road to include shoulders and
turnouts.

An overpass was alao considered for the Highway 26 - Highway U7
intersection, but it was determined that traffic conditlons at that
intersection did not warrant consiruction of an overpass. Costs for
suchr an overpass was estimated to be approximately 3400,000.

TI11inois Department of Transportation. "Report to Task Force on HB 1305"
(March 1985).

(See Response 2, 3, and 4 - Traffic,
Baccona Road
FFSR pp 4-T2 through 4-79).
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10.

11.

What about site operation at Bacona during bad weather and backup disposal
sites? ) :

Finzal Report Status

Icy or snowy conditions could temporarily disrupt landfilling. Trucks will
carry tire chains. Truck turnouts for "chalin-up" will be constructed

along Highway 47 and the =site access road. Garbage is routinely landfilled
in snowy, cold c¢limates and the site coperations plan will include

specific cold weather techniques. Snow removal equipment will be provided
on site and the access road would be plowed and sanded when necessary to
ensure access Lo the site.

Wastewater treatment facilities can be designed to function satisfactorily
in extremely cold climates. The pretreatment facility at the Bacona

Road site will include insulation, heat tape, and other standard techniques
to ensure continued plant operation during cold weather.

{See Response 6 - COperations and Response 2 and 3 - Inclement Weather,
Bacona Road
FFSR pp 3-83, 4-3).

Are Bacona fire protection proposals adequate? Does the site place an
additional lcad on existing emergency service providers (financial or
otherwise)}?

Final Report Status

The report addresses control of fire, beth inside and outside the landfill
site. All landfill employees will be trained in fire prevention and
suppression techniques. Fire suppression equipment for both chemical and
non-chemical fires will be available on-site. All garbage entering the
site will be carried by transfer vehicles. The use of transfer stations
for collecting garbage and exclusive use of transfer trailers for
transporting garbage greatly reduces the potential for landfili fires.

On-site fire protection and suppression measures will meet or exceed all
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) requirements. The access road
will include standard gravel shoulders. This road design meets State
Forestry Department regulations. A bare earth buffer will also be
maintained arcund the active landfill area per state forestry standards.

With a landfill at this location, demands for emergency services may
increase, A portion of landfill fees could be allocated to offset
potential costs. Liability restricticns might preclude use of landfill
equipment for use in the local community. However, a coopsrative agreement
could be established with local volunteer departments or other fire

. districts.
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Landfill fires are extremely rare. The Neighborhood Protection Plan has
been revised to include additional eguipment and manpewer. Additionzgl fire
protection measures, inecluding added manpower for fire patrols during
extended pericds of high fire danger, are describec in Section 4 of the
Final Feasibility Study Report. '

(See Response 1, 3, 4, 5, 9 and 10 - Services,
Bacoriz Road
FFSR pp 4-7, 4~8, 4-39 through 4-45}.

Do Highway 26 traffic projections take Washington County future growth into
account?

Final Report Status

Projections do take future Washington County growth into account. Traffic
will not become more congested in the Sunset Corridor. The peak landfill
traffic will occur between noon and 5 p.m., which are cff-peak hours zlong
Highway 26. The landfill will operate at reduced hours on weekends and
there will be considerably fewer transfer trucks going to the site on
weekends. .

Traffic impact analyses have been completed. Impacts from site traffic are
pinimal as described in Secticn 4 of the Fipal Feasibility Study Report.

{See Response 6 and 8 - Traffic,
Bacoena Road)
FFSR pp 2-79 through 2-86, 4-72 through 4-79).

Will the quality of the Nehalem River and drainage basin be impacted?

Final Report Status

The Nehalem Hiver drainage baszin will not be affected by landfill
development or operation. The entire site drains to five separate drainage
basins, inecluding the Nehalem. However, the active landfill area (the area
that will receive garbage) has been reduced s¢ that all runoff flews only
to the Denny Creek drainage basin. Uncontaminated runoff from the site
will be diverted arcund the active fill arez and directed to sedimentation
and detention ponds, then discharged to Denny Creek. Leachate
(contaminated water from the active landfill area)} will be collected, pre-
treated, and piped (during winter months only) to the Unified Sewerage
Agency (USA) wastewater freatment plant in Hillsboro for final treatment.
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Discharge of leachate following treatment at the Hillsboro plant will occur
only during winter months when impacts to the Tualatin River will meet DEQ
water quality standards.

(See Response 1 - Water quality; Surface Water,
Bacona Road
FFSR pp 2-2, 2-T7, 2-13, 2-14 and Appendix B).

Has DEQ fully defined groundwafer system on and off-site?

Final Report 3tatfus

The groundwater field investigation has included the completion of §
borings, 8 air rotary holes, and 2 core holes, {(a total of 32 monitoring
wells or piezometers). All of this drilling was done on site, Multiple
wells at different depths have been used to monitor groundwater levels,
flow direction, vertical gradients, aquifer characteristics, and water
quality at the Bacona Rcad site. These tests have been conducted on the
site, because on-site conditions are most important in determining the
level of natural protection for the site.

The data clearly show that groundwater under most of the site is flowing to
the southeast. However, groundwater divides may be present beneath the
topographic ridges (surface water drainage divides) that form the
boundaries of the site. (Although there are some indications of groundwater
flow to the north, the waterfall referred to in testimony is a surface
water feature). The extent to which potential groundwaier flow divides
exist and their potential impacts te design of a permanent groundwater
monitoring network will be evaluated during subsequent more detailed
investigative and design phases for the site. It is possible that some
groundwater along drainage divides may flow to the north. If a condition
such as this is found to exist, the site would be located and designed so
that waste disposal areas are away from groundwater divides. This
condition does -not affect the overall feasibility of the site.

The level of investigation for landfill site feasibjility has been adequate
to define the general groundwater conditions which will influence natural
groundwater protection and the potential for subsequent impacts at the
site. Between the completion of the Draft Feasibility Study and the Final
Feasibility Study a 48-hour constant discharge aquifer test was conducted.
The results of this test have provided additional information and
understanding about the site groundwater characteristics, and are included
ir Appendix B of the Final Feasibility Study Repcrt.

Current hydrogeologic data show the site is & local discharge area. That
is, most of the shallow groundwater flow beneath the active landfill area
is toward, rather than away from, the site. The potential for recharge of
deeper intermediate and regicnal groundwater flow syatems does exist, and
it is possible that groundwater flow Lo areas several miles away could
occur. However, if this should oceur, several factors limit the potential
for any significant off-site impacts to groundwater rescurces:
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o} Numerous groundwater flow system boundaries (stream valleys and
topographic ridges) exist downslope from the site, It is probable
that groundwater that enters loczl or intermediate flow systems
beneath the site does not flow beyond these boundaries.

o] The marine sediments that underlie the site characteristically show
conasiderable variation in rock type and degree of fracturing over
shert distances vertically and horizontally, and therefore there is
limited petential for preferential flow paths (very permeable layers
of rock or open fracturing) that extend over significant distances.

o Groundwater in regional flow systems in these sediments typically
contains high levels of dissolved constifuents, and is of generally
peoor quality.

o There is only one downgradient groundwater user within one mile of
the landfiil, and it has been proposed that that individual's property
will be purchased as part of site acquisition. Residential
development within 3 miles of the site is very limited, and most
residents rely on locally recharged springs or shallow wells that have
very low possibility of being impacted by landfill operations. See
Appendix B of the Final Feasibility Study Report for additional
information.

‘(See Response 1, 2 and 3 - Water Quality; Groundwater,

Bzcona Road)

What about the proposed Banks/ Vernonia Linear Park?

Final Report Status

The Banks-to~Vernonia Linear Park is a proposal being considered by the
State Parks Department. A specific alignment has not been finalized.
Preliminary alignments could pass near the vicinity of the site, and
potentially cross the access road. Design measures, suth as an overpass or
pathway underpass could be included in landfill design should the proposal
be lmplemented. Noise from lardfill €ruck traffic would be significant if
the preposed pathway is constructed near the access road or landfill.

(See Response 5 - Land Use,
Baccona Read
FFSR pp 2~75, 2=-76, #4-70).
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18.

What about impacts to the proposed Hamill Observatory?

Final Report Status

Dust generated by site activities consists of relatively large particles
that settle quickly. Subsegquent te the Draft Feasibility Study Report,
dispersion modeling has been conducted that indicates dust generation will
be localized.

The amount of dust generated by site operations will not sigrificantly
affect 1ight availability. Dispersicn medeling results alse indicate that
particulate matter (dust) will settle quickly, and it is not expected to
impair viewing at the proposed observatory,

The Final Feasibility Study Repcort (Section U4) requires that enclosed
combustion units contain most of the heat generated by flaring of landfill
gas. The ground temperature of the landfill will be slightly higher than
the surrcunding area (perhaps 5 degrees Fahrenhsit), but wculd not creaks
significant heat currents that would affect observatory viewing.

The proposed observatory will use sensitive spectroscopy equipment that
could be impacted by increased levels of 1landfill or combustion gases above
the site. While DEQ dees not believe this will be a seriocus problem, the
Neighborhood Protection Plan has been revised to reflect a temporary
shutdown of gas flares during key viewing times. (Perhaps 25-U45 days per
year). While the expecﬁed impacts are minimal, the Board of Dirsctors of
the Northweat Astronomy .Group has stated that landfill construction and
operation might preciude development of the observatory.

(See Response 1, 2 and 3 - Land Use,
Bacena Road
FFSR pp 4-70 through 4-72).

Will there be a finaneial analysis of both sites?

Final Report Status

A financizal analysis has beenh completed for each site and is available
from DEQ staff. Copies will be provided to the EQC.

Will there be economic impacts to local school districts due to lost
property values?

Final Report Status

The effects of landfill censtruction and operation on surrounding property
values have not been examined in the Feasibility Study. Research on
this issue at other landfills shows mixed conclusions about the potential
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devaluation of neighboring properties. While factors associated with
landf'ill cperations are frequently perceived to have a negative effect on
the value of nearby real estate, information from other Pacific Neorthwest
landfill operations indicate that these perceptions generally do not
develop into actual property devaluation when the landfill is constructed
and operated preoperly. Where properties are subjeckted to significant
inereases in noise, traffie, odors, or catastrophic events property values
can be adversely affected. The Neighborhood Protection Plan developed fer
the sites (Section 4} 1ists all the measures proposed to reduce or
eliminate potential adverse impacts.

In a 1986 case cited during this process which involved the Cedar Hills
landfill in Xing County, Washington (established 1963), a state court
established that inverse condemnation from trespass by cdors and noise had
occurred at 11 locations within a t1-mile radius of the site. One time only
payments were ordered, along with improved operations at the landfill to
include daily cover and installation of an active gas collection system in
an older section of the landfill., The court did not establish that a long-
term devaluation had cccurred and declined to identify the percentage of
the settlements (34,000 to $10,000) attributable ¢o inverse condemnation.
No evidence was presented to substantiate a reduction in tax base,

Studies reviewed in this research include "A Study of the Impact of
Landfills on Surrounding Residential Properties," 1986, by J. H. Price;
"The Total Social Cost Approach: The Solid Waste Case, "™ 1981, by Rudzitis
and Hochman; "Wildweed Sanitary Landfill Feasibility Study, Chapter 6,"
1981, by CH2M Hill; "Neither Boom Nor Bust," 1986, in Waste fge;

"Answering the Crities," 1980, in Waste Age Magazine; and

"Effects of Solid Waste Disposal Sites on Communiby Development and
Residential Property Values" 1682, Department of Environmental Rescurces,
Pennsylvania,

(See Response 1 - Land Use and Hesponse 13 - Soc/Econ Issues,
Ramsey Lake

Response 9 - Land Use
Bacona Road)

Should residual value estimates be incorporated into the cost analysis?

Final Report Status

A "residual value" analysis is often done when comparing the cost of two
facilities, when one facility will last longer than the other. When the
operating life of one facility is over, the other facility =till has some
useful life left, and this "residual value" needs to be accounted for in
comparing costs of the two facilities.

EQC Landfill Questions SM1049 Page 14



20.

The cost analysis of the two landfill sites uses an economic model which
incorporates this "residual value™ by accounting for the longer site life
at. Bacona Road. Costs such as land acquisition and initial capital
construction are amortized over the entire life of the landfill, as
opposed to periodic costs {such as transport, or cell development) which
are amertized over the same period for both sites.

The cost analysis therefore incorpecrates the prinecipal of "residual valus"
and ensures an "apples-tc-apples™ comparison.

(FFSR  Section 5 and Appendix F - Ramsey Lake
Section 5 and Appendix G - Bacona Read)

Is it expected that Section 408 wetland fill permits will be obtainable?

Final Report Status

Since the draft feasibllity reports were published DEQ and its

consultants have met with state and federal rescurce agency
representatives to review the siting process and discuss wetland impact
mitigation plans for each site. Response from the U, S, Army Corps of
Engineers and EPA (who have final authority in issuing UOY permits)
indicates that adequate opportunities exist to offeset the impacts of
wetland displacement at both sites and that plans within the final reports
provide a good conceptual framework for more detailed mitigation plans,

During review sessions, both the U, S. and State Fish and Vildlife agencies
expressed the policy of their departments to oppose filling of wetlands
for a non-water dependent use unless an essential public interest is
served, no practicable alternative exists, and every effort is made to
diminish the impact of the project on these rescurces. j REcognizing that
17 of the 18 sites reviewed by the Department had significant wetlands on
or near them, it Is virtually impossible to locate a site within the tri-
county area that meets DEQ criteria and does not have a potential wetland
impact, DEQ staff and consultants believe if can be demonstrated that the
site selected by the EQC meets the U. S. and State Fish and Wildlife
agency policies. It should be noted that ccmments from these agencies are
advisory to the Corps; a permit may be issued over their objections.

By regulation the Corps must consider a number of criteria in addition to
specific wetland impacts when making a permitting decision. These
criteria include: Public interest/need; fish and wildlife resources;
aesthetic values; floodplaing; water supplies; public safety; energy
conservation; economics; and mitigation plans.

As part of the Corps permitting process it will be necessary teo have an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) developed on the project. Much of the
work completed during the feasibility study may be used to prepare the

EIS. Specific mitigation plans will be developed, then reviewed and
approved by the resource agencies. It is anticipated that the EIS process
will take 12 to 28 months (allowing limited time for federal court and
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agency appeals). The Corps would issue a permit after the EIS is

complete. Metro anticipates initiating the Section 404 permit/EIS process
this summer. Utilizing a fast-track design and construction method, it is
anticipated that an opening date of February 1991 for the regional landfill
can be met.

(See Response 1 and 2 - Permitting and 6 and 7 - Siting/Criteria,

Ramsey Lzke
FF8it pp 4-26 through 4-13).

Who made what promises about St. Johns Landfill not being expanded, and
when were they made? Did DEQ make any promises?

Final Report Status

In researching this issue, City of Pertland, Port, and DEQ staff were
unable to locate written evidence which clearly expresses the promise that
this area would never again be the lccation of a solid waste disposal
facility. In a 1966 planning study, "Hivergate and the North Portland
Peninsula, " commissioned by the Port of Portland, it was acknowledged that
the City planned to use additional land, including Bybee and a pertion of
Smith Lake, for expansion of landfilling operations at’ St. Johns.

By 1972, "4 Plan for the North Portland Penirsula," completed by the
Columbia Sleough Environmental Task Force, recommended limiting the
expansion area for the landfill to accommocdate its operation until 1985 or
1990, at which time an improved techneology or alternative location could be
found.

By actiocn of the Oregon Legislature in 1977, HB 3192 passed, creating ORS
541,622 -- "Prohibition against issuance of permits to fill Smith and/ocr
Bybee Lakes below the 11-fooi contour lire mean sez level." Testimony on
this action and subsequent communication from the billt's sponsor,
Representative Jim Chrest, indicated that its intent was to prevent the
expansion of the St. Johns Landfill and save what was left of Smith and
Bybee Lakes sc they could be preserved for recreational use and wildlife
habitat.

Subsequent expansion permit actions in 1979 before the DEQ and the Army
Corps of Engineers noted that St. Johns expansion area was limited and that
the site was considered an interim facility, the use of which would be
terminated as soon as an alternate site became available,

{See Response 1 - Fairness
Ramsey Lake).
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22. What about the comments made about the geotechnical issues at Ramsey Lake?

Final Report Status

The Ramsey Lake site presents scme unique engineering challenges. There
are engineering techniques available to allow development of the Ramsey
Lake site but the site is more costly on a wit price basils than some
cther sites.

Preloading will causé variable settlements of from 10 to 18 feet over the
site. The site development plan anticipates preleoading to remove the
majority of the variable settlement prior to construction of site
facilities.

DEQ disagrees that the site would settle 2 to 3 feet after prelcading. We
agree that the constructed landfill will experience settlement throughout
the operaticn and pest cleosure pericd, even with a preload. This
settlement would occur because after removal of the prelcad, the site would
rebound, OQur eatimates of the maximum settlement for the landfill range
between 1.5 and 2.0 feet. This settlement is within the design capabllity
of the environmentazl protecticn system.

After evaluating alternative sources for prelcad material, we have
identified adequate quantities of suitable preload material in the
Kelso/Longview area. The preload material will be loaded directly from
the source area onto barges. The barges will deeck using equipment on the
barge that will push the preload matperial onto fixed conveyors. The-
preload material will be conveyed from the barge unloading area to the
Ramsey Lake site. The prelocad material will be transferred from the
stationary conveyor ont¢ a portable conveyor, then te temporary portable
stacking conveyors for actual placement in the preload area.

We have discussed this methed of operation with both barging companies and
conveyor manufacturers. We believe this method of operation is
technically feasible and we have included costs for this material and
method of placement in the cost estimate for the site.

The ratio of soll handling to refuse disposzl is higher at this site

than at most sanitary landfills, because of the need to preload the site.
The conceptual design minimizes the cost and impact of this additional soil
handling by incorporating the prelcoad material into the fill as daily

cover {a Neighborhcod Protection Plan requirement). Because soil must be
moved to the site and placed as preload and then moved prior to
construction of the liner 'secticn, there is additional cost assoclated
with scil movement at this site. Appropriate costs have been included in
the cost estimate.

A related concern during public testimony was the potential for leachate
leaking out the sides of the landfill. Leachate is formed at different
levels within the garbage. Studies of other landfills show that the
leachate may move laterally towards the sides of the landfill, The
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landf'ill top and side cover will be designed to .allow leachate to drain
down into the leachate collection system ai the landfill base. This drain
system, in conjunction with the top liner and final cover, will prevent
leachate from leaking from the top and sides of the landfiil.

{See Response 1, 2, 3, ¥ and 5 - Operations
Response 5 - Water Quality,
Ramsey Lzke

FFSR pp 3-8, 3-31 through 3-33, Appendix B)

Why are there discrepancies in cost estimates?

Final Repcort Status

For the Ramsey Lake site, DEQ consultants have me: with consultants
representing the Port and others and have determined that the costs are nct
significantly underestimated., The use of different allocations of costs
between capital and operation created an apparent difference of $60
million. DEQ agreed that one item (off-site storm drainage) was
underestimated by about $3 million. There is no longer any substantial
difference in cost estimates between DEQ consultants and consultants for
opponent groups. The ccst estimate in Section 5 of the Final Feasibility
Study Report has been revised to reflect changes in the conceptual design
and additicnal Keighberhood Protection Plan measures.

For Bacona Road, most of the $80 million difference in cost estimates
results from four cost categories: (1) Potential gas revenues which were
not included., (2) Less expensive preloadingz costs. (3) Transport costs.

(4) "Externall cleanup costs that were not estimated.

Each of these items has been reviewed for the firnal report,and some
adjustments have been made. However, the price used for prelcading used
in the report was the best found for the quality and quantity of material
required. The "external" costs noted in testimony were included in the
draft {see Cost Appendix) and adding 322 million would result in double
counting.

{See Response 1 and 5 - Costs
Ramsey Lake
Response 9 - Cost Model
Bacona Reoad)}.

EQC Landfill Questicns SMiodqg Page 18



24, What impact will result from removing heavy industrial land, at Rivergate,
from the market? What exactly is available? What is its value? What
other similar land is or may be available.

Final Repecrt Status

The Ramsey Lake slte constitutes about 70 percent of the available heavy
industrially zoned land in Rivergate. The site represents about 91 percent
of the heavy industrially zcned land within Portland city limits.

With regard to future supply, the City of Portland and the Portland
Development Commission (PDC), are currently spearheading a program to
prepare for development, and market, 6,400 acres of vacant industrial land
in the Columbia Corridor. Over 4,000 of these acres lie outside of the
Rivergate area, and over cne thousand acres are censidered suitable for
"uedium-Heavy® industrial use, according to a 1985 PDC study.

Development of the Ramsey Lake site will not prevent development of
Rivergate as a major shipping center and port., Sites with port access
will not be adversely affected by landfill development. Industrial growth
in Rivergate has been historically slow, and lendfill development will not
likely alter this trend,

The amount of heavy industrially zoned land is limited in the Portland

. metropolitan area. The presaure to develeop additional inventories ‘
will occur consistent with local comprehensive plans and statewide planning
goals.

The predicted loss of 17,000 Jjobs is overstated, Based on projections in
the Final Feasibility Study BReport, abcut 3,300 jobs could be lost by
developing the zite as a landfill, assuming development patterns typical fo
Rivergate extend to the proposed site area. The estimate of direct wages
lost annually is similarly cverstated., DEQ estimates the potfential annual
cost of wages to be approximately $70,000,000.

A number of industrizl development experts and developers themselves
indicated that a landfill at Ramsey Lake "would send the wrong signals" to
prospective industries. If no other industrial land is avallable, it is
possible that industries could choose to locate elsewhere. However, there
are many other factors (market, degree of impact, provision of services)
that are taken into account in industrial siting. For example, a high-
tech development recently located directly adjacent to an existing
iandfill in the midwest.
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There is some evidence that the consideration of the Ramsey Lake site has
affected the marketability of the adjacent industrial areas. One
developer, for example, stated that several potentizl clients withdrew
their plans to participate in an industrial park directly northeast of the
site. Financing for the project could be jecpardized if the landfill is
constructed,

The effects of a landfill on surrcunding property values is difficult to
quantify, and highly variable, depending on how the landfill is operated,
and other market factors. Landfills have been successfully located in
other industrial areas without apparent adverse effects on property values.
Generally, however, industrial land has been scarce in those instances,
and market conditions (availability of land) may exert strong influences
on iland values. Properly constructed and operated, the landfill would
likely have little affect on surrcunding property values. The extent to
which the existing St. Johns Lardfill has depressed land values is not
knewn. If ash fill is included, a portion of the site could be reused for
future industrial development.

While DEQ recognizes that industrial parcels (and virtually every other
type of land use) have "higher and better uses" than landfills, the
proposed landfill is compatible with industrial use. The number of Jjobs
created by landfill development is substantially below what would be
created by manufacturing or other light industry. The Final Feasibility
Study Report addresses the potential impact fo industrial development in
the Rivergate area (see Section U4 for additional information).

{See Response 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12 and 14 - Soc/Econ Issues,
Responses 15 and 16 - Land Use and Response # 16 - Siting/Criteria,

‘ Ramsey Lake

FFSR pp 2-111 through 2-116, 4-95 through 4-111).

Can ash disposal area be used for future development?

Final Report Status

The ash disposal area could be used for future development., However,
certain restrictions and limitations would apply. Maintaining the
integrity of the environmentzl control systems would be of primary
importance., Any development would have to be designed so that the low
permeability final cover would not be disturbed by excavations feor
foundaticns, utilities, or other improvements. Thisz might require
placement of addiftional soil fill materisl over the development area to
provide for any subsurface construction, If will alsc be necessary te
maintain a surface grade that prevents ponding ¢f water in the area.
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The ash deposited in the landfill should provide adequate Toundation
support for some types of development now 1n the Ramsey Lake vieinity,
Typically, ash from a refuse incinerator contains more than 95 percent
inert material, sc¢ the ash landfill should undergo very little settlement
if proper compaction is applied during the filling operations. Building
foundations would have to be designed on the basis of a bearing capacity
representative of the ash in the landfill, Low intensity uses, such as
marshalling yards, storage, parking, and similar uses would be mest
suitable for this area.

NOTE: If fly ash or bottom ash from a municipal solid waste inecinerator is
determined to be hazardous waste by the DEQ or Environmental Protection
Agency, it would not go to the landfill, but would have to be disposed of
in a faecility licensed to accept hazardous waste.)

{See Response 9 - Alternative Technology, and Response 17 - Cperations,
Ramsey Lake
FFSR pp 2-14 through 3-21)
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Environmental Quality Commission

DEQ-45

EIL SO1LBSCHIIT 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item 2, June 12, 1987, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule Amending Solid Waste
Pernit Application Processing Fee for Large (General Purpose
Domestic Waste Landfills, OAR 340-61-120

Background

At the May 29, 1987 EQC meeting, the Department proposed that the
Commission adopt a temporary rule providing for an $85,000 permit
application processing fee for each general purpose domestic waste landfill

- designed to receive more than 100,000 tons per year of solid waste and to

be greater than 100 acres in size. (Refer to Attachment 1 which presents
Agenda Item E, May 29, 1987, FQC Meeting).

The Department determined that this fee is necessary to provide adequate
resources to allow timely and competent review of two sites being developed
by private companies as alternatives to the 8B 662 landfill siting process.
Waste Management of Oregon (WMO) has proposed a site near Arlington and
Tidewater Barge Lines (TBL) has proposed a site near Boardman. Both
companies want to move rapidly through the solid waste permit process, thus
providing Metro with viable alternatives to developing a landfill in the
Portland metropolitan area.

After listening to testimony at the public hearing on May 29th on the
proposed temporary rule, the Commission postponed a decision on how to fund
the additional staff and requested the Department to investigate the
following alternatives:

1. Use of the existing funding mechanism ($1/ton fee on all solid
waste disposed in the Portland metropolitan area) under SB 662 to
pay the Department's costs in processing the WMO and TBL permit

applications.

2. Refwnding to the applicant any portion of the permit application
fee not used by the Department if the Commission adopts the
$85,000 fee.
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3. Other funding alternatives that would ensure that the people who
generate the solid waste pay the cost of processing the permit
application for disposal of the solid waste.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Department is vigorously pursuing the alternative of using SB 662 funds
to cover its costs in reviewing the WMO and TBL proposals. This
alternative will require legislative action and the Department is
investigating all avenues to obtain the appropriate legal authority in the
waning days of the current legislative session. At the time this staff
report was prepared, no avenue with a fair chance of success has been
found. A report updating the Department's efforts will be provided to the
Commission at its June 12th meeting.

The Department has not identified any other funding alternative that would
accomplish the Commission's objective of ensuring that the landfill
development costs (including the cost of the Department's permit
processing) are passed through to the people who generate the solid waste.
It could be argued that the proposed permit fee accomplishes that objective
in the case of successful landfill siting, as the developer will likely
amortize its develcopment costs through the tipping fees it charges over the
life of the landf'ill. This is the most equitable result since the costs
will be passed to the generators of solid waste whether they reside in
Portland, Clark County or elsewhere,

The Department has also investigated the feasibility of refunding to the
applicant any portion of the permit application processing fee that the
Department does not use in reviewing and processing the applicant's
proposal. The Department agrees that refunding unused f'ees may be
appropriate in this instance because the fee would be high and there is no
way to predict with certainty that it will all be used. The temporary rule
(Attachment 2) has been modified to provide for refund of unused fees
revenue.

Most fees paid to the Department for permit application processing only
cover part of the agency's review costs. The remaining costs are normally
paid from federal funds and general funds. Further, the actual costs of
permit review can vary significantly for similar facilities depending upon
the quality and completensss of the information submitted with the permit
application, the environmental sensitivity of the site (e.g.., urban vs.
rural) and the public perception of how good a neighbor the facility will
be. Normally, the general and federal funds smooth out the variability in
agency cosis for permit review sc that the Department doesn't need to
constantly adjust its staff resources as each new permit application is
processed.

The WMO and TBL proposals represent a special case as they will overwhelm
the current capability of the sclid waste program. Thus, a special permit
fee is needed to provide the necessary rescurces, and since the Department
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cannot predict with certainty its actual costs to process these proposals,
a refund mechanism is appropriate.

Finally, the Department has reconsidered its recommendation that the
Commission authorize a public hearing to make the proposed temporary rule
permanent. The Department would like toc draft comprehensive changes to its
solid waste permit fee schedules and return to the Commission with a
request for public hearing authorization. This would allow the affected
parties to assist in developing the proposal before public hearing and to
work for more equitable distribution of fees than is contained in the
proposed temporary rule.

Summation

1. At the Commission's May 29, 1987 meeting, the Department proposed
adoption of a temporary rule amending solid waste permif application
processing fees for large general purpose domestic waste landfills.
;he temporary rule would increase the processing fee from $1,000 to

85 ,000.

2. The increased f'es 1s required to pay Department costs to investigate
and process permit applications from Waste Management of Oregon and
Tidewater Barge Lines Tor landfills in north central Oregon. These
landfills are proposed as alternatives to the landfill selected under
the SB 662 siting process.

3. At the May 29th meeting, the Commission postponed any decision on the
proposed temporary rule and asked the Department to investigate other
alternatives to fund the costs of processing the permit appiicationas.

4, The Department investigated use of the 8B 662 funding mechanism. At
the time that this report was written, the Department has not
identified an avenue to obtain legislative authorization to utilize
662 monies to investigate and process the two permit applications.

5. The Department also investigated the feasibility of refunding the
unused portion of the processing fee for the WMO and TBL permit
applications. The refunding provision is appropriate in this case
where the permit applicant is being reguested to pay the Department's
costs to review its application and it is not possible to predict in
advance the exact amount of those costs. However, it would not be
appropriate to adopt the refund provision universally for the
Department®s permitting programs.

6. At the May 29th Commission meeting, the Department requested
authorization to conduct a public hearing to make the proposed
temporary rule permanent. The Department now believes that it should
work with affected parties to develop a more equitable solid waste
permit fee structure before it reguests authorization to conduct a
public hearing.
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Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposed temporary rule amending OAR 340-61 as set
forth in Attachment 2. It is further recommended that the Commission
direet the Department to work with affected parties to develop an equitable
permit application fee schedule and return to the Commission for author-
ization to proceed to public hearings on permanent rule amendments.

Ak

Fred Hansen

Attachments 1. Agenda Item E, May 29, 1987 EQC Meeting
2. Propossd Temporary Rule Amendments, OAR 340-61-120.

Mike Downs:m
SM1109
229-5356

June 10, 1987
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Agenda Item 2
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Environmental Quality Commission

e Con T 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTILAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item E, May 29, 1987, EQC Meeting

Public Hearing and Proposed EQC Adoption of Temporary Rule
Amending Solid Waste Permit Application Processing Fee for
Large General Purpose Domestic Waste Landfilis,

OAR 340=61-120

Background

By September 1987, the Department i1s expecting to receive Solid Waste
Facility Permit applications for two new, very large general purpose
landf'ills in north central Oregon. Attachment 2 describes a proposal by
Waste Management, Inc. (WMI) near Arlington and Attachment 1 deseribes a
proposal by Tidewater Barge Lines (TBL) near Boardman. Both sites are
being proposed as alternatives to siting a landfill in the Portland
Metropolitan area. A major transfer station (separate permit necessary),
in the Portland area, will likely be an integral part of either project.

These proposals pose a dilemma for the Department. The type and intensity
of the review necessary to evaluate a proposed landfill of the size and
complexity of the two applicaticns we expect requires substantial
resources, as demonstrated by the budget associated with the SB662 siting
effort. On the other hand, our current solid waste fee schedule doesn't
contemplate such a situation.

The Department has not received an application for a major solid vaste
disposal site in several years. The 8B662 siting process has set a new
level of inveatigation, review and public expectations for major solid
waste disposal sites., This i3 especially true for any proposed landfill to
serve the Portland metro area. The Department has already told the
engineers for WMI that the detail and level of study for its site is
expected to be similar to the SB662 work.

OEQ-46
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The Department has gaired significant knowledge and experience in solid
waste disposal site investigation and evaluation through the SE662 siting
process. The additicnal resources needed to adequately deal with these new
permit applications are estimated tc be similar in level and technical
compeatence to those required for the SBBG2 project:

1. A hydrogeologist to guide the development of and review and analyze
geotechnical studies and site evaluations. This work is essential teo
ensure that the Department gets the Information needed to adequately
review the permit application and 30 that applicants do not spend time
and money needlessly.

2. An engineer to be the lead staff person on the technical aspects of
the sites including plan and feasibility study reviews, final design
approval and drafting permitas.

The time demands on the presen{ Solid Waste Section staff will be
substantial. Besides the technical investigations and reviews, staff will
be called upecn regularly to attend publiec meetings, consult with lecal
government representatives and generally represent the Department. The
choice of a Portland area landfill site as part of the SB662 process will
add to the section's workload as well., As SBAG2 staffing ends and Metro
begins preparation of an environmentazl impact statement for wetlands and
submits a permit application for the 662 site, the Solid Waste Section will
be required to reapond {although these activities would be funded by the
SBAE2 feel.

The Solid Waste Section currently does not have adequate staff resources to
deal with investigating and processing the proposed permit applications for
the WMI and TBL sites. Present personnel (3 staff) in the section are
totally committed. The Department couldn't anticipate the current
competition among several large landfill projects for the Portland area
garbage and, therefore, didn't budget the resources necessary to complete
the work that is imminent.

The Department is proposing to raise the Solid Waste Permit Application
Fees, provided for by ORS 468.065 and ORS 459.235, to meet this critical
staffing need. The Statement of Heed for Rulemaking, required by ORS
183.335(5) is Attachment 3 to this report.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Present Division rules (OAR 340-61-120) require a $1000 application fee for
major facilities {facilities receiving more than 25,000 tons of solild waste
per year}). This fee is to be used to pay the Department's coasts for
investigating proposed landfills and determining whether tc issue or deny a
solid waste permit. In actuality, a $1,000 application fee will only pay a
small peortion of the Department's costs for processing a permit

application for a facility like that proposed by WMI or TBL.

—
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The permit application fee could be raised to cover a major portion or all
of the Department's costs. This could be accomplished by establishing a
new category for major general purpose domestic waste landfills designed to
receive more than 100,000 tons per year of waste and greater than 100 acres
in size. The new application fee would be $85,000 and apply to all such
permit applications received after May 29, 1987.

An emergency {temporary) rule change would be necessary in order to assure
the increased fee is in place before a complete permit application is
submitted, A temporary rule remains in effect for 180 days. The intent
would be to make the rule permanent so that other proposals similar to the
WMI and TBL aites would pay the same fee, A proposed temporary rule is
included as Attachment L. '

While the permanent rulemaking option would normally be preferred it will
take several months to complete and therefore not meet the WMI and TBL
application schedules. The Department must begin to assemble the
additional resources now to be prepared to respond to the WMI and TBL
projects in a timely manner. Failure to bring the staff on board quickly
will advers=ely affect the applicants due to long delays in processing the
permit applications and adversely affect the public interest by leaving the
Department unable to adequately review the technical information and
protect the environment. WMI is on a fast-track to obtain local land use
approvals and submit a complete solld waste permit application to the
Department. TBL also now has commenced this process with Morrow County.
Therefore, the temporary rule is the approach of cholce.

WMI, TBL and cother interested parties have been contacted regarding the
proposed %85,000 permit application processihg fee. Naturally, some
concern was expressed, but there was understanding that adequate Department
staff must exist to investigate and review such major proposals and move
the process along in a timely manrer,

Summation

1. ThHe Department expectis to soon receive at least two solid waste
facility permit applications for very large general purpoge landfills
proposed by private operators to recelve solid waste from the Portland
area,

2. The Department has determined that two full-time staff and
profesaicnal services ($175,000) will be required to give the level of
investigation and review equivalent to that established by the
Department in the SB662 siting process experience, to adequately meet
the public's interests and protect the environment.

3. Staffing in the Department®s 30lid Waste Section is not adequate to
deal with the anticipated new permit applications. Hydrogeologlc
expertise does not exist in the section and is not avalilable on lcan
sufficient to evaluate major new sites.
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A temporary rule can be adopted which increases the =o0lid waste
facility permit application processing fee required by CAR 340-61-120
for a major facility, sufficlent to cover the Departments costs of
investigating and making a final decision on the permit application.

If the temporary rule is not adopted, the Department will not have
adequate resources to provide a competent and timely review of the WMI
and TBL permit applicationg. Therefore, the environment would not be
adequately protected and processing of the permit application would be
seriously delayed, resulting in serious prejudice to the public
interest and the interest of the partiss concerned (WMI and TBL).

Director!s Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission hold a public hearing and, based on that public hearing, adept
the proposed temporary rule amending OAR 340-61-120 as set forth in
Attachment 5. It is also recommended that the Commissicon authorize the
Department te hold public hearings on the issue of whether %o maske the

temporary rule permanent.

e

T Fred Hansen

Attachments 5

Attachment 1 - Memo of February 17, 1987 tc Mike Downs from Ernie
Schuwidt, Subject: Morrow County Sclid Waste Disposal
Project. (TBL)

Memo of March 12, 1987 to File from Ernie Schmidt,
Subject: Proposed Waste Management Landfill Near
Arlington, Oregon (WMI)

Statement of Need for Rulemaking and Fiscal and
Econcmic Impact Land Use Ccnsistency Statement
Proposed Temporary Rule

Public Hearing Notice on Proposed Temporary Rule

Attachment 2

Attachment 3

Attachment U
Attachment 5

Ernest A Schmidt:f
22%=-5157

May 11, 1987
SF2000




STATE QF OREGON ATTACHMENT. 13

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
TO: Mike Downs ‘ DATE: February 17, 1987
FROM: Ernie Schmidt , -

¥

SUBJECT: Morrow County Solid Waste Disposal Project

We have been presented a preliminary permit application and feasibility
report prepared by Seton, Johnson and Odell Engineers, on behalf of
Tidewater Barge Lines, Inc. (IBL) and Wastech, Inec., for a proposed large
privately owned municipal waste landfill in Morrow County. The site would
receive solid waste from ports—of-call on the Columbia River system, which
has been transported by barge and unloaded across the Port of Morrow deck
at Boardman. TBL is the largest barge and terminal company operating on
the Columbia/Snake River system.

The permit application was submitted incomplete, to get some early review
by the Department and guidance as to how to complete the applicaticn.

Baeckground

In October 1986, TBL submitted a proposal to Clark County, Washington in
response to that county's Request for Qualifications for a Municipal Solid
Waste Disposal Facility. The county generates about 550 tons/day of solid
waste. A5 proposed, a transafer station would be constructed at TBL's dock
on the Vancouver side of the Columbia River. Residential garbage, sone
demolition and some commercial/industrial waste, would be compacted and
pushed into standard unit size enclosed shipping containers, 8' X 8' X 40!
long or optionally 20' long. The containers would then be stacked onto a
relatively small barge (900 ton) to be included with other barges in
regular tows upriver. Two such barges each 3 days would handle Clark
County. This would be a small addition to commodity transport on the
Columbia River.

Wastech, Inc, is a new Firm being split out of the GSX (Genstar) group.
Principles are Wayne Trewhitt, President, Ted Rattray (British Columbia
operaticns) and Merle Irvine (Oregon operations). They operate the Metro
CTRC, transport the waste to St. Johns Landf'ill, and operate the Oregon
Processing and Recovery Center (OPRC} materials recovery facility. They
run similar facilities in British Columbia and have very recently been
awarded a contract to operate a new landf'ill at Cache Creek - including
transportation of waste 250 miles one way from Vancouver, B.C. and wood
chips back for Georgia-Pacific.
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Wastech proposes to expand OPRC (in Portland) to receive from Clark County,
select lcads of commercial, industrial and demolition loads which are
processible to recover paper products and a densified refuse derived fuel
(DRDF). The paper products recovery (with trommels) has been successful
for some time. Wastech has demonstrated the preparation of DRDF prepared
at Tacoma, Washington and trial burned it at three locations, including the
Smurfit (Publishers) Newberg Paper Mill. Reportedly, combustion’
characteristics were promising. The talks are continuipg with Smurfit.

At Boardman, the existing dock and offloading equipment is designed to
handle the proposed containers and is under-utiligzed. Contalners would be
set on trailers for ftransport to the disposal site. The Port is willing to
provide long~term rate and service guarantees.

A longer ferm consideration possible at Boardman is construction of an
energy recovery facility to provide steam to the food processing plants in
the Port industrial area. They reportedly can use about 280,000 lb./hr. of
steam. By comparison, the Maricn County incinerator is rated at 132,000
1b./hr., both boilers combined.

The estimated annual operating cost (gate fee at transfer station) in 1986
dollars was proposed to Clark County at $32/ton., This is roughly split
$10/ton for landfill and $22/ton for handling and transportation prior to
the landfill.

Landfiil Site

I visited the proposed lendfill site on January 6, 1986, with the landowner
Larry Lindsey, Bryan Johnson of Seton, Johnson and Odell, Wayne Trewhitt
and Merle Irvine, Wes Hickey of TBL, and Bob Miller of the Port of Morrow.
The conceptual proposal involves 230 acres on the southwest side of Finley
Buttes, 16 miles from Boardman. Access is direct from the port area to the
site via Bombing Range Road, bordering the east side of the bombing range,
Vo residences are passed en-route.

The site is located within 10,000 acres owned by Mr. Lindsey and is zoned
agricultural. The Finley Buttes are an erosional landmark with slopes up
to 10%4. It is proposed te area-fill across several draws - the maximum
depth to be 85'. The draws are grassed over and gentle in shape. They
appear to have been formed over a very long time by infrequent storm
events, Precipitation ranges from 5 to 15 inches per year, with an annusl
average of 9 inches, There is no water basin above the site. It has never
been cultivated and is too rough for circle irrigaticon. Present use is
cattle grazing at a ratio of one cow per 35 acres. Follage is grasses and
scattered rabbit brush.

Geology and groundwater hydrology infeormation submitted is very general.
Based on known regional geclogy, it is expected that soils at Finley Buttes
range from 90' to 300' thick over Columbia River basalt flows. Overlying
S0ils are sedimentary deposits. They are assumed to be slowly permeable
and not contain any significant groundwater. The basalts contain excellent
aquifers, whieh are the subject of considerable attention by the Water



Morrow County Solid Waste Disposal Project
February 17, 1987
Page 3 .

Landfill Site (Continued)
Resources Department (WRD), due to overpumping and water rights litigation,

A copy of the landfiil proposal was forwarded to Mike Zwart at (WRD) for
comment. He reports that this location is on a divide between a designated
¢ritical groundwater withdrawal area and a proposed critical area. There
are relatively more sediments overlying the basalt bedrock here than in the
region generally. The potenticmetric surface of the groundwater used for
irrigation is at approximately 575' MSL, (not 675' MSL indicated in report)
which is 75 feet below the estimated bedrock surface. Wells in the region
may extend 1,000 feet deep to get large volumes of water.

Preliminagy'Site Evaluation

Dased only on surface observations and from an engineering design
standpeint, the proposed site looks workable, Only 230 acres are involved
in this conceptual proposal, but it appears that considerably more land and
capacity could be available, The 230 acres are estimated to last 25 years
at a fill rate of 180,000 tons/year. Although a very favorable water
balance can be displayed, any deaign would have to include lining and
leachate collection, treatment and disposal - probably by sprinkle
irrigation. Suitable land for irrigation is limitless. There is no
indication of recent erosion in the draws. The site should be easily
protected from surface water, since it is located at the highest local
elevation.

The area is subject to high winds and dust storms., The surface soils are
light and will blow when disturbed, therefore, special care would have to
be taken to contrel dust and stabilize disturbed soils, Provision of
adequate water to the site to control dust, provide fire protection, ete,
could be a problem. The design would have to include handling eloudburst
type storm events.

Considerable on-site and vieinity investigation into geology and
groundwater hydrology characteristics will be necessary before it is
possible to go beyond this cursory view that the site is suitable for
landfill.

Tasues

Local Acceptance

The Port of Morrow is actively seeking business and
cpenly supports the project. Louls Carlson, the new
County Judge, {(from Heppner and was on the Port
Commission) expressed cautious interest, The county
has wanted to site a landfill in the north end for many
years, No residences would be directly impacted by the
transportation or landfill. The attitudes of the large
commercial farming interests is unknown. One would
expect opposition from some source.
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Need for Site (340-61-026(5))

There is some need for hetter disposal within Morrow
County. The Turner landfill, serving the Heppner area
(scuth county) is operating on year-to-year lease from
a private landowner who has threatened closure. The
cperation has been only marginally acceptable. North
county solid waste goes to the Hermiston site (22
miles) and is adequately disposed. Primarily, the need
for the site would have to be established by the area
whose waste enters the site and could be partially
based on any unique siting characteristica of the
Morreow County location. An evaluation of alternatives
would be necessary tc justify/support the Morrow County
choice,

Land Use and Recycling (ORS 459.055 and the Opportunity to Recyele lct)

The site is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). As such,
a Waste Reduction Program must be developed by "the
local government unit responsible for sclid waste
disposal pursuant to statute cor agreement between
goverrmental units" (ORS 459.055(2)). In addition,
CRS 459.250 requires that the Department shall
require ss a condition to issuing 2 permit that a
place for collecting source separated recyclable
materizl, located either at the disposal site or at
another location more convenient to the population
served by the disposal site is provided for every
person whose solid waste enters the disposal site.
Between these two statutes, it seems we should expect
out-of-state generators of s0lid waste entering a
disposal site in Oregon to meet conditions at least
equal to conditions placed on in-state generators.
Clark County should be expected to implement the
opportunity to recycle at least equivalent to what
would be acceptable in the metropolitan Pertland area
in Oregon.

ES:m
SF1714

ce:  Steve Gardels
Janet Gillaspie
Steve Greenwood
Lorie Parker



e e s i R

s

J

C4 4M

THE OREGONIAN, WEDNESDAY MAY 13, 1987

{o bar

By HOLLY DANKS
ang HARRY BODINE
of The Oregonian siaff

Two Portland companies
announced Tuesday that they want
to ship metropolitan-area garbage to
Bastern Oregon by barge and dump
it in a 600-acre landfill they propose
to build 16 miles south of Boardman.

Spokesmen for Tidewater Barge
Lines, the largest barge line on the
Columbia/Snake River system, and
Wastech, which operates the Oregon
Processing and Recovery Center in
Portland and the Clackamas Trans-
fer and Recycling Center in Oregon
City, presented their program at a
Portland news conference. They
later spelled out details to the Metro-
politan Service District’s solid waste
committee.

Called the Finley Buttes Landfill
project, named for the remote area
of Morrow County proposed as the
dump site, the plan offers *a cost-ef-
fective and environmentally sound
alternative to the Bacona Roead and
Ramsey Lake metropolitan landfill
sites,” Jacob Tanzer, a Portland
attorney representing the two com-
panies, said,

The shipping and dumping opera-
tion could be under way by the end
of 1988 or early 1989 and could serve
the Portland-Clark County, Wash.,
area for more than 20 years, Tanzer
said.

The project, though similar to one
proposed by Waste Management,
Inc., is better, Tanzer said, because
it would use existing recycling facili-
ties in Portland and Oregon City,
ship the garbage in sealed contain-
ers as part of existing barge traffic
and dump the waste in an area
already zoned and environmentally
suited for a landfiil,

Waste Management Inc., the larg-
est trash handler in the United
Stafes, unveiled similar plans in
March to ship Portland-area waste
to a site southeast of Arlington in
Gilliam County by either barge or
train. Chem-Security Systems Inc,,
a subsidiary, already runs a toxic
waste dump near Arlington.

The Portland area generates
almost 1 million tons of garbage per
year, most of which is buried in the
St. Johns landfill. But the landfill is
scheduled to close in 1989.

To replace St. Johns, the Oregon
Department of Environmental Qual-
ity is scheduled to select by June 30
a new landfill site that Metro in turn
would acquire and operate to serve
Multnomah, Washington and Clack-
amas counties. Metro simultaneous-
ly is considering five private

Two @ﬁlamd companies propose
ge @ﬁ’mg@ to Morrow.landfill

By HARRY BODINE
of The Qregonian staft

Lents and 8t. Johns-area resi-
dents testified Tuesday night that
a solid-waste recovery plant —
preferably a composting opera-
tion - may be a good idea, but it
should not be built in their neigh-
borhoods.

*St. Johns has done enough,”
resident Daniel L. Wear told the
Metropolitan Service District’s
Resource Recovery Citizens
Review Committee in a hearing
at Westminster Presbyterian
Church in Northeast Portland.

His views were echoed by
more than a dozen persons who
expressed their views on five pro-
posals Metro is considering to
burn garbage, convert it into
compost or manufacture re-
source-derived fuel pellets as al-
ternatives to buryving waste in
landfills.

William Huston, who lives in
Mount Scott near the former
Dwyer Lumber Co. property
south of Southeast Foster Road,
suggested that Meiro should find
a less-populated area for one of
the proposals it is considering, a
composting plant.

“Two miles east there is noth-
ing,” Huston said.

Reversing the trend of com-

. ments, Columbia County Com-
missioner Michael J. Svkes

St. Johns tired of garbage

endorsed a mass garbage burning
plant Fluor/Southern Electric
International proposes to build in
St. Helens.

In addition to solving Colum-
bia County’s solid-waste disposal
problem, a “waste to energy”
plant would provide electricity
that would ensure that Boise
Cascade Corp. would continue to
gperate its St. Helens plant for 20
vears, Sykes said.

Answering questions frem the
audience after testimony, Metro
officials assured those present
that the regional agency would
consider seriously two recent
proposals to transport Portland-
area garbage up the Columbia
River to new long-term landfill
sites in Gilliam and Morrow
counties.

Dave Phillips, citizens
resource recovery committee
chairman, reminded the audience
that his panel’s charge was to
recommend a course of action for
Metro on alternative technole-
gies, not landfiils.

The committee is scheduled to
make its recommendation May 21
to Rena Cusma, Metro’s execu-
tive officer. One additional public
hearing, called by the Columbia
County Board of Commissioners,
is scheduled for 7:30 p.m. May 20
at the eourthouse in St. Helens.

post garbage or convert it into
resource derived fuel in an effort to
reduce the amount of waste being
buried in landfills.

Wayne Trewhitt, Wastech presi-
dent, said there was less chance of
ground water contamination at Fin-
ley Buttes than at Portiand-area
sites being considered.

Because of Morrow County's
semiarid climate, there aren’t any
potential problems with wastes
leaching into the water table, he
said.

Trewhitt said the Boardman ship-
ping pian would cost waste-company
customers less than if garbage is
dumped at Ramsey Lake, Bacona
Road or Arlington landfilis. It also
would give business to the severely
underused Port of Morrow and
would boost that area’s economy, he
added.

Although there is some opposi-

County, the proiect had been
received favorably during informal
tatks with local officials and commu-
nity leaders, Trewhiit said.

Although truck traffic south of
Boardman will increase 20 percent if
the project is approved, no houses
are along the route, Trewhitt noted.

The land proposed for the dump
site now is privately owned, but
Tangzer said that Tidewater and Was-
tech held an option to buy it.

The Tidewater-Wastech proposal
“could not come at a more oppor-
tune time,” Tor Lyshaug, Metro's
acting director of solid waste, said.

“The picture has changed sub-
stantially in the last two months,”
he said. Metro has new alternatives
for dealing with solid waste “at rela- -
tively reasonable prices. The new
regime (Cusma's administration)
can take part of the credit for that.”
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFIC 6 1387
TO: File DATE: March 12, 1987

DR
FROM: Ernie Schmidt' -

SUBJECT: Proposed Waste Management Landfill Mear Arlington, Oregon

Friday, March 6, 1987, representatives of Waste Management of North America
met with DEQ staff to begin technical discussion of W-M's proposed
municipal landfill in Gilliam County. Present were:

Douglas Strauch P.E. Travis Hughes, Ph.D.
District Engr, - No, Calif, Dist. Vice Pres, Technical Programs
W=M of Californiza, Inc. P.E. LaMoreaux & Assoc's (PELA)
2055 (Gateway Place, Suite 240 P.0. Box 2310
San Jose, CA 95110 Tuscaloosa, AL 35403
(408) 295-854y . (205) T52-5543
For DEQ:
Bob Danko - Fred Bromfeld
Ernie Schmidt Neil Mullane

Mr. Strauch is responsible for the technical aspects of the proposed
project. The overall project will be mansged by Rick Daniels at the W-M of
Oregon office in Portland (249-8078). The manager of the Portland office
is Doug QOgden.

PELA is W-M's geotechnical consultant and has also been the primary
consultant for Chem-Waste Management on the nearby hazardous waste disposal
site. The results of a preliminary on-site investigation by PELA were
reviewed.

Conceptually, the landfill would ultimately cover 688 acres within two
sections of land which are ineluded in a total 2,000 acre area under
option from Stone Ranches, Ine. (See attached figure). The centroid of
the landfill would be about 6 miles south of Arlington and the Columbia
River. Maximum depth of f£ill would be 165 feet including a 25 foot
excavation. Total capacity is estimated at 90 X 106 yards. At an average
fill rate of 2,000 tons/day, the site would last 102 years,

Transportation couid be by rail or barge. BRail is being locked at
carefully, because rail access already exists close to the site and this
would aveoid offlceading containers of solid waste through the City of
Arlington. They would alsc have to contend with an annual two week period,

SF1828 -1=
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during which river traffic is stopped to accomodate locks maintenance,
Barge haul would, however, tend to be cheaper and perhaps less subject teo
accideni. We were not able to pin down an overall disposal cost figure at
this early date,

Most of the discussion centered on the physical nature of the proposed
site. It is a gentle draw extending north and south with intermittent
drainage to the north and east, eventually to China Creek which passes
through Arlington and also carries water only intermittently. Five
exploratory borings have been completed to depths ranging from 55 feet to
125 feet. These revealed T - 10 feet of loess on top of 10 - 75 feet of
permeable sands and gravels, which overly the Selah clay strata. The
borings stopped within the Selah. Regional geology suggests the Selah is
75 - 125 feet deep coverlying deep Priest Rapids Basalt. The lower porticn
of the Selah is saturated and although it is a poor aguifer, it is the
water that the design of the nearby CSSI site is intended to protect.

The permeability of this clay may rwn from 10-2 to 10-7 CM/SEC. W-M hopes
to use it in any liner construction.

The Selah clay appears tc be very slowly recharged by incident
precipitation. Infrequent moisture fronts apparently move downward from
the ground surface. Although average precipitation is only about 9 inches
annually, the landfill design would have to include a liner system with
leachate collection and treatment, The climate will tend to minimize the
generation of leachate, but in the long-run will not prevent 1it.

The Department's feasibility study requirements were reviewed. A
geotechnical investigation equivalent to that performed under the
Department's SB662 siting process was indicated as appropriate for this
proposal.

coe: Fred Hansen
Mike Downs
Steve Greenwood
Beb Danko
Steve Gardels
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BEFCRE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSICN
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Statement of Need for Temporary
Rule Amendment and Fiscal and
Economic Impact and Land Use
Consistency

In the Matter of Amending
OAR 340-61-120

[NPL B S )

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING:

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a temporary
rule.

1. Legal Authority

ORS 459.235 and ORS 468.065 allow the Environmental Quality Commission
to establish fees for permits issued for solid waste disposal sites.

2. Need for the Rule

The Department expects to soon recelve at least two solid waste
facility permit applications for major landf'ills proposed to serve the
Portland area. Additicnal Depariment staffing is needed to
investigate the applications, determine whether the sites are
approvable and issue or deny the permits in a timely manner. A
temporary rule 1s needed to increase the permit processing fee paid by
each applicant sufficient to cover the Department's costs of
evaluating each site and processing the permit application. The
normal rulemaking process could not be completed in time to establish
the new fees before receipt of the permii applications.

3. Principal Documents Relied Upon in This Rulemaking

a. ORS Chapter U459

b. ORS Chapter 468

c. OAR 340, Division 61, Solid Waste Management.

d. "Preliminary Feasibility Study Report for Morrow County Solid
Waste Disposal PFroject! dated December 19, 1986 by Seton, Johnson
and Qdell, Ine.

e, "Preliminary On-Site Investigation of & Potential WMNA Solid

Waste Landfill Site, Gillism Ceunty, Oregon® dated March 5, 1987
by P.E. LaMoreaux and Asscciates. '

The above documents are available for public inspection ai the off'ice
of the Department of Envircnmental Quality, 811 8.%W. 6th Avenue,
Portland, Oregon, during regular business hours, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
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FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT:

This temporary rule is expected to have very little small business impact.
.The proposed application fee is small compared to the total cost of
establishing a major solid waste landfill site and will have negligible
effect on the ultimate cost to the public for solid waste disposal.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT:

The proposed rule does not affect land use as defined in the Department's
coordination program approved by the Land Conszervation and Development
Commission. '

SF2000.3
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Rule 3U40-61-120 is proposed to be amended as follows:

(Note: Underlined language is new)

Permit Fee Schedule

340-61-120(1) Filing Fee. A filing fee of $50 shall accompany each
application for issuance, repnewal, modification, or t{ransfer of a Solid
Waste Disposal Permit. This fee is non-refundable and is in addition to
any application processing fee or annual compliance determination fee which
might be impoged.

(2) Application Processing Fee. An application processing fee varying
between $25 and $1,000, except as provided in subsection (2)(h) of this
section, shall be submitted with each application. The amount of the fee
shall depend on the type of facility and the required action as follows:

(2) A new racility (ineluding substantial expansion of an existing
facility):

(A) Major facilityl...ccsveececcocccncannoscaaanccasanassassdly000
(B) Intermediate FacilityZ2...cceccescuocacscssansscncacanccsd 500
{C) Minor facility3..eececnconscssssstoscconsacsassnanssvsnad 175

TMajor Facility Qualifying Factors:
=-a= Received more than 25,000 tons of solid waste per year; or
-b= Has a collection/treatment system which, if not properly
constructed, operated and maintained; could have a significant
adverse impact on the environment as determined by the
Department.

2Intermediate Facility Qualifying Factors:
-a= Received at least 5,000 but not more than 25,000 tons of solid
waste per year; or
=b= Received less than 5,000 tons of solid waste and more than 25,000
gallons of sludge per month.
SMinor Facility Qualifying Factors:
~8- Received less than 5,000 tons of s0lid waste per year; and
-b- Received less than 25,000 gallons of sludge per month.

All tonnages based on amount received in the immediately preceding

fiscal year, or in a new facility the amount to be received the first
fiscal year of operation.

Page 1 SM1022.A




(b) Preliminary feasibility only (Note: the amount of this fee
may be deducted from the complete application fee listed above):

{(A)Y Major facility cecscoece cteccconccna sesascascaaasann % 600
(B) Intermediate facility ccccce vevccescascncss vessescnasd 300
(C) Minor facility .cccvceccrooscoccnsaancans veasnssescesd 100

(e¢) Permit renewal (including new operational plan, closure plan
or improvements):

(A) Major facility .ccvccace henssusocnas peavascsoaue sesss$ BHOO
(B) Intermediate facility .vccceocs cessecoacnana esnccacas $ 250
(C) Minor facility .ccecescooccccoocns beseavscesuncsas 3 I5
(d) Permit renewal (without significant change):

(A) Major facility .ccecccosasccscocccsosnas ceescascssacana $ 200
(B) Intermediate facllity .cococvsccooscvcecans vesiasannsd 100
(C) Minor facility «ececevocvucacosassscacans cveuvasaseac® 50

(e) Permit modification (including new operational plan, closure
plan or improvements):

(A) Major facilibty cecceooos veccssacas Geecescocasceesa cee$ 500
(B) Intermediate facility .ccceoccsocss ceessnanseseneas esad 250
(C) Minor facility .ccecesccocsconcnnasacs cesascanssccns .$ 75
(f) Permit modification (without significant change in facility
design or operation): All categorieS....sccesccseacsscossssns cesed 25

(g) Permit modification (Department initiated): A1l categories...no fee

() (A) An application processing fee of $85,000 shall be submitted with
each application for a major new general purpose domestic waste landfill
received by the Department after May 29, 1987. For purposes of this
subsection, a major new general purpose domestic waste landfill shall be
defined as one designed to receive 100,000 or more tons per yvear of domestic
sclid waste and designed for a landfill area of 100 or more acres.

(B) The application processing fee may be used by the Department for
costs it incurs in investigating the permit application and reaching a
determination of whether to issue or deny the requested permit.

(C) Any portion of the application processing fee required under
subsection (h)(A) of this section, which exceeds the Department's expenses
in reviewing and processing the application, shall be refunded to the
applicant.

(3) Annual Compliance Determination Fee (In any case where a facility
fits into more than one category, the permittee shall pay only the highest
fee):

(a) Domestic Waste Facility:
() A landfill which received 500,000 tons or more of

8011d waste Per Yeari..cccosececuossavcanaccncccasaescossos seas 360,000
(B) A landfill which received at least 400,000 but

less than 500,000 tons of s0lid waste Der Vearic..cecscesacanssa $48,000
(C) A landfill which received at least 300,000 but

less than 400,000 tons of solid waste per yeari.cecsos cossassesa $36,000
(D) A landfill which received at least 200,000 but

less than 300,000 tons of sclid waste per yeariccasecnacs sesesea$24,000
(E) A landfill which received at least 100,000 but

less than 200.000 tons of so0lid waste Per yeari.ccccccccosas vees:$12,000
(F) A landfill which received at least 50,000 but

less than 100,000 tons of so0lid waste per yearicc.ccseesvocs ceeed 6,000
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(G) A landfill which received at least 25,000 but
less than 50,000 tons of s0lid waste Per Yearit.c.ceescccsscacaces® 3,000

(H) A landfill which received at least 10,000 but less than 25,000
tons of solid waste Per yeari.....ccesceccossssssscasccncnsnssvcod 1,200

(I) A landfill which received at least 5,000 but not more than
10,000 tons of s0lid Waste DEr FeBIievecoesvsviisssoovsssnscesssd  BOO

(J) A landfill which received at least 1,000 but not more than
5,000 tons of S0lid waste Per Yearicececscosccscasoscocsnsssacasad 100

(K) A landfill which received less than 1,000 tons of solid waste per
VB 2 e s o oo s anoeoonaaosessonnesioanasateanesosaacasetaoaacacaeasP 50

(L) A transfer station, incinerator, resource recovery facility and
each other facility not specifically classified above which received more
than 10,000 tons of sS0lid Waste Der VEeAPr: ..ccccsessacsrsccscscccd 500

(M) A transfer station, incinerator, resource recovery facility and
each other facility not specifically classified above which received less
than 10,000 tons of s0lid waste pPer Yeari.c.ccecceccrccccesosncscc® B0

(b) Industrial Waste Facility:

(A} A facility which received 10,000 tons or more of solid waste per
VOB s o cnasascncosacacssscssasancaasasancuasccoaccacssaassnacanscsasgl,y000

(B) & facility which received at least 5,000 tons but less than 10,000
tons of 50lid waste Per Yeari.iceeccccasssscccsnassascaansavocnosanassy 500

(C) A facility which received less than 5,000 tons of s0lid waste per
YA s v oouoeevasocsosasrscsosantascsvevtoavssvoarnoasesssannsscaconsad 100

(¢) Sludge Disposal Faeility:

(A) A facility which received 25,000 gallonsg or more of sludge per
MONEN . cevncovnssccooosoencsensansnonasnaosnscaoscsasasassonvenaasca® 100

(B) A facility which received less than 25,000 gallons of sludge per
TONEN e ccovccocanoccassacoosacccasncnancoasaosconscasaosanscoaonccsaasd 5O

(C) Closed Disposal Site: Each landfill which closes after July 1,
198l i euvvaaoosnvsnovososnovcnvareassensosasonsnaasascsacsscassansscss]0F OF
the fee which would be required, in accordance with subsections (3)(a),
(3)(b), and (3)(c) above, if the facility was still in operation or $50
whichever is greater.

(e) Facility With Monitoring Well: In addition to the fees described
above, each facility with one or more wells for monitoring groundwater or
methane, surface water sampling points, or any other structures or
locations requiring the collection and analysis of samples by the
Department, shall be assessed a fee. The amount of the fee shall depend on
the number of wells (each well in a multiple completion well is considered
to be a separate well) or sampling points as follows:

(A) A facility with six or less monitoring wells or sampling
POINtS et eetoncrccosasccncsnannsncscacoassansssssassanssasasaososssdlylO0

(B} A facility with more than six monitoring wells or sampling
POIME S cccvncancasancasnnsonssacancsococscasasncscocooscanoaccnanss s, 000

(%) Annual Recycling Program Implementation Fee. An annual recycling
program implementation fee shall be submitted by each domestic waste
disposal site, except transfer stations and closed landfills. This fee is
in addition to any other permit fee which may be assessed by the
Department. The amount of the fee shall depend on the amount of solid waste
received as follows:
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{a) A disposal site which received 500,000 tons or more of solid waste

PEr yeari.... s e coosmesccoacocucanstcasesevscooccoacoscaccoaascasassas$lF,000
(b) A disposal site which received at least 200,000 but less than
500,000 tons of s0lid waste Per Yeari.cccssccoscecscacasassaaccscncas $15,200
(c) A disposal site which received at least 300,000 but less than
400,000 tons of s0lid Waste Per Ye&ar:...coscseeesccasascacssosssavss «$11,400
(d) A disposal site which received at least 200,000 but less than
300,000 tons of 50lid waste Per Veari.ceessocescsoosacssscacsuoasssa $ 7,600
(e) A disposal site which received at least 1100,000 but less than
200,000 tons of s0lid waste pPer Yyeari.cecescccscesccss ....,,..s@.....$ 3,800
(f) A disposal site which received at least 50,000 but less than
100,000 tons of s0lid waste PEr YeaAricceccocosossoccsns ceevsicosacane $ 1,900

(g) A disposal site which received at least 25,000 but less than 50,000
tons of =01id Waste Per Year:..csesscosscsoensossoracncsssananaasnans $ 950
(h) A disposal site which received at least 10 000 but less than
25,000 tons of 501id Wasbe Per YE&Iri.ec.vescoscceoossascnssansscssas cee$ 375
(i) A disposal site which received at least 5 000 but less than 10,000
tons of 80lid Wwaste Der year:i..cccscesacacacscsoe ceecvveseasesacasnso $ 175
(j) A disposal site which recelved at least 1,000 but less than 5,000
tons of so0lid waste per yealricccocsscscscsonoos secceascscsaacocaceae oo 30
(k) A disposal site which received less than 1,000 tons of solid waste
peyr yeari.... 6 4 6 6 6 0880 a 6 a6 e 60 aasaaaddieasouocceieasosoneesaa ceeseed 15

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 459 & 468
Hist.: DEQ 3-1984, F. & ef. 3-T-Bl
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Environmental Quality Commission

HEt GOLDSCHMIDT 811 5W SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

GOVERNDR

OEQ-46

INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Fred Hansen, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

SUBJECT: Financlal Analysisg of Potential Landfill Sites

In response to the Commission's reguest, and teatimony from the City of
Portland, the Department is submitting to you a financial analysis of the
two potential landfill sites. The financial analysis differs from the
economlc cost analysis contained in the final feasibillty reports in that
it conalders the ilmpact of inflation and financing. The financial ¥per-
ton® costs are therefore more reflective of the actual landfill and
tranaport portion of the Ttipping feeW,

The f'inancial analyais was conducted for DEQ by Metro, which is the agency
responaible for setiing disposal rates in the reglon. Metro's financial
consultant took the coste for each landfill site from DEQ's final
feaslbility reports, determined the most appropriate financing methods for
capital and operating cosis, and generated a total cash regquirement on an
annual and a per-ton basis. These figures were then reviewed and approved
by DEQ's economic consultant (see attached memo).

The conclusions of the financial analyszis can be summarized as follows:

1. The landfill and transport portion of the tipping fee will be
substantlally higher than the present fee at the 3t. Johns
Landfill. :

2. The Ramsey Lake site will be substantially more expensive than
the Bacona Hoad site. 1In the first year of operations, with no
alternative technology, costs at the Ramsey Lake site will be
near $65 per ton, and costs at the Bacona Road site will be near
$40 per ton.

3. The financial analysis has resulted in higher per-ton costs, at
both sites, than were generated in the economic analysis found in
the final feasibility reports. This refects both the costs of
financing and inflatlon, which were excluded in the economic
model. However, the relative differences between the sites is
similar. The Ramsey Lake site is approximately 65% more
expensive than the Bacona Road site using the economic model, and
approximately 62% more expensive using the financial analysis.
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Iy, The major difference between the two sites is the asubstantlally
greoater capital costs and initial bond sale required at the
Ramzey Lake site.

The financial analysia performed by Mebtro was done using generally accapted
financing practices and asaumptions. Actual costs may, of course, vary if
there iz variation from the assumptionz used in the analysis., It should be
emphasized that, even if the assumptions are correct, the financial
analyais only relates to the landfill and transportation portions of the
expected tipping fee. ITtshould not be considered as the full costs of
splid yaste disposal or the acbual Ytipping fee¥ that may be charged.

Steve Greenwood:m
S 084

Attachment
229-5782

June 2, 1987




HEHORARDLUHM

TOs Steve Greenvood /7 DER
FROH: David Hesson 7/ CH2H HILL
DATE : June 1, 18987

PROJECT: Lendfill Siting Evalustion
NUMBER: P21633. GO

SUBRJECT: Financiasl Anelyeis

At your request, I have revieved lietro’s finenciael enalysis of
the Ramsey Lake and Beecone Roed sites conducted by Hetro'a
financiel sdvisor, Goverament Finance Assgoclatez (GFAL. Thelr
enalyelis ids still in dreft forw, but digcussions with GFA steff
indicate that the version I have revieved ie not eupected to
chenge significantly befcre 1t lg wade finel.

In my reviey I have evaluated the assumptions for
freasonableness. 7 I heve elsc checked the wethecdology with
regpect to ite valildity, completeness, and consistency, end I
conducted s=some randew checking of the caleuletions for sccocuracy.
Finally, I have congidered the reguliz for conclusions they

suggeat with respect to the finsncial impeacte of the choice of
the landfill gite.

My reviev heg not evaluated the technlcel scourascy of the cost

egtimaters used 1n the anelysis. The engineering estimates of
cepltel and coperation and meintenance are therefore sssumed
valid. Similarly, the estimetes of the veste lopds sre szsumed

aguurate for the purposes of this reviev. The finenciel analysis
and wy reviev coneilder only the lwpects of +the landfill and
trensportation costs. The results relate only to these tvwe itewms
and should not be considered as the full coste of solid veste
disposal or tipping fees thet wey be cherged.

The aseumptione used in Hetre’s analysise sppear reasgonable for
the purposes of aseeeging the finencliel idwpacte eof the two
landfill eites. The use eof a 5 percent inflation rate i=
apppropriete under current cenditiens. It is extremely difficult
to project future infletion retes, and there ie no inforwetion to
suggest a gignificently different rate over the peried covered by
the enalyesias. The assumpticna concerning the fipnencing termns
Bleo appesyr ressonable. To the extent thet actusl velues of the




parameteya vary frowm the zesumed velues, the resulie willl ealeoc
differ £rom those smhown in Hetro’e report. Any euch veriations
vould probebly aifect the resulite of both lendfill miltems’® coste
in the saeme manner, &although perheps not in the same wmaegniltudes
{depending on the especlific ltemsm).

The approach wuged in the report i oconmistent between the
alternatives and asppears to be complete. There iz & wmatching
betveen sources and uses of funds. Where there wvere Judgemwents
regarding the availeability of funds or funding requirements,
MHetro and GF4 consigtently chose toc be "conservetive® by using
assumptions thet vould not understete coste. I found no problems
with +the wethodology thet wes used, end my opinion is that it
presents a ressonable and fair portraysl of the lendfill costs in
financial terms. I alsoc found no instances of calculation
errorg in wy rendom checking of the model’s earithwmetic and
formalas.

The resulis of the Hetro study indicate thet the Ramsey Lake slte
vould be substentlslly more expensive than the Becona Road eilte.
This d& true baoth wiih end without resource recovery. Table 1
attached to thie wemorandum presents the cost numbers from the
analyele for eelected years. The selected years are the Final
vear of construction (1989, the first year of operation (1920},
the first vyesr oi resource recovery operation (1983), gnd an
srbitrarily selected year (1993). The major cost differences are
in +the debt service mnd pericdic costs. These are wuch higher
fer +the Ramsey Lake glternstives. Operation and maintenence
coste are gomevhet higher under the Remsey Lake ealternatives.
Transportation costs are somevhat higher for +the Becona Road.
alternatives. For both sites the costs per ton with resocurce
recovery are higher than vithout resource recovery. This 1=
beceauge resource recovery reduces tonnage to the lendfill wmore
than it reduces costs. For both sites the costs tend to increase
over time, although there are mome flugtuationg due to the cash
flows of the periodic costs.

My conclusion i that the Metro report on fineancilael iwmpacts of
the lendfill gsites fairly reflectz the costs thet way be
anticipated frowm the alternastives, given the sssumptions and
currently available information. The results provide &
reasoneble besis for comparing the financial iwmpects of the
elternatives.




TARLE 1
LANDFILL FINARNCIAL IMPRACT SUMMBRY
{thousand dollays)

BACONA ROAD: ND RESOURCE RECOVERY
DEBT SERVICE AND FERIODIC COSTS
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
SUBTOTAL LANDFILL
TRANSFORTATION

TOTAL COST
COSBT PER TON

BRCONA ROAD: WITH RESDURCE RECOVERY

DEBT SERVICE AND PERIODIC COSTS
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

SUBRTOTAL LANDFILL
TRANSFORTATION
TOTAL COST

COST FER TOM

RAMSEY LAKE: NO RESOURCE RECOVERY
DERT SERVILE AND FERIODIC COSTS
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
SUBTOTAL LANDFILL
TRANSFPORTATION
TOTAL COST

£O057 FER TON

RAMSEY LAKE: WITH RESOURCE
DERT SERVICE AND PERIDDIC COSTS
BPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
SUBTOTAL LANDFILL
TRANSPORTATION

TarAL cost
COST PER TON

Source: Governmernt Finance Associates,

RECOVERY

1989

0.0

b, 671.7
8. 24

6, 666. 8
¢. 0

17, 263. 4

.0

1990

12,128.6
7,135.6

28, 36&. 4
39.45

11,163.5
£,695. 3

17,263. 4
23. 91

16,493, 9

Q.0

16, 493, 9
22, 84

Inc.

46,588, 9
64, 76

84,742, 9
8, £98. 8

33,061, 7

3,954.6

36, 996. 3
51. 46

1993

14,898, 9
B, 260, 4

33, 691.6
48, 06

13,912. 8
7, 750, 7

28, 685. O

&2.91 .

43,649, 8
10,117, 0

£0,632. 6
8E. 49

31,883.3
9, 606. 9

46, 068. 2
103. 03

12,541.6
8, 545, 1

28,828.0

&0, 18

41,452, 9
11,154.0

5&, 606, 9

7,569, 6

60, 176. 5
B83. 18

27,876.9
10,591.6

43,515.7
80, 85

"Metro Rescurce Recovery

Project System fost - Financial Comporent" draft dated May 28,

1987,




Government Finance Associntes, Inc,

1300 S, W. 5th Avenue, Suite 2929
Portland, Oregon 97201
503/222-1405

Vazartous & Solld Wasto Divistoft
Dept. of Envirenmental Quality ‘

DEGETVE
JUTI 01 1987

METRO RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT

SYSTEM COST — FINANCITIAL, COMPONENT

May 28, 1887

Metro reguested that Government Finance Associales provide financial cost
projections for the two proposed landfill sites, Bacona Road and Ramsey Lake.
The projections were based upon the Department of Environmental Qualitv's
economic analvsis. .

OBSERVATIONS

Findings of the analysis are highlighted on the "Summary Chart." Certain
observations can be derived from this chart:

i. QOverall, Ramsey Lake is more expensive than Bacona Road.

a.
b
c.

d.

The capital costs are substantially greater for Ramsey Lake.
The periodic costs are slightly higher.
The operations and maintenance costs are slightly higher.

The transportation costs are higher for Bacona Road.

2. The resource recovery project causes a decrease in the waste flow while
there 1s no corresponding decrease in the term of the bonds. Therefore,
the tip fee rises noticeably when the resource recovery project comes
online.

3. The periodic costs accelerate if there is no resource recovery project,
since the life of the facility is shortened. This acceleration
increases periodic costs sufficiently to offset the increase due to
waste stream reduction by the resource recovery project in the Bacona
Road case.

Tallahassee, Florida

Princeton, New Jersey New York, New York

LY ol am b ool
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Government Finance Associates, Ine.

Metro Resource Recovery Project
‘age — 2

4, TInflation obviously has a major impact on the costs. This analysis does
not reflect the corresponding rise in personal income which should
accompany the inflation. Therefore, this analysis does not address
affordability.

ASSUMPTIONS

For the purposes of this analysis, the following assumptions were agreed upon
by Metro, DEQ and GFA:

1. All costs inflated annually at a 5% rate from the base 1987 dollar
values.

2, The facility would begin operations on January 1, 19%0. No tip fees
would be received until this date.

3. A long-term revenue bond issue would finance the pre-development and
capital costs. The first purchase of heavy eguipment and the initial
cell preparation cosis are also included in the bond issue.

a. According fo bond counsel, the bonds would be judged "governmental
purpose” under the 1986 Tax Reform Act and therefore would receive
a tax-exempt rate without requiring a state "cap" allocation or
incurring an "alternative minimum tax."

b. The average rate for long-term borrowing was 9.00%. The actual
cost of borrowing varies with the maturity struciure; however, in
this eanalysis it was assumed that all bonds would-have a "level"
debt service {(each year's principal and interest payment is
roughly equal.) As interest rates rise, it is highly likely that
Metro would issue a "variable rate” bond issue; however, for this

analysis the rate is "fixed” (the same throughout the term of the
bonds. )

The boad interest rate has the greatest effect upon the financing
costs. '

c. The bonds would be issued on January 1, 1988. The first interest
payment would then be due July 1, 1888.




Government Finance Associstes, Inc.

Metro Resource Recovery Project
Dage - 3

j - d. The construction period is two years. The semi-annual interest
payments would be paid from bond proceeds ("capitalized") for two
years. By July 1, 1990 sufficient tip fees would have accumulated
to meet this interest payment and tip fees would cover all “debt
service"” (principal and interest) payments thereon.

Capitalized interest is expensive because it substantially
increases the bond issue size but is necessary because the tip
fees are not received until the facility becomes operational in
1990. Metro could decide to finance the construction costs from
short-term notes which would be retired by bonds after
construction is complete. Although the notes would reduce the
cost because they bear a lower interest rate, this exposes Metro
to the risk that interest rates rise during the construction

: period causing the long term bond interest rate in 1990 to be

: higher than in 1988,

e. The term of the bond issue will not exceed the useful life of the
facility plus two years coanstruction.

f. The investiment rate for the bond proceeds is 7.00%. This is 2%
below the bond rate and therefore a "negative arbitrage" cost
(interest cost exceeds the interest rate on investment of bond

_ proceeds held during construction) is assumed. If interest rates

i . rise after seiling the bonds, this negative arbitrapg-. cost would

% disappear: however, federal law prohibits earning in excess of the

; rate on the bonds. Any investment earnings achieved from

investing at a higher rate ("arbitrage") must be rebated te the

i federal government.

! g. The total costs to issue the bonds, including the fee pald to the
underwriters, is estimated to be 3% of the total principal amount.

; h. Revenue bonds reguire that the tip fees are set to meet a
"coverage requirement.” The coverage requirement obligates Metro
to raise tip fees sufficient to exceed the annual debt service
payment by some specific amount. This analysis uses the typical
"1.25 times" coverage requirement. For example, if the annual
debt service payment was $100,000, the tip fees for the year must
total not less than $125,000.

The excess $25,000 is available for use by Metro. 1In this
analysis, the excess from coverage i1s used first to fund a "debt
reserve” (see below) and then to reduce the tip fees needed to
fund the "periodic cost reserves” described below.
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i, Revenue bonds also require a "debt reserve'" which is a reserve
fund, held by a trustee, which holds an amount equal to one year's
debt service throughout the life of the hond issue. Although
often funded from bonds, this analysis assumes that the debt

~reserve 1is funded from the bond coverage revenues over a five year
periecd. During this time, a letter of credit is purchased from =
bank until the debt reserve is fully funded. The additional

security provided by this letter of credit is impertant to those
who buy bonds.

The debt reserve will alse earn interest and is restricted by the
1986 Tax Reform Bill., The earnings in this analysis are used to

offset the tip fees required for the periodic cost reserves
described below. ‘

The costs of heavy equipment (except the first purchase), cell
preparation {except the first), cell closure, final closure of the
landfill, and post closure are all financed by tip fees. The costs are
spread over each five or six vear period and accumulated in a reserve
fund until needed. The funds are invested at a 7% rate. Each annual
requirement is increased by 3% annually, to match the rate of inflation.

Eguipment purchases are offset by the estimated salvage value of prior
equipment.

The use of the "annually funded reserves" eliminates the interest and
sale costs wssociated with selling bonds. 1f bonds were sold, the term
should not exceed the five or six vear useful life of the items and
therefore would increase the annual cost of financing these items.
interest rates rise, ihese reserves are not subject to any federal
"arbitrage" restrictions and thus can earn interest at whatever rate is

available. Higher earning rates would reduce the amount which tip fees
must cover.

if

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

1.

The cost estimates upon which the financial analysis is based were taken
from the Department of Environmental Quality analysis.
pre—-development, capital items,
closure and post closure costs.

These included
cell preparation and closure, final

Cost estimates for operations and maintenance and for transportation

were taken directly from the Department of Environmental Quality
economic analysis.

Waste projections were provided by the Department of Environmental

Quality.

Letter of credit information was derived from a bid by the Bank of Tokyof

to the City of Portland.

Questions regarding the analysis may be referred to Rebecca Marshall or Ken
Rust, Government Finance Assocliates, 222-1405.




BASIC ASSUMPTICNS:

Annual Rate of Inflation

Bond Rate

Investment Earnings Rate

Date of operation {tip fee reve
Date of bonds

Years interest is capitalized (
Date resource recovery project

ANNUAL TOTAL ALL COSTS
1990
1995
2000
2005

UNIT COST - NOMINAL
1990
1095
2000
2005

TOTAL COSTS FINANCED BY BONDS
ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE, 1991

ANNUAL TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS
1880
1985
2000
2005

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, 1990
TRANSPORTATION, 1990

WASTE (1,000 TONS)
1990
1995

USEFUL LIFE OF FACILITY (YEARS)

TERM OF BOND 1SSUE

METRO RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT . 29-May-87
SYSTEM COST - FINANCIAL COMPONENT SUMFIN

i b TR A T T A S ST A HE B T N R

SUMMARY CHART

E B B R R RHET I R T N R O G e e - R O T

5.00%
9.00%
T.00%
nues begin) January 1, 1990
January 1, 1988
paid from bonds) 2
online January 1993
dhEREABACONA ROAD %% dokdckp g FRFRFURAMSEY LAKE®#dddid
WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUT
RR | RR RR ! RR
____________ I e e R
i !
|
23,924 | 28,362 36,9596 46,359
28,828 | 37,166 43,315 60,177
34,750 | 42,739 32,906 . 75,907
42,693 | 52,553 59,738 | 2,578
! '
1 i
____________ SR e
33.27 | 39.43 51i.46 ! 64.76
60.18 | 51.33 60.85 ! 83.12
64.83 | 54.72 98.71 | 97.19
72.00 | 62.71 ipe.8 : 16.20
! i
63,471 | 63,518 136,133 | 163,984
____________ | e T TR
| ;

9,685 | 9,692 24,281 29,765
____________ R T
i |
____________ e T
4,497 | 5,457 8,249 | 14,625
2,857 | G, 754 3,596 | 11,687
4,278 | 6,603 8,666 | 22,245
6,479 | 9,112 10,033 | 3,412

| :

6,685 | 7,136 8,299 i 5,739
_____________ e T
k 1

6,065 | 9,098 3,935 ! 5,951
i !
____________ | e T B et T
719 | 718 719 | 719
479 | 724 479 | T24
E 1
58 | a7 22 | 15
____________ I e
| 5
25 25 24 17
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|
]
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;*$$¥$$$$*$#$****; ZQ-MEY—ST
BACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY IBACKNO
ANXNUAL INFLATIOXN RATE 5.00%

e S it s R R P R

AXSUAL REQUIREYENTS I0 BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES #*FExEAT] FIGURES IN THOUSANDS*®#*®
CALENDAR YEAR 1988 1989 1930 1891 1992 1993 1594 1985 19
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 3,336 6,871.7 §,671.7 9,892.3 9,692.3 9,682.3 9,652.3 9,682.3 $,892

Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt service requirement PLUS the coverage requirement on the bonds.
The coverage amount Is then used to fund the debt service reserve and to offset the periodic cost reserve reguirement.

Present Value 9.00% 3,080.4 5,615.4 5,151.8 5,866.3 6,2992.3 5,779.2 5,302.0 4,864.2 4,462
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 585.0 595.0 595.0 595.0 333.0 958.35 938
Cell preparation and closure ) 4,759.0 4,759.0 4,759.0 4,738.0 4,759.0 T,685.0 7,655
Final Closure 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 2
Post Closure a73.7 497 .4 522.2 548.4 575.8 604.6 E34
LESS Surpius from coverage {373.3} (2373.3) (373.3) (373.3) {373.3} (1,934.35) {1,834
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 {108.3) (216.7) {325.0) (433.3) (541.6) {541
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 5,456.9 5,372.2 5,288.8 5,206.8 5,1253.17 6,734.4 §,784
TOTAL BONDS AND PERICGDIC COSTS 3,335.9 5,6871.7 12,128.6 15,064.5 14,981.1 14.8%38.9 14,817.9% 16,446.7 16,4786
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE [ 8] o] 7,136 7,492 7,867 8,260 5,873 $,107 9,5
{named rapnge "0M"}
TRANSFORTATION 0 0 0 9,088 9,553 i0,031 10,332 11,059 11,612 12,17
(named rng "TRANS")-—- — e —————— -
TOTAL ALL COSTS 3,335.9 6,6871.7 28,362.4 32,11¢.1 32.878.9 35,691.6 34,350.3 37,165.7 33,231
WASTE PROJECTIONS ; 725 722 Y19 714 TGS 01 713 724 7
E o e S T P et e S S S kkx EE- bt L L rdd FEERR e 3 FHRFERERZRERE
UNIT COST -NWOMINAL 4.60 9.24 38.45 44 97 46,37 48.06 48.46 51.33 52.¢
2$$*$=$$$$*$$*$**$***3$*;8-‘?—#$$*$$$$2*$*$$$*****%‘*** 3 o3 EARE 3.3 R g S S N SRR e e

®OTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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SACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY

ANNTUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

RN e R AR E R R R RERE T T b P R Sk

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

. CALENDAR YEAR 1997 1898 1899 20660 2001 2002 2003 2004 z
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AN CAPITAL BONDS 9,692.3 9,692.3 $,692.3 9,692.3 $,682.3 8,692.3 9,592.3 9,692.3 9,6¢%
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv .
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 4,094.1 3,756.1 3,445.9 3,161.4 2,900.4 2,660.9 2.,421.2 2,258.6 2,03
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment §58.5 a58.5 823.5 8923.5 923.3 923.5 923.5 3,179.0 1,17
Cell preparatien and closure 7,665.0 7,665.0 7,382.0 7,382.0 7,382.0 7,382.0 7,382.0 ,422.0 9,48
Final Closure 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3
Post Closure 66&.5 599.9 734.8 T71.86 810.2 830.7 893.2 237.9 9t
LESS Surplus from coverage (1,934.5) (1,934.5) (1,934.3) i,834.5) (1,934.3) (1,234.3) {1,832.5 {1,934.3) (1.92
LESS Earnings on debt reserve (541.8) (541.8) (541.86) (541.8) {541.8) (341.8) {541.8) {341.8} {32
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 6,816.4 6,849.7 8,568.7 6,602.3 6,642.0 6,582.3 6,725.1 9,085.2 9,11
TOTAL BONWDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 16,508.7 16,5420 16,2359.0 18,2857 16,334.3 16,374.8 16,417.4 18,737.5 18.8¢C
CPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ¢} 10,041 ion, 543 11,070 11,623 12,204 12,813 13,455 14,128 14,
(named range "0M") ’
TRANSPORTATION C 12,802 i3,442 14,114 14,820 15,561
(named rpg “TRANS")- ————————— ————— -
TOTAL ALL COSTS 39,851.8 40,3526.8 41,443.0 42,739.0 44,088.7
WASTE PROJECTIONS 747 758 770 781 792
o e S Y Y N t T Tt r Lttt e P L T S S RS T L Lt TP T E- 4 g g T L e S E s = B R T 2
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 52.68 53.47 33.82 54.72 55.68 56.63 37.70 51.62 52
P e e S e L a T a s a et EE 34 & = ES £ =

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID 2Y DEBT RESERVE
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BACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESQURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%

B T L e

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUSNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR VYEAR 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 202 2013 3
PRE-DEVELOPHENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 5,5892.3 9,602.8 9,692.3 9,E92.3 9,692.3 9.692.3 9.682.3 .0
Tip fee revenue amcounts here fund the debt serv from DSR
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 2.00% 1,885.0 1,728.4 1,586.6 1,453.6 1.835.4 1,225.2 1,124.0 0.0
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 1,179.0 1,179.0 1,178.0 1,304.8 1,504.8 1,504.8 1,504.8 1.504.8 2,4¢
Cell preparation and closure 9,422.0 9,422.0 9,422.0 12,023.0 12,625.0 12,025.0 12,025.0 12,025.0 18, 3¢
Final Closure 2.3 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5
Post Closure 1,034.0 1.085.7 1,140.0 1.197.0 1,256.8 1,319.7 1,385.7 1,455.0 1,3%
LESS Surplus from caoverage . (1,834.3) {1.834.5) (1,934.3) (1,934.5) (1.934.3) {1,934.5) {1,934.5) 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve {541.6) (541.86) {541.6} (341.8) {541.8) (541.6) (541.6) 0.0
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS $,161.4 9,215.1 9,267.4 12,253.2 12,313.0 12,375.9 12,441.8 14,987.2 23,32
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 18,883.7 18,905.4 18,959.8 21,845.4 22.,003.3 22,0681 22,134.1 14.,587.2 23,3¢
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 0 15,378 15,355 17,173 18,031 18,833 19,880 20,874 21,917 23,
(named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATION o 19,860 20,853 21,896 22,991 24,120 235,347 28,813 27,945 23,
{named rng "TRANS")-——--- - o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e —
TOTAL ALL COSTS 54,280.1 56,113.7 53,028.4 62,987.6 63,078.8 67,285.0 69,522.4 64,849.9 73,87
WASTE PROJECTIONS 349 880 872 583 894 906 917 928
= & FEREERET T SRFEFHFEERERERRRhERRERRRRER R Rk Rk R RERRT R T k]
UNIT COST ~MOMINAL 83.95 65.25 65.55 71.31 72.79 74.28 75.82 §9.83 80
32*$#$$**$**$$3**#2*2x**=#$#¥*$$$$$*2$m*#*%*2**$$$$**$*#$**$$¥$$$*$#$$*+% EEYREkw FEEEERE

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE




e i L T e PRV - PR e SRV P - P POV TR

BAEEREEF RS TRFEF R SRR R R

BACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESQURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

FEREREEFHRR R RN ER Rk R Rk R R R R

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR VYEAR 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20112 2012 2013 z
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL EBONDS 2,692.3 9,692.3 9,692.3 9,592.3 9,692.3 9,682.3 9,692.3 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv from DSR

The coverage amount is then used to fund the de

Present Value $.00% i,885.0 1,729.4 1,586.8 1,455.6 1,335.4 1,225.2 1,124.0 c.¢
PERICDIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)

Heavy Equipment 1,178.0 1,179.0 1,178.0 i,504.8 1,504.8 1,304.8 1,504.8 1,504.8 2,42
Cell preparation and closure 9,422.0 9,422.0 9,422.0 12,025.0 12,025.0 12,025.0 12,023.0 12,025.0 i9,3¢

Final Closure 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3
Post Closure 1,034.0 1,085.7 1,140.0 1,197.0 1,256.8 1,31¢.7 1,385.7 1,455.0C i,32

LESS Surplus from coverage (1.834.3) (1,934.3) {1,934.5) (1,934.5) (1,934.3) [1,934.5) (1,934.3) 0.0

LESS Earnings on debt reserve (541.6} {341.6) {541.86) (541.6) f541.8) (341.8) {341i.6) 0.0

TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS




T ineasssretAssAniRiiiEESrAsEASRASEEEALAR -
BACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%
e e L E - R E Y
ANRUAL REQUIREMENWTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIiP FEES : -
CALENDAR YEAR 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2020
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BO&DS 0.0 o.0 Q0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used te fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 0.9 0.0 c.0 C.0 0.0 c.0
PERIGDIC C08TS (financed by reserve collections}
Heavy Equipment 2,423.5 2,428.5 2,423.5 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,
Cell preparation and closure 19,368.0 19,368.0 19,368.0 18,654.5 18,654.3 18,654.3 18,
Final Closure 2.5 2.5 2.5 - 2.5 2.5 2.3
Post Closure 1,804.1 1,664.3 1,768.5 i,858.9 1,949.8 2,047.3 2
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 g.0 0.0
LESS Earaings on debt reserve a.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL PERIODIC CCGSTS 23,398.1 23,478.3 23,4862.5 22,847.9 22,940.°7 23,038.2 23
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC CGSTS 23,398.1 23,478.3 23,562.50 22,847.9 22,9840.7 232,038.2 23.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ] 24,164 25,372 26,641 27,973 29,373 30,840 :
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E S T
RACCONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

EREEEERFEFERRARL [P =

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES : -

CALERDAR VEAR 2013 2016 2017 2013 2019 2020 2021 2022 2

PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The c¢overage amount is then used to fund the de

Present value 9.00% 0.0 0.9 0.0 6.0 6.0 G.¢ 0.0 0.0

PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections) . :
Heavy Equipment 2,423.3 2,423.3 2,423.

5 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,97
Cell preparation and clesure 19,368.0 19,368.0 19,368.0 18,634.5 18,654 5 18,6%4.5 18,654.5 18,6354.5 23,80
Final Closure 2.5 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.3
Post Closure 1,604.1 1,684.3 1,7Y68.5 1,836.9 1,945.8 2,047.3 2,149.86 2,237.1 2,37
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 c.C 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 23,398.1 23.478.3 23,582.5 22,847.9 22,940.7 23,038.2 23.3140.6 23,248.1 29,135
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIQDIC COSTS 23,3088.1 23,478.3 23,3562.5 22,847.9 22,840.7 23,038.2 23,140.6 23,248.1 28,13
COFERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 8] 24,154 25,372 26,641 27,973 29,371 30,840 32,382 34,001 35,
(named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATION G 30,810 32,35b 33,968 35,666 37,449 39,322 41,288 43,352 45,
{named rng "TRANS" ) ~——————— o e e e e e e e e e e - e
TOTAL ALL CDSTS 78,371.6 81,200.5 84,170.9 86,486.7 85,761.5 93,200.0 98,810.5 100,501.4 110,38
WASTE PROJECTIONS 953 962 974 983 995 1,608 1,019 1,030 1,
FEELFERRE TREE R LR 2L PR PP FS & E e S ST T o
UNIT COST —-NOMINAL 32.41 84.41 86.42 B7 .80 8G.12 $2.46 85.01 87.67 i
e S Y L E T T =k Tk kekhdk s ok # EEE S S A T ek R e e a2

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE 15 PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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BACONA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY

ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

EEEE R R RS AR R R AR A R kS TR SRR R RS

ANKUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUXDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR VEAR 2024 20625 2028 202% 2028 2029 2030 2031 z
PRE-DEVELCPMENT AND CAPITAL BOWDS 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 6.¢ G.0 6.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections) .
Heavy Eguipment 2,978.0 2,972.0 2,872.0 2,878.0 4.998.0 4.798.0 4 .798.0 4,.798.0 81
Cell preparation and closure 23,808.0 23.808.0 23,808.0 23,808.0 38,3848.0 38.348.0 38,348.0 28.348.0 4,33
Final Closure 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3
Post Closure 2.,488.5 2,612.9 2,743.5 2,880.7 3,024.7 3,176.0 3,334.8 3,501.3 3,87
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 c.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 g.0 0.0
TOTAL PERICDIC CO3TS 29,277.9 29,402.4 29,583.0 29,670.2 46,173.2 46,324 4 46,483.2 46,630.0 9,04
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 29,277.9 29,402.4 29,533.0 29,670.2 46,173.2 46,324.4 46,483.2 46,830.0 9.01
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE o 37,486 39,360 41,328 43,395 43,564 47,843 50,235 32,747 33
{named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATION 47,7986 50,188 52,695 55.330 58,098 61,001 64,051 67,2354 70,
(named rng "TRANS")-—w=—wwmmm e m e - — s —m --
TOTAL ALL COSTS 114,560.0 118,948.5 123,556.5 128,324.8 145,834.1 153.168.4 160,768.4
WASTE PROJECTIONS . 1,083 1,064 1,076 1,087 1.088 1,130 1,121
E S St et a B E e PR RS R R EEE PRt £ dcddkck
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 108.79 111,79 114.83 118.12 136.48 139.79 143.42
2 E- T

Bk e e e 2  E e e e  E EE e L E e 2 T

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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BACOXA ROAD - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%

EE S st b n e T S e S o

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BOXDS
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amounti Is then used to fund the de

PERIODIC COSTS {financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Eguipment
Cell preparation and closure
Final Closure
Post Closure
LESS Surplus from coverage
LESS Earnings on debt reserve

TOTAL BONDS aAND PERIODIC COSTS

QPERATIONS AKD MAINTENANCE 0
(named range "0OM")

TRANSPORTATION 0
{(named rng "TRANS™)-----—- e -

TOTAL ALL COSTS

WASTE PROJECTIONS

CALEXDAR YEAR 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 4
6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Present Value 9.00% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0
815.0 815.0 815.0 813.0 0.C G.0 . 0.0 0.0
4,555.0 4,35535.0 4,5585.C 4.555.0 2.0 .0 0.0 G.0
2.3 2.3 2.5 2.5 Cc.G G.0 0.0 .0
3,860.4 4,033.4 4,256.1 4,468.9 4,692.4 0.0 0.0 .0
0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
.o a.0 0.0 0.0 a.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
9,232.9 2,425.9 9,628.6 9,841 .4 4,692.4 0.9 G.C 0.0
9,232.9 9,425.9 9,628.6 9,841.4 4,692.4 0.0 ¢.0 0.0
58,153 61,061 64,114 &7,320
74,147 77,855 81,747 85,835
141 ,533.¢4 148,341 .4 155,489.8 162,995.8 4,.692.4 4.0 0.0 6.0
1,155 1,187 1,178 1,189 1,201 1,212 1,223 1,233 1,
Exdpdpdirbdrrs R ERgRERRERE EERE R RS FERR SRR AR R R R R R AR R Rk Rtk Rk E R Rk R R E R R A R e E R T AT R R R R ek e e R R R R
122.54 jav. il 131.99 137.09 : 3.91 0.00 G.0C .00 c

UNIT COST -NOMINAL

xRk kRS AR R eI R TR R R AR R TR At R g T o e R el o S R S R S R O S R e S R R S e R R R A R R R R AR R R N R R RN R TR EFTRFFAF T IR R R kxR

KOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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BACONA ROAD -~ WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVZIRY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%

AR R R R R N R R R R R AR R R R CERR R ey

ANXUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FZES

CALENDAR YEAR 2042 2042 2044 2043 2046 2047 2048 2049 i
FRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present vValue 9.00% g.¢ c.0 .0 a.0 0.0 G.0 ¢.o0 c.0
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0
Cell preparation and closure 0.0 .0 G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 664
Final Closure 0.0 .o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.c 0.0
Post Closure 0.0 c.0 g.0 6.0 0.¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 {36.
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10,
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 790
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 0.0 Q.0 0.0 o.¢ . 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,020
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE o]
{named range "OM"}
TRANSPORTATION Q
(named rng "TRANS")————————m o e - T e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e T e e e e e e e e e —
TOTAL ALL COSTS 0.0 G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
WASTE PROJECTIONS l 1,237 1,269 1,280 1.231 1,308 1,314 1,323 1,337
bk = B3+ b e L3 Rk AR R R R R R R e g wRFERER TExEERr
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 0.060 0.00 G.00 0.00 0.00 Q.00 Q.cc G.00
e HRFFEEEEA R REER Rk kNN R R R R kR R RRR S FoRE ERFERLE A3 e g e e
NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE
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BACONA ROAD - WITH RESCURCE RECOVERY IBACRR

ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

e St s P L e D e T e e
ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES *y***ALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS*¥*¥%

. CALENDAR YEAR 1988 1989 1880 1991 isg2 1993 19584 1995 1&
PRE-DEVELCPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 3,333 6,666.8 6,6656.8 $,685.1 $,685.1 9,685.1 5,685.1 9,685.1 9,682

Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debi service requirement PLUS the coverage reguirement on the bonds.
The coverage amount is then used to fund the debt service reserve and to offset the periodic cost reserve reguirement.

Present Value 9.00% 3.058.1 5,611.3 5.148.0 §,881.2 §5,294.7 5,774.9 3,298.1 4,860.8 4.45¢

PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)

Heavy Eguipment 595.0 595.0 5935.0 595.0 595.0 958.5 938
Cell preparation and closure 3,920.0 3.920.0 3,920.0 3,920.0 3,920.0 3,920.0 3,252
Final Closure 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1
Post Closure 353.0 370.6 3388.1 408.6 429.0 430.5 473
LESS Surplus from coverage (373.0) (373.0} {373.0) {373.0}) {373.0} {1,233.0} {1,932
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 {108.2) {216.3) {322.7) {435.0) (341.2) 1541
TOTAL PERIORIC COSTS 4,496.8 4,406.2 4,316.4 4,227.7 4,139.8 2,B856.3 4,213
TOTAL BOMDS aND PERIODIC COSTS 3,333.4 6,665.8 11,163.5 14,091.3 14,001.6 13,912.8 13,824.9 12,541.6 13,896
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE o 0 0 6,695 7,030 7.582 7,751 8,138 8,545 8,8
{named range "0M")
TRAXNSPORTATION ¢] 0 o 5,085 6,369 6,687 7.022 7,373 7,741 8,1
{named rng "TRAKS")-—- - e - e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 3,333.4 6,666.8 23,924.3 27,490.1 28,070.3 £8,685.0 25,335.8 28,828.0 30,997
WASTE PROJECTIONS 725 722 Ti9 714 708 458 468 A7G [
L 3 R k2 B33 4**3:2:t*$**3:5:z#’-*:&3$3$&**:!:!9:*2:1‘.*****!t*_**S:t*$**"5&*#*ﬁﬁ**#-‘*$‘**-'#3s**3$$3¥$¥$$$$$$¥$$$$ﬁ$$zzztﬁ$x
UNIT COST -NOGMINAL 4.60 9.23 33.27 338,50 39.58 52.91 GZ2.68 60.18 g85.

EEREFETREFEEFEEREE &3 & FREE R R R R R N R AR R R R R R N R R R R R R R R R AR I RN R R S T E R R R R SR REL LR ERBRERRREL
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BACONA ROAD - WITH RESOQURCE RECOVERY
ANKUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

R f s T S EE P L PP e PP Pt e

ANKUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR 1887

PRE~DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BOXDS 9.685.1
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de

Present Value 9.00% 4,081.1

PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve cellections)

o w oo

e
e

o

Heavy Equipment 958.5
Cell preparation and cleosure 5,252.5
Final Closure 1.8
Post Clesure . 496.7
LESS Surplus from coverage (1,933.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve (541.2
TOTAL PERIQDIC COSTS ' 4,235.2
TOTAL BONDS AND PERICDIC COSTS 13,920.3
OPERATIONS AND MATNTENANCE o 9,421

{named range "OM")

33,732.4

TRANSPORTATION G 8,535
{named rng "TRANS")--rr——--mmmmmmmm e e oo ==

TOTAL ALIL COSTS 31.876.0
WASTE PROJECTIQNS 502

EEE RS R iR E R S S e e e S S R R R e L S Y

UNIT COST ~-NOMINAL 63.50

*&#**#*ﬁ#**%**#*$**$***$fﬁ = * FxrEmhkisl

G4.25

EEFRRRE TR R R RESRARERER

2002 2003 2004
§,683.1 9,685.1 9.685.1 9,6¢
2,658.9 2,435.4 2,238.0 2,061
.5 $23.3 923.5 1,179.0 1,10
.5 7.038.0 7.032.0 7.039.0 7,00
.8 i.8 1.8 1.8
7 633.9 665.6 608.8 7:
0 {1,933.0 (1,933.0) {1,933.0} {1,97
.2 {341.2 (541.2) {341.2) (s
6,123.9 6,155.6 §,444.4 6,4
15,809.0 15,840.7 16,128.5 18,1¢
12,024 12,625 13,258 13
i0,5893 11,437 12,008 12
38,725.6 39,9031 41,385.0 42,6¢
559 370 581
= Ee ekt o e s L ha ]
69.28 70.01 731.25 7L
TERER R EER R FFEFIFEFERFREEER R
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BACONA ROAD - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%

R e g e P L

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR

. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 z
PRE~-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS ¢,685.1 g9,685.1 9,685.1 £,685.1 ©,685.1 2,685.1 9,685.1 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv from DSR
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value §.00% 1,883.7 1,728.1 1,585.4 1,454 5 1,334.4 1,224 .2 1,123.2 g.0
PERIODIC COSTS {financed by reserve collections} :
Heavy Equipment 1,179.0 1,179.0 1,179.0 1,898.3 1,898.3 1,899.3 1,899.3 1,828.0 1,82
Cell preparation and closure 7,038.0 7,039.0 9,433.0 9,433.0C 9,433.0 $,433.0 $,433.0 9,433.0 12,64
Final Closure 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 i.8 i.8 1.8 1.8
Post Cleosure 770.5 803.0 849.5 851.9 936.5 883.4 1,032.5 1,084.1 1,12
LESS Surplus from coverage (1,933.0)  {1,932.0)  (1,933.0)  (1,933.0)  (1,933.0)  (1,933.0) [1,933.0) 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve (341.2) (541.2) [541.2) (541.2) {541.2) {541.2) (341.2) 0.0
TOTAL PERICDIC COSTS 6,516.0 §,584.5 8,988.0 9,751.8 9,796.3 9,843.2 $,892.3 12,547.9 15,81
TOTAL BOXDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 16,201.1 16,239.6 18,674.1 19,436.9 15,481.5 19,528.3 19,377.5 12,347.9 15,61
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 14,615 15,246 16,113 16,919 17,765 18.653 19,386 20,365 21
(named range "0M")
TRANSPORTATION 13,240 13,902 14,387 15,827 16,084 16,8983 17,743 18,630 18
{(named rng "TRANS")-—-————————m—mmmmmm oo e o - T e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 44 0bE.4 45 ,487.68 49 ,384.5 51,682.8 53,3389.7 55,072.4 536,806.1 51,343.1 36,76
WASTE PROJECTIONS 604 B35 627 838 649 €661 672 683
E3EE AT T FFIII ST T I3 FFIS IS 1414 * FThdgkkiidk EF I IS L STtk a = b At b ot e 3 e e o S
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 72.94 73.86 78.76 81.01 82.1g 23.33 84.68 75.47 81

R S N N R R R e R e R R R R R R e T e R A R R kR R R R A R R R R R R R S R R R R S N R R F TR R AR RS TR R R R ED
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BACONA ROAD - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY

ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%
B L L e e

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

4

CALENDAR YEAR 2015 2018 2017 2018 20198 2020 2021 2022 z
PRE-DEVELOPHENT AND CAPITAL BOXNDS 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 G.0 C.¢ 0.0 0.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is ther used to fund the de
Present Value 5.00% 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 g.c 0.0 0.0 0.0
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment : ,829.0 1,829.0 1.829.0 2,334.0 2,834.0 2,334 .0 2,334.0 2,334.0 2,97
Cell preparation and closure i2,641.3 12,841.3 1z2,841.3 12,641.5 i2,641.5 20,524.8 20,524.8 20,524.9 26,52
Final Closure 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8
Post Closure 1,195.3 1,255.0 1,317.8 1,383.7 1,432.9 1,525.5 i,601.8 1,681.8 1,78
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 c.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt resesrve 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 c.0 c.0 0.0 G.0
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 15,667.6 13,727.3 13,790.1 15,381.0 16,430.1 24,386.2 24,462.3 24,542.6 23,27
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 13,867.8 15,727.3 15,790.1 15,361.0 16,4301 24,386.2 24.,462.5 24 ,342.6 25,27
OPERATIONS AND MAINTEXNANCE ] 22,673 23,806 24,997 26,247 27,5352 28,937 30,384 31.903 33,
(named range "0M")
TRANSPORTATION [ 26,540 21,567 22,645 23,777 24,866 26,213 27,325 28,502 30
(named rag "TRANS")- - o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
TCTAL ALL CDSTS 5§,380.2 61,100.6 63,4320 65,385.0 66,855.4
WASTE PROJECTIONS : 706 71T 728 7490 731 6832 T85
FEFF B e FEE 3‘-2*#**$28¥$**$$¥***33*3*?*= EENRREREER R RS R RN EER SRR LR E T ERE TR R R R ETE R E R eFREERRFREF
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 83.40 85.22 27.01 89,71 81.82 104.24 106.42 ica.72 131

FdFFERdkrkitkhbdrbrrrkrdrdpfdirriFRaRidrkakmrdat ki kRhhEtyahis

E e e g e s s ]




B e e Y S

BACOXA ROAD - WITH RESOURGE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%

EREERERREEF R EAR R R R EREREER HEE

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALEXDAR YEAR 2024 2025 2028 2027 2028 202% 2030 2331 =
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CA?ITAL BORDS 0.0 0.0 .0 - 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 Q.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 2.00% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0
PERIODIC £0STS (financed by reserve colleciions)
Heavy Equipment 2,978.0 z,979.0 2,879.0 2,979.0 4,798.0 4,788.0 4,798.0 4,798.0 4,62
Cell preparation and closure 20,524.9 21,621.0 21,521.0 21,821.0 2i,.621.0 21.621.0 21.521.0 2%,088.3 29,0¢
Final Closure 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.3 1.8 1.8 1.8
Post Closure 1,854.3 1,847.0 2,044.3 2,146.5 2,253.9 2,366.5 2,484.9 2,609.1 2.7c
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL PERICDIC COSTS 25,359.9 26,548.8 26,646.1 26,748.3 28.674.8 28,787.3 23,8053.7 25,307.4 38, 4¢
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 25,359.8 26,348.8 26,646.1 26,748.3 28,874.8 28,787.3 28,805.7 36,5074 36,47
QOPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE c 35,172 36,832 38,778 49,727 42,753 44 391 47,133 49,482 51
(named range "CM")
TRANSPORTATION ) 31,864 33,457 35,130 36,887 38,731
(named rng "TRANS" ) -————m s o e e BT it
TOTAL ALL CGSTS 92,395.9 96,937.6 i00,554.3 04,3820 110,158.5
WASTE PROJECTIOHS aca 2819 851 842 B53 865 876 83
E Y Y ST s EEEREE BE R R T T L R P T L P R L Y R L L e e T T R R L L L o
UNIT COST —NOMINAL 114,35 118.36 121.00 123.93 129.14 i32.19 135.5% 147 .34 150
b R e e S Y T R S e o ] TkEEER R RS R R LR R IR RN R R R AR TR LR
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BACONA ROAD - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

EEE LT FEE

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR

2033 2034 2035 20386 2037 2038 2039 2040 z
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 0.0 c.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 8.0
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% G.0 0.0 0.0 o.¢ 0.0 0.0 0 ¢.0C
PERIODIC COSTS {(financed by reserve cecllections)
Heavy Equipment 4,621.0 4,621.0 4,621.0 4,621.0 3,888.5 5,888.5 5,898.3 3,888.5 3.,8%
Cell preparation and closure 29.098.5 29,098.5 29,098.5 29,088.5 38,828.0 38,828.0 38,828.0 38.828.0 38,82
Final Closure 1.8 1.8 1.8 i.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8
Post Closure 2,876.6 3,020.4 3,171.4 3,330.0 3,496.5 3,671.3 3,834.9 4,047.6 4,22
LESS Surplus from coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 g.C
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 36,5987.8 36,741.7 36,892.7 37,031.3 485,224.8 48,399.6 48.583.2 43 ,775.9 48,97
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 36,597.8 36,.741.7 36,892, 7 37,051.3 438,224.8 48,399.6 48,383.2 48,775.9 48,87
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ¥ 54,565 57,293 60,158 63,165 66,324 69,640 73,122 T6,778 80.
(pamed range “"OM")
TRAXSPORTATION 1 49,432 51,903 60,082 563,089 65,243 69,553 73,
(MEmed T R ARG ) o o e e e e e e e e e T e T T e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 140,5%4.2 145,837.8 174,632.9 181,128.2 187,848.2 195,108.1 202,62
WASTE PROJECTIONS 910 gaz2 956 967 978 990 i.
HeHER FE S ke wRErkEdkkererRridehageobpRhiRdoagd St Y e F
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 154,50 158.28 i62.43 186.78 182.87 187.21 192.18 197.08 202
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BACONA ROAD — WITH RESGURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

EE TR e S e R L s o e T ey

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR 2042 2043 2024 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 10
PRE-DEVELOPMENRT AND CAPITAL BONDS 0.0 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 6.0
Tip fee revenu# amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 8.00% 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 8.0 G.0 0.0 0.0
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 9,500.0 9,300.0 $,500.0 9,500.0
Cell preparation and closure 38,823.0 0.0 Q.0 0.GC G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 £69.
Final Closure i.8 1.8 1.8 i.8 1.8 1.8 i.8 0.0
Posi Closure 4,462.3 4,683.6 4,819.6 5,165.9 5.424.2 3,695.4 5,980.2 0.0 118
LESS Surplus from coverage c.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (36.
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (10,
TOTAL PERIQDIC COSTS 22.792.3 14,187.4 14,4217 14,887.7 5.428.0 3.697.2 3.981.9 0.0 1,131
TOTAL BOXNDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 52.,792.3 14,187.4 14,421.7 14 ,667.7 5,426.0 5,697.2 5,981.9 0.0 1.3490
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 2] 84,648 88, 880 93,324 97,990 102,850 108,034 113,438 99,257
(named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATIOY 0 76,685 80,3518 84,545 858,772 83,211
(NamMEd PRE T RAN S T ) o i o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 214,124.7 1853,586.4 192,290.7 2031,430.1 201.526.3
WASTE PROJECTIOXNS 1,012 1,024 1,035 1,046 1.058 1,089 1,080 1,092
E o bR b R o o e e e e L e et e T I F ] * * T LR L L Lt E
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 211.59 i72.28 185.79 192.57 190.43 187.94 205.72 173,24
TS D R REFEI TS TSR E R e T RIS T
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28-Hay-87
RAMSEY LAKE - WITHOUT RESOURCE RECOVERY TRAMND
AMNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%
ER s s it R R S
ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TC BE FUKNDED BY TIP FEES *FE¥FALL, FIGURES IN THOUSANDS®®®%#
CALENDAR YEAR 1938 1989 1980 1991 1992 1983 1994 1595 19
PRE-DEVELOPXENT AND CAPRITAL BONDS 8.832 17,263.4 17,263.4 28,765.4 292,765.4 29.765.4 29,.765.4 28,763.2 28,7863
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt service reguirement PLUS the coverage requirement on the bonds.
The coverage amount is then used to fund the debt service reserve and to cffset the periodic cost reserve requirement.
Present Value 9.00% 7,819.0 14,539.2 13,330.5 21,086.6 1$.345.5  17,748.2 16.282.7 14,938.3 13,704
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve caollections)
Heavy Egquipment 534.0 534.0 534.0 534.0 534.0 §81.35 681
Cell preparation and closure 13,586.7 13,388.7 13,586.7 13,5867 1%,515.0 16,313.0 18,515
Final Closure i1.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 i1.0 11
Post Closure 1,641.4 1,723.4 1,809.8 1,900.1 1.855.1 2,094.8 2,199
LESS Surpluos from coverage (1,147.9) (1,147.9) (1,147.9) ({1,147.9) £1,147.9) £5,849.1) (5,949
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 {333.1) (656.3) 1999 43 (1,332.6} {1,663.7} (1.883
TOTAL PERICDIC COSTS 14,625.1 14,374.C 14,127.1 13.884.4 16,574.5 11,687.5 11,792
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS §,631.7 17,2632.4 31,888.5 £4,138.5 43,882.5 43,649.8 46,340.0 £1,432.9 41,557
OPERATIORS AND MAINTENANCE 8,738 9,178 9,633 10,117 10,622 11,154 11,7z
{named range "O0M")
TRANSPORTATION 3,931 6,228 5,339 6,866 7,209 7,870 7,94
(named rag "TRANS ) —————r— e s e e e -
TOTAL ALL COSTS 8,631.7 17,263.4 44,588.9 59,543 .4 60,066.6 60,632.6 64,171.9 §0,176.5
WASTE PROJECTIONS T23 T22 719 Tid 709 701 713 Tad Tz
ESEE HREERAR AL Z R TR RRFERITI TSRS L 3 48 EE s St i S S I T e R S TR o o e
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 11.9%1 23.81 84 .76 83.39 84,72 86.49 80.00 83.12 §2.:2
£ EE R Ak R R R R S R R R T R R R R R R Ry R e R R R S R N R R R RN R A R R N A R R X R IR RX X TR R R RERERERE

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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RAMSEY LAKE - WITHOUT RESCOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%
R Y RS T LTI TIL LT

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TC BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR 1997 1858 1959 2e00 2001 2002 2003 2002 2
PRE~DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAI, BONDS 29,765.4 29,765.4 29,765.4 29,7635.4 29,7685.4 29,7685.4. 25,765.4 29,765.4 £
Tip fee revenue amcunts here fund the debt serv from I
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 12,573.2 11,335.1 10,382.86 9.708.% 8,807.2 8,171.7 7.48%.0 6,878.0 C
PERIODIC COSTS {financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 681.5 881.5 681.5 133.5 133.5 153.5 153.5 31532.5 C
Cell preparaticn and closure 16,515.0 27,622.0 27,022.0 27,022.0 2,545.3 2,545.5 2,545.5 2,545.3 {
Final Closure i1.0 11.90 11.0 11.0 11.0 1.0 11.0 11.0 T
Post Clesure 2,309.5 2,425.0 2,346.3 2,673.6 2,807.3 z,847.8 3.093.0 3.249.8 3,41¢
LESS Surplus from coverage {5,849.1) (5,949.1) {5,949.1) (5,949.1) (53.,949.1) (5,949.1) (5,949.1) (5,949.1) (
LESS Earnings on debt reserve {1,665.7) (1,865.7) (1,665.7} {1,663.7) (1,665.7}) {1,865.7) {1,655.7} (1,885.7) 4
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 11,902.2 2z2,524.7 22,645.9 22,243.3 {2,097.6) {1,837.2) (1,808.8) (1.655.1) 3,41
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 41,667.7 52,290.1 52,411.4 52,010.7 27,667.9 27,808.2 27,855.6 28,11i0.4 3,410
OPERATIONS AND MaINTENANCE 2,297 12,912 13,357 14,235 14,947 15,694 16,479 17,303 g,(
{named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATION 8,346 8,763 9,201 9,661 10,1424 10,652 11,184
{named rng "TRANS*)-——-—omoom——e —— ——— o e e e e ot
TOTAL ALI. CODSTS 62,310.4 73.9865.0 75,170.0 75,90%.2 52,75¢.2 54,154.2 55,618.8
WASTE PROJECTIONS 747 158 770 781 792 204 815 526 £
EE R P ET T T T T e P T ) S T X T L o o e T L P T T e e s T e e P T
UNIT cOsST ~NOMINAL 83.41 97.58 o7.62 87,19 66.62 67.35 58 .24 69.20 16
EE 4 S S E 333 1 LR ksl

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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RAMSEY LAKE - WITHOUT RESQURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%
RS EE L LR R E L LT
ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TG BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES i
CALENDAR YEAR 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTALS AVER:2
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 0.0 G.0 0.0 c.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 459,874.6
Tip fee revenus amounts here fund the debt serwv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Gc.0 e.0 G.C
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment .o C.0 0.0 65,845.0
Cell preparation and closure 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 211,854.8
Final Closure 0.0 g.¢ 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 185.0
Post Closure - 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38,830.2
LESS Surplus {rom coverage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (65.230.6;}
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 {18,988.9)
TOTAL PERIQDIC COSTS g.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 i72,275.35 9.C
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC CGSTS 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 .0 0.0 G.0 632,130, 1
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
{named rangs "OM")
TRANSPORTATION
{named Tog "TRANS" ) m— e e e e e -—- e
TOTAL ALL CDSTS 0.0 0.0 a.q 6.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 938,882.3
WASTE PROJECTIONS 549 860 872 583 894 806 817 19,774.0
E2 S o b S e s e s L R R s e e L FEEE S * EEERAE
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 0.00
RGeS R RS S FE e L LR e KRRk s s L e e R L2 Rt s s s L s i
KOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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RAMSEY LAKE - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY TRAMRR
ANKUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%
S S SR s e e R L
AXXUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES #xFREAT]L, FIGURES IN THOUSANDST=#%%
CALENDAR YEAR 1938 1989 1950 1291 1e52 1993 1994 1865 1998
PRE~DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BONDS 8,247 16,493.9 16,493.9 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt service requirement PLUS the coverage requirement on the bonds.
The coverage smount is then used to fund the debt service reserve and to offset the periodic cost reserve requirement.
Fresent Value 2.00% 7.366.0 13,882.5 12,736.3 17,201.2 15.780.9 14,477.9 13,282.2 12,1853.7 11,179.6
PERICDIC COSTS {(financed by reserve collections) -
Heavy Equipment - £34.0 T 534.0 334.0 534.0 534.0 860.0 860.0
Cell preparation and closure T.575.0 7,575.0 7.375.0 7,875.0 7,375.0 7,873.0 12,299.0
Final Closure 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 : 6.9 5.9
Post Closure 1,069.5 1,123.0 1.179.1 1,238.1 1,300.0 1,385.0 1,433.2
LESS Surplus from coverage 1936.3) {936.3) {935.3} {936.3) (936.3) (4,852.2) (4,852.2)
LESS Earnings on debt reserve 0.0 {271.7) {543.4) (815.2) {1,086.9) (1,358.86) (1,358.6)
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS 8,249.1 8,030.8 7,815.3 7.602.5 7,392.7 3,596.1 8,388.3
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 8,246.9 16,493.9 24,742.9 32,311.7 32,096.1 31,883.3 31,673.5 27,876.9 32,669.2
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 2,298.8 8.713.8 9,149 4 $,606.9 i0,087.3 10,5981.6 11,121.2
{named range "OM")
TRANSPORTATION 3,954.6 4,132.3 4,359.9 a4,577.9 4,806.8 3,047.1 5,288.0
{named rog "TRANS" ) ————— e e e -~ e e e e e e e e e e e i e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 8,246.9 16,493.¢ 36,956.3 45,177.,7 45 ,605.5 46,068.2 46,567.6 43,5157 49,089.9
WASTE PROJECTIONS 725 . 722 718 Ti4 709 456 468 479 490
EE 2 LR RS2 S 2 P St 2 1 EE £33 EES S LS EEE L LS EEE 3 T e S e ]
URIT COST -NOMINAL 11.38 22.84 51.46 63.27 64.32 101.03 99.30 80.85 i00.18
33 33 Wik SES S S S H Rk Tk EE 21 FREFh XTI R R ERREFFEy Rk

NOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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RAMSEY LAKE - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 5.00%

FEEFEFERERERE BRI RERER R ER SRR R R R

ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUNDED BY TIP FEES

CALENDAR YEAR 1907 1998 1969 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
PRE-DEVELOPMENT ARD CAPITAL BONDS 24,280.8 24,280.8 24 ,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 10,256.5 9,409.6 §,622.7 7,919.9 7,266.0 6,666.0 6,115.6 3,810.7 3,147.4
PERIODIC COSTS (financed by reserve collections) -
Heavy Equipment . 860.0 860.0 828.5 828.5 828.5 828.5 828.3 1,037.8 1,087.5
Cell preparation and closure 12,2988.0 12,299.0 12,299.0 12,299.0 12,936.0 12,955.0 C12,93%8.0 i2,956.0 12,9586.0
Final Closure 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.9 G.% 6.9 6.2 6.9
Post Closure i,504.9 1,880.1 1,639.1 1,742.1 1,829.2 1,820.7 2,018.7 2,117.5 2,223.4
LE3S Surplus from coverage (4,852.2} (4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2) {4,852.2
LESS Earnings on debt reserve (1,358.8) {i,358.8) (1,358.8) {1,358.8) (1,358.6) {1,358.6) {1,358.8) (1,358.8) {1,358.6
TOTAL PERIQDIC COSTS 8,460.0 8,538.2 &.382.7 8,663.7 9,408.8 9,501.2 9,597.3 9,927.1 10,033.0
TOTAL BOXDS AND PERICDIC COSTS 32,740.8 32,816.1 32,863.8 32,946.3 33,690.6 33,782.1 33,878.1 34,208.0 34,313.8
OPERATIGXS AND MAINTENANCE 11,677.3 12,261.1 12,874.2 33.517.8 14.,193.8 -14,8C03.3 15,648.7 16,431.1 17,232.7
(named range "ON")
TRANSPORTATION 5,564.3 5,842.9 6,134.8 6,441.6 7,101.8 7,456.9 7,829.8 8,221.3
{named g "TRANS ) —— oo o e e e —————— e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 49,982.86 50,918.9 51.872.8 52,906.0
WASTE PROJECTIONS 302 559 370 581
e F T P EETEX S R EEEF E3 S sl T EEEE R F s T LR BT R S S £ 11
CNIT COST -NOMINAL 99.357 Q9.26 38.30 fge.71 8g.21 99 _8C 99.87 1G60.863 ipo.8z2
PR A RS L P s * FEEF ARk F¥TEFEeTT k3 FEER PR FRkERESERR RS Rk

XOTE: LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE
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RAMSEY LAKE - WITH RESOURCE RECOVERY
ANNUAL INFLATION RATE 3.00%
bR 3 S R e L R s
ANKNUAL REQUIREMENTS TO BE FUSNDED BY TIP FEES }
CALENDAR YEAR 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 TOTALS AVERAGE
PRE-DEVELOPMENT AND CAPITAL BOMDS = 24.,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,280.8 24,2B0.8 0.0 5351,132.4
Tip fee revenue amounts here fund the debt serv from DSR
The coverage amount is then used to fund the de
Present Value 9.00% 4,722.4 4,332.5 3,974.7 3,646.5 3,345.4 3,069.2 0.0
PERIODIC CO5TS (financed by reserve collections)
Heavy Equipment 1,057.5 1,087.3 1,057.5 15,540.0
Cell preparation and closure i2,956.0 2,708.0 2,708.0 2,708.0 2.708.0 2,708.0 198,221.0
Final Closure 6.9 6.9 5.9 6.9 5.9 6.9 13¢.7
Post Closure 2,334.6 2,451.3 2,573.9 2,702.6 2,337.7 2.979.6 3,128.6 44,309.8
LESS Surplus from ccverage T {a,852.2) (4,852.2) (4.852.2) {4,852.2) (4,852.2) (4,852.2} 5.0 (87,168.3)
LESS Earnings on debt reserve (1,358.8) (1,858.6) {1,358.8) {1,358.6) {1.358.6) (1.358.8) 0.0 (25,812.5)
TOTAL PERIODIC COSTS i0,144.2 12.9 135.5 (793.4) {658.2) T {516.3} 3,128.6 145,239.8 7,383
TOTAL BONDS AND PERIODIC COSTS 34,425.0 24,293.7 24,416.3 23,487.5 23.622.86 23,764.5 3,i28.86 696,372.2
OFPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 18,115.3 19,021.0 19,972.1 20,970.7 22.0¢19.2 23,120.2 2.023.0  321,370.% 13,339
(ramed range "0M")
TRANSPORTATION 8,632.3 9,0683.9 9,51%.1 $,993.0 10,4292.5 11,017.3 964.0 153,235.4 6,356
{named rog " TRAN S ) m s o e - e e e e e e e
TOTAL ALL COSTS 61,172.6 52,378.7 53,903.5 54,451 .2 56,134.5 57,902.0 6,115.6 1,171,178.5
WASTE PROJECTIONS 504 813 627 638 649 561 872 14,874.0
L e R T L B R S E T TSRS R e e e it T S R bR o bR e i T
UNIT COST -NOMINAL 101.28 85,17 85,97 85.35 86.49 87 .60 9.10
E e e T E T R £ EoE L P FUr R o T N ) * P e T T et EERSEERER SEFEREEFFFFEST

XOTE:; LAST YEAR DEBT SERVICE IS PAID BY DEBT RESERVE




6~10-87 sent to Dave Ellis via telecopy
no. 229-5120 - for hand delivery to Carolyn Young
with DEQ

STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

June 12, 1987

EVENTS LEADING UP TO DECISION

Two years ago the Oregon Legislature in an effort to
solve the garbage crisis facing the Portland Metropolitan
area, passed Senate Bill 662, which assigned responsibility
for locating a new landfill site to the Environmental Quality
Commission. That bill directed the Department of Environ-
mental Quality to conduct a study of possible and appropriate
landfill sites with a view toward coming up with a preferred
site. It also directed the Environmental Quality Commission
to select a solid waste disposal site by July 1, 1987.

The Department of Environmental Quality developed
landfill siting criteria to guide the search for a new site.
The DEQ then used these criteria to limit the landfill search
to 18 potential sites. A public hearing was held on each of
those 18 sites. Following the hearings, the DEQ narrowed the
list of sites to three. Further study forced DEQ to elimi-
nate the Wildwood site from further consideration after an
active slide was discovered deep underground.

The DEQ conducted further technical studies on the two
remaining sites and presented the Environmental Quality
Commission with a feasibility analysis of the sites, neigh-
borhood protection plans for the two sites, and an economic

analysis of the two sites. This Commission visited each site
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and held public hearings in the neighborhood of the two final
sites. We also journeyed to the Seattle, Washington area and
Mountain View, California to inspect active landfills that
have some of the characteristics of the two sites under

consideration today.

STATEMENT CONCERNING CONTESTED CASE

The decision made today by the Commission will result in
the issuance of an order to the DEQ to establish a disposal
site at the site or sites we select. That order will be
subject to a contested case proceeding if reguested by
interested parties. Representatives of opponents of each
site have made it c¢lear that such a proceeding will be
requested. DEQ mailed written notice of its intent to
conduct a contested case to a large number of people whe have
either expressed an interest or own property at or near the
respective sites. The notices explain how to request party
or limited party status in the contested case. Additional
notices are available on the table outside 1f anyone in the
audience wishes to request party or limited party status, but
did not receive a notice.

Briefly, the contested case will commence on July 13,
1987. The hearing will be conducted by Vice~Chair Arno
DPenecke, under procedures prescribed by the Oregon Adminis-
trative Procedures Act and rules of the Commission. The

purpose of the hearing is to allow parties to test, under
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these procedures, the sufficiency of the evidence supporting
the Commission's order and present their own evidence.

After conclusion of the contested case, the hearings
officer will issue a proposed final order. Parties will then
have an opportunity to review the proposed order and file
ocbjections and arguments with the full Commission. The
Commission will then review the proposed order and the
objections and arguments of the parties and issue its final

order.

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS DECISION

The legislation which gave the Environmental Quality
Commission the authority to select a landfill site did not
give the Commission or the DEQ authority in other solid waste
management areas. That authority belongs to Metro. Metro
has what is called flow control - or control over the flow of
garbage. This means that the authority to make decisions
about how and where the region's garbage is disposed of lies
with Metro. Metro has the authority to direct garbage to
whatever disposal site it considers appropriate. Metro also
has the authority to establish transfer stations and to
contract for alternative disposal methods. The point of
today's decision, however, 1is that to the extent Metro
directs garbage to be landfilled in the Tri-County Area, it

must use the site selected by us here today.
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The Départment of Environmental Quality staff has been
working with the staff of Metro to negotiate a transition
agreement. This agreement will guide the transition of the
landfill development process from the DEQ back to Metro.

The proposed transition agreement between DEQ and Metro
has three main components. First, it requires Metro to take
all actions necessary for site development, including
acquiring the land and obtaining permits £rom DEQ. One
permit that must be obtained is a permit to £fill wetlands
from the Corp. of Englneers. That permit is 1likely to
require an environmental impact study which would be
conducted by Metro.

Second, flexibility is built into the agreement. If
Metro decides on options, such as a contract with a private
company to take the garbage to a private landfill out of the
area, it would not be reguired, under the proposed agreement,
to develop the landfill selected by the Environmental Quality
Commission.

Finally, the agreement does not 1limit Metro to the
environmental protections outlined in the neighborhood
protection plan. Metro can go ©beyond the protections
outlined or propose alternative protections, 1f they are at
least as effective as the ones outlined in the neighborhood
protection plan.

In the meantime, Metro i1s considering technologies,

including incineration and composting, to reduce the amount
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of garbage to be landfilled. If Metro selects one of those
alternatives, Metro must come to DEQ to obtain a solid waste
permit and in the case of incineration, an air contaminate
discharge permit. Metro expects to be ready to select one of
these alternatives this fall.

We also expect Metro +to continue discussions with
private entities such as Waste Management, Inc., and Tidewater
Barge Lines about sending garbage to a privately owned and
operated landfill in north Central Oregon. Both of those
companies have provided information on thelr proposals to
this Commission and to the Department of Environmental
Quality. In fact, we have on our agenda today, a temporary
rule that would fund a position within DEQ to evaluate the
applications from such private companies for the solid waste
permit needed to establish and operate a landfill. We have
been asked to consider a proposal for a landfill from Waste
Management, Inc., as part of today's decision. Unfortunately,
these proposals invelving private landfills had not been made
until after January 1, 1987, which was the legislative
deadline for the DEQ to have made thelr recommendations to us
of the preferred locations. As a result, there has not been
enough time to prepare and evaluate detailed studies of these
potential private sites in order for us to choose such a site
today. Also, I am of the personal opinion that it is in the
best interests of Metro and the Tri~County area to have at

least identified a suitable landfill site within the
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Tri-County area. Having a suitable site or sites within the
area should strengthen Metro's position in any negotiations
involving a private landfill.

We would expect, however, that Metro will make a
complete examination of the private proposals, assuming that
a disposal permit can be obtained and make a comparison of
those proposals and the landfill site selected today. It
will be Metro's decision to either construct a landfill at
the site selected today or to negotiate an agreement to send
the Tri-County area's dgarbage requiring landfilling to a
landfill ocutside the Tri-County area. In other words, I want
to make it perfectly clear that nothing we do here today will
hinder Metro's ability to make suitable arrangements with a
landfill site outside the Tri-County area.

I have outlined the role of government in solving the
region's solid waste problems. But these steps are not all
of the solution. Each citizen of the Tri-County area also
has a role to play in the future of solid waste management in
this reglon. That role begins at home. Your decisions on
purchasing products that can be recycled and your efforts to
recycle and your efforts to compost or recycle yard debris
are a valuable part of the solid waste management system. We
must all work together to solve this garbage crisis we find
ourselves in. I strongly encourage you to continue your

active involvement in the solutions to the garbage crisis and
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to support Metro and your local government in waste reduction

efforts.

wa, having =aid all of that, I will state that the
purpose of today's meeting is to make our final deliberations
on the two sites and to select an appropriate site for the
region's landfill. This meeting is not a public hearing and
I no testimony will be taken. We may, however, need to ask

\ questions to help us make the final selection.
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The attention of the country was recently focused on the garbage disposal crisis

facing the nation by the barge laden with garbage from Islip, Nev&;York which traveled
thousands of miles in search of a disposal site. The need to site a new landfill for the
Portland area has drawn attention to the problem locally. The attention is important
because as a nation and as individuals, we need to take a closer look at the social and
cultural behavior that results in the generation of such an incredible amount of waste.

I, like the other Commission members, have struggled for months with the decision
we have to make today. I have listened with real interest and empathy to many hours of
public testimony, read a staggering amount of written material provided by the

Department, the interested parties, affected individuals, consultants, critics and many,

many others.

I have been very impressed with the thoughtfulness that went into the development
of the process for sitiﬁg the new landfill, and then with the way this process was followed.
Many individuals have worked hard and have worked conscientiously on this project with
no hidden agendas and no axe to grind. I respect this and am grateful for it.

The choice that we have to make is extraordinarily hard. Clearly no one wants a

landfill in their backyard or anywhere near their backyard. This makes it exceedingly hard

to site a landfill in an urban area or close to an urban area. One of the solutions to this
dilemma is to transport the garbage to a site which is far removed from the areas of
population density. This solution wés not, in my opinon, given sufficient consideration in
the siting process or indeed in the wording of SB662.

For a number of reasons, I have very serious reservations about both the Bacona
Road and Ramsey Lake sites. Both have important drawbacks which greatly diminish their

bod boll | ia sy apiion oo Hln AR gt mnnts 7 S oo

desirability and acceptability, For me, the pendulum has swung back and forth between
them as I listened to the testimony and read the growing mountain of material. There has

never been a clear front runner in my mind. Of the two sites, I would have to vote in favor

of Bacona Road over Ramsey Lake, but I do not feel at all comfortable with this decision,




because more than one viable alternative has emerged in theﬂlast two months. The
problem, of course, is that there has been insufficient time:: tboﬁgaluaté the alternatives with
the same care with which the sites on the original list were evaluated. There is an obvious
tendancy, therefore, to assume that the grass is greener on the other side of the fence
because the other side of the fence has not been examined in as great a detail as the side
that we are already on.
Given the timetable imposed by SB662 and the urgency of the need to site a new
landfill and to get on with worl«:y,w7 uﬁm flj::;feqnesrarmxtensiomf the
-deadline from-the Legislature-to-allow-time-for-a-more-thorsugh-evaluation-6f the
fraltcrnatives-—th-atﬁhave'-cmerged'in+thtrpast“tw0°m0nthSerut-hesey»-bynfar«‘théabegﬁdeveioped
-propesal and planismthaLof_WasteManagﬁmem,luc.-te-site—ﬂle-landfill;ne&PAr-l-ington.—2}
to recommend to Metro that Bacona Road is the best of the sites considered by DEQ but 7
that the final decision not be made by Metro until all of the information about the
reasonable alternatives has been evaluated.
wBotngf-these-eﬂEt;i%ns will mean a delay in the final decision about the siting of a
new landfill. It is possible, however, that the delay in making a decision will not lead to a
delay in starting construction. This is particularly likely if the site finally chosen does not

face long drawn out legal battles and problems in optaining the necessary permits, such as

the Wetlands Permits.

A. Sonia Buist, MD
Commission Member, EQC

June 11, 1987




SCHWABE, WILLIAMSON, WYATT, MOORE & ROBERTS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Pacwest Center, Suites 1600-1800
1211 SW. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204-3795
(503) 222-9981

CABLE ADDRESS “ROBCAL
JAY 'T. WALDRON June 10, 1987 TELEX 4937535 SWK UI
(503 796-2945 TELECQPIER (503) 796-2900
i
Fred Hansen, Director S VIA HAND DELIVERY

Department of Environmental- Quallty
811 5.W. Sixth Avenue .
Portland, Oregon 93204
James Petersen, Chalrman
EnV1ronm@ﬁtal Quallty Commission
811 ﬁfw Sixth Avenue

wﬂﬁ@Ttland Oregon 97204

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is a Site Evaluation performed by Brown
and Caldwell for the Waste Management of Oregon Gilliam
County sanitary landfill site. This supplements our
Feasibility Report. The evaluation demonstrates the
superiority of the Gilliam County site for disposal of.
the waste from metropolitan Portland. The site received
a score of 1,445. That is over 300 points higher than
the highest scoring DEQ site at a comparable stage of
evaluation.

Brown and Caldwell used the game criteria for
this evaluation as they used for DEQ in evaluating the
18 final sites. Brown and Caldwell note, however, that
they have more data upon which to base this evaluation
than they did in their previous assessment. The
availability of this data permits the DEQ and the
Environmental Quality Commission to have a high degree
of confidence in this evaluation.

Waste Management of Oregon respectfully requests
that it be permitted to discuss this site evaluation at
the Environmental Quality Commission meeting on Friday,
June 12, 1987.

Thank you for your continuing courtesy in this
matter,

Ctorneys for Waste Management
regon

Seattle, Washington 98171 + Schwabg, Williamson, Wyatt 8 Lenihan
DPeoples Nationai Bank Building, Suite 900 ¢ 1415 Fifth Avenue ¢ {206) 621-9168

Washington, D.C. 20007 + Schwabe, Williamson, Wyatt, Moore & Roberts
The Flour Mill, Suite 302 ¢ 1000 Potomac Street NW. « (202) 965-630C

Enclosure



Fred Hansen, DEQ
James Petersen, EQC
June 10, 1987

Page Two

cc: BSteve Greenwood, DEQ (w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY
Ernie Schmidt, DEQ {(w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY
Mary Bishop, EQC (w/encl) =~ VIA HAND DELIVERY
Arno Denecke, EQC (w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY »
Alien Sonia Buist, EQOC (w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY=""
Wallace D. Brill, EQC {(w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY
Michael B. Huston, Dept. of Justice (w/encl) - VIA HAND DELIVERY
Tom Ellis, Dept. of Justice (w/encl} - VIA HAND DELIVERY
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Neighborhood Protection Plan Alternatives
' For EQC Consideration

Bacona Road
I. Nature of the intersection of Highway 26 and Highway 47.

Alternatives:

A, Leave as is (this is the alternative recommended in the
Final Feasibility Report).

B. Install a traffic signal light.
C. Construct an overpass from Highway 47 onto 26.

References:

Bacona Road report Pages 2-79 to 2-86.
Bacona Hoad Responsiveness Summary, Page 16.

NQTE: Although the overpass alternative is not recommended - the cost
' for construction of this type of intersection has been deter-
mined to be approximately $400,000.

Ramsey Lake
I. 3ite Design
Alternatives:

A. 8ite Plan #

Bottom of landfill at approximately 10 feet elevation above
mean sea level (MSL) and no reserve area for future
development. (Recommended alternative in Final Feasibility

Report).
Site Life:

Wastestream Option A 21.2 years
Wastestream Option B 14.9 years

B. Site Plan #2

Bottom of landfill at approximately 10 feet elevation above
MSL and reserve area (ash-fill only) provided for future
development.

Site Life:

Wastestream Option A 17 years.
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C. Site Plan #3

Bottom of landfill above 3 flood level (30' MSL) and no
development reserve.

Site Life:

Wastestream Option 4 14.5 years.
Wastestream Option B 10.1 years.

References:

Ramsey Final Report pp 3-6 t0 3-31 and Section 5 (costs)

Note: No significant capital cost difference for any of the alternatives.

II. Wetlands Mitigation Program.

Alternatives:

A, One for one replacement of wetlands filled on site at off-site
location. (Assumed alternative in Final Feasibility Report).

B. Water quality improvements in the Ramsey Lake/Columbia Siough/
Smith and Bybee Lakes area.

Ref'erences:

Ramsey Lake Final Report pp 4-6
pp 4-39 to 4-43
pp 5=10
Responsiveness Summary pp 24=26

NOTE (1) Water guality improvement alternative includes many
components - tLotal additional costs {(above cone for one
replacement) would be approximately $9,500,000.

NOTE (2} Final wetland mitigation program must be approved by
: resource agencies through a federal 404 permit process, but
EQC comment on a preferred alternative would be useful.
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Both Sites

I. Operating Hours

Alternatives:

A. Initially DEQ had proposed no landfilling operations on
weekends or before 7:00 a.m. and after 6:00 p.m. on
weekdays.

B. Based on comments provided by Metro these operating hours
would make current transfer station operation poliey and
practice impossible. Based on these comments the DEQ's
Final Feasibility Reports extend operating hours to T:00
g.m. to 10:00 p.m. seven days a week. It should be noted
that the amount of weekend landfilling and transfer truck
activity is expected to be minimal.

0**911. Neighboerhood Investment Protection Plan
* A '

&g% This program was developed to compensate property owners within 2,500

Mm feet of the site and the immediate access road for devaluation that

! may occur due to the landfill's presence, either through cash
settlements or property purchase if devaluation is established by
certified appraisals. This program incorporates features of several
successful programs in operation across the nation.

The NIPP was not included in the feasibility report pending agreement with
Metro on the design and applicability of the program. A letter from Metro
was recently received, exXpressing their desire to not have the NIPP
required as part of the Commission's order.

T P O TP N SN i § P WP WO I o
. e LY e, G b8 Tein b b, et BN RV 2N oo iy LoPveseclioe Vi i
TR 2 " - g i : ’ )
- 2 % i
¢ g {3 L e £ § ! £
[ f‘j R Y RALEE S gy e B A 1S ek e b F b 3 e : ; .
4 i RASEE s b SED amigyéi ped s by LB wbei i fionmges B %@ﬁﬁﬁ!

. t 1 i K - é
Lge LY A AN S S R R A §

58 i 1 s £ i L
Uiy td Wil g aaﬁ,ggkﬁgﬁiéz Y e
Lt ®
oea 0 LA e

44 éw Ef“u. i%§, & wk, b
: - ¢

]
i
1 5 o4t
Pk 4w o B “3:.\_%_ 53 g

£ "
) H Lol P i
ot R4 T ijw b Fud C8 4 e, m%g}

ey

13 " 5
%*%«&gwﬁwukﬁu

3 £
- H .4 l
LIPS b o

NPP Alternatives Page 3 SM1103



. Other Considerations

ii.

Page 1

Section 5(2) of the Act directs the Commission in selecting a
disposal site, to review the study prepared by DEQ and the
sites recommended by DEQ under Section 3 of the Act. The
Commission has reviewed the study and finds it relevant for the

following reascns:

(1) The study demonstrates that selection of the

%ﬂw.n.a site complies with the criteria

set forth in Secticn 4 of the Act;
(2) The study provides information and evidence in support

of the Commission's other considerations set forth in

Subparagraphs C iii 1= .9  of these findings.
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iii., Section 2(2)(d) of the Act directs the Commission to give due

conaideration to other factors the Commission considers relevant.

The Commission considers the following factors relevant:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4}

(5)

Page 2

Cost of acguisition, development and operation

of a disposal site;

Projected 1ife of a disposal site;

Potential impacts on regional economic development;
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iv.

Page 3

The Commission recognizes that private interests have come
forward and requested Commission consideration of sites other
than the sites recommended by DEQ, including sites given
preliminary consideration by DEQ, but not recommended by DEQO
under Section 3 of the Act. The Commission does not intend to
consider these sites under its authority provided by SB 662.
However, the Commission does not wish to foreclose consideration
of any potential solid waste disposal site by Metro, and
encourages DEQ and Metro to further evaluate these disposal

options.
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THIS TIME SELECT,
DON'T SETTLE
Noeve, more than ever before,
we must pay attention to cur
trash.
Twenty-six hundred tons of it.
That's how much we produce
in the Portland- metropolitan
area each day.
. For a little while longer, we
may continue ¢ bury it in the
St. Johns Landfill. But time is running out
because the old landbll will close.

THE WET ONES: BACONA
ROAD AND RAMSEY LAKE.

. Twosiles under consideration have - 7,

‘raiged serious environmental issues. They

arc passionately opposed by neighbors,

The Bacena Road site in northwest

Washington County sits atop 2 complex

! ;prowndwater system. The Ramsey Lakc i
site i5 located on Port of Portlandland- | !
zoned for industrial use near 5t Johns.

: Both siies receive as much as 50 inches of

rainfall ayear.

Because of potential g nrmundwatet con-
taimination problems, experts say the sfles .
would reguire millions of taxpayer dol.la,rs .

- to develop as landfills. .- 1

 ~The more you kaow aboul these two

- choices, the more YOuthmk “Wmr can't

- we find a befter site?!* - ;7.0

_ INTRODUCING A BETTER
"SOLUTION. . )
T Waste Management Inc! {WMI} hasa
« better idea.
. Under WME's plan, trash woulci be
" sent in closed containers on daily trains
7 to a landfill in Eastern Oregon's Gilliam
.+ County. The proposed site is located about
* 140 miles east of Portland. Studies show .
. that the cost o fonsumers would be com

"desert rangelan

. residernts Fou

OREGOMIAN AUNE 7, 1087

THE WASTE MANAGEMENT
OF OREGON ALTERNATIVE

pelitive with any new local landfll.

This is a sensible solution which
respecls our environment. It takes advan-
tage of private seclor expertise. And, it

. prowdas NUmMerous beneﬁls to the public, .

- Thmk about it.. -

. Qi newr sanitary léndfﬂ] — built to

- meet the highest environmental safety

standards — would be privately owned
and operated. In addition, a new recycling
center would be builf in Portland. This . -
“Portland Recycling and ‘Waste Transfer’
Station'! wili allow us to remove recycla-

- bles fram the waste stream] reducing the

amount of trash bemg transpor‘ced to
Gilliam County.

As a subsidiary of the nation's most ex-
perienced solid waste management com-
pany. Waste Management of Oregon has

- the technical dnd Financial resources to | i
. dehver the rcsuits we all can live with.

Andno Laxpa;ver doflars would be -
required to build and operaie the Waste
Mang, gement alternative.

.- AN ENVIRONMENTALLY . .
SUPERIOR LANDFILL $iTE. -

te — a 2,000-acre tract of

" face water mmng_wnth garbage to produce .-

leachate, 2 contarinate which could
poliute Subsur[ﬁce groundwater
WMI has responded to hard questions

" aboiit the project frpm Gilliam County
mu.mty briefifgs have .
as been thorgughly.

nd engineers.

‘I,IlI‘llllllIII!IIIIIIIIII‘Ill!IlIIIIH!BIlllIIIIFII’IIIIII’IIII!IIIIII’

TELL THEM WHAT YOU THINK.

I.f you Want your opmlon knidwn or'this important 13§ue; use this cmipc toda} a.nd tell the
‘Oregon Envirenmental Ouahty Comrmssxon what you tth]\ abcmt the dECl 1011 iti is about to make

‘A COMPANY WITH
“EXPERIENCE AND

offers superior climatic
and geologic conditions fora samtary 1and—,
P2 Bl Low rainfall ¢ast of the Cascade. ’

AN ENVIRONMENTAL
SOLUTION WITH
ECONOMIC BENEFITS, TOO.

Gilliam County stands ready to benefit
economicaliy from lhe arrival of Uhis new

¢ industry.

Millions of dollars wxll ba v ested in’
the county to build the landfil Thirty
new jobs will be created with an estimated
yearly payrcll in excess of $700,000.

Tax tevenues to the' county will i in-
crease, possibly lowering the local tax
burdeh. A community rail service will be
saved. And, through other local fees, hun- .-
dreds of thousands of additional dollars
will be available yearly for county
lmprovement pmJ ects.

_RESOURCES FOR THE jOB.

We know how a landfill should be:
operated. It takes a long-term commit-
ment, technical and financial resources.

-+ and it rgquiresrespect for theland. In
it - a . QOregon, Waste Management will design
. From an e urénmcntalsta.ndpoint the ™~

and build a state-of-the-art facility, backed -

" by an: aggresswc monitoring and inspec-

tion program to assure protechon for .
the emhronmem
It can be done. Waste Ma.nagemem
an industrial leader, operating
merethan 125 landfills in the U.S.

Fintally, we know that Oregenisa .
special place. Doing business here chal- -
lenges:us to do something'extra to p;otect'

the environment. Our corporate commit “~

ment to waste reduction andirecycling will -

. help-n_;mke Oregon a mo—de.l for pragressw R

Oregon Enwronmemal Qualny Comm:sslon 81! SW Smh Avenue Portland, OR 97205
Dear EQC,

FEOTIND AR AT EFEN RSN DN an N EAsypERERARED

© Weare delighted to be domg .
" usiness in Oregon. We'dlike to -+
tell you'more about our company
or our proposzl. Please contact us
for more information by writing:
Rick Daniels, Project Manager

Waste Management .

of Oregor, Inc.
" 5300 NE Skyport Way

Portland, OR 97218

g . :
A HAPPY ENDING IN

5 SIMPLE STEPS.

Oregorians know that there are no short
culs in maintaining our quality of life,

Whern il comes to landFfills, here are
some things worth keeping in mind:

1) Sclect, don't settic, We have to live
wilh our choice of a landfill for decades.

. Pick the best environmental site. Don't

settle {ortesso

" 2) Pick a dry, z remote spot ’I&'ymg .
o site a landfill on wet land areas with

- neighbors nearby is just a,skmg for trouble,

"3) Choose a commumty that wants
it. Locaie the landfill in a community that

. isprepared to permit it and to live with it.

' '4) Deliver economic benefits along

_with the trash. Use the landfill to focus
" economic development sirhlegies. The
. host community can benafil from in- -,

creased tax revenues and other fees. -
5] Select a proven professional to

* run it. Hire 2 firm with the know-how

to operate 2 state-of-the-art facility. .. A
sanitary landfill that will allow us to man-
age our society’s wastes and protect our

-environment for genefations to come.

Waste Management .
~of Cregon :

Name:

llIIIll‘lllIlllllIIlllﬂlI!IﬁlIIllﬂll.ﬂ-!lEII‘ﬁlIIIlll‘llIlll

Address:
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