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L INTRODUCTION

Frances J. Fleck, Gary J. Gossett and Cottonwood Capital Property
Management, LLC (Appellants) respectfully appeal the April 27, 2011 decision of
the Hearings Officer granting a Conditional Use Permit in case no. LU 10 194818
CU AD (HO411004) (“CUP”) to Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc.
(Applicant).

The CUP permits the expansion of a Materials Recycling Facility (MRF)
currently operated by Applicant located at 6900 SE 101% Avenue, Portland,
Oregon (Project). Currently, this location accepts and processes mixed yard
debris, wood waste and construction debris. The proposed expansion will permit
the Project to accept food waste where it will be mixed with yard debris and
transferred to an off site location for composting.

The Appellants challenge the Project on the grounds the Applicant fails to
show the Project meets the applicable approval criteria set forth in Title 33 of the
Portland Zoning Code. Specifically, Applicant has not demonstrated the Project
meets the Conditional Use Review for Waste Related use (33.815.220) and fails to
establish the Project meets the criteria for Adjustment Review (33.805.040).
Therefore the decision of the Hearings Officer should be reversed and the CUP not
issued.

The addition of food waste materials processed at the MRF will greatly
increase the volume of solid waste delivered to this MRF by the addition of
putrescible food waste as part of a city wide program to separate food waste from
the waste stream for recycling as compost. The separate collection and disposal of
putrescible food waste for recycling does not need this facility for the success of
the program.

The putrescible food waste program is expected to start October 1, 2011 and
the existing transfer facilities in the Portland Metropolitan Area can easily handle
this material as is planned by both the City and Metro. All of the garbage
collectors in Portland are already using existing sites. The existing sites can all
handle the transfer of the putrescible food waste for composting. Metro has
documented in its current Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) that
existing waste transfer sites are now operating at approximately 50% of capacity.
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The Project will not be more desirable for a large number of garbage collectors
because the existing waste transfer locations are more convenient and have been in
operation for quite some time. For example, Metro’s transfer station in Oregon
City, which is approximately ten (10) miles from the applicant’s Project site has
been in continuous operation since the early 1980s.

The following Exhibits are attached hereto:

o Exhibit “A” — Review and Assessment of Technical Merits of
City of Portland Project LU-194818-CU — Recology
Expansion, Shaw Environmental, Inc., July 1, 2011.

o Exhibit “B” — Decision of Hearings Officer, City of Portland,
April 27, 2011.

o Exhibit “C” — City of Portland, Environmental Services, Land
Use Response, March 9, 2011.

o Exhibit “D” — Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in
Support of the Application, Undated.

o Exhibit “E” — Metro Regional Solid Waste Management Plan,
Table 3.

o Exhibit “F” — PDX Green: Composing food not yet ready to
roll, Oregonian, June 9, 2011.

o Exhibit “G” — Letter from Lent’s Neighborhood Association to
City of Portland dated July 5, 2011.

o Exhibit “H” — Recology Oregon Materials Recovery, Inc. —
Foster Road — Site Plan — PBS Engineering and Environmental,
Undated.

o Exhibit “I” — Data from Kitchen Scrap Pilot Program.

o Exhibit “J” — Letter from Judy Shiprack to Portland City
Council, July 7, 2011.

o Exhibit “K” — email from Bill Metzer dated June 22, 2011.

o Exhibit “L” — Transportation Element of the Comprehensive
Plan, Policies, pp. 2-1 — 2-8.
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.  THE PROJECT SITE

The Project is located in an industrial enclave in the Lents residential area
next to Johnson Creek and the Springwater Corridor Trail. All of the garbage
trucks will converge on Foster Road and the intersection of 101* Avenue and cross
the Springwater Trail. All stormwater and run off from Scott Butte in this area and
the Project site drains into Johnson Creek.

The Project site area is located between SE Knapp Street on Mt. Scott, the
Springwater Corridor Trail on the South and North, and 1-205 on the West and
covers over 100 acres. The Project site area is surrounded by residential areas on
the North, West and South. Also:

e All of the garbage trucks will cross the Springwater Trail on
their way to the tipping area.

o Johnson Creek runs through the site area.

® The Project portion of the site area is designated with an
environmental conservation protection overlay zone.

The project site is currently used as a Materials Recovery Facility (“MRF”)
for yard debris, wood waste and demolition recycling. Applicant proposes to
modify the use of the Project site to include putrescible food waste. This will
redirect at least half of the garbage trucks within the City of Portland to use this
site. Therefore, all putrescible garbage collected by these trucks will be dumped at
this site rather than their usual disposal facility.

The CUP should not be granted because the Project creates the following
issues which have not been addressed or mitigated in the CUP application:

° odors, noise, dust and vectors;.
® leachate;

® storm water separation;

° run off to Johnson Creek;

° ground water;

o safety on Springwater Trail; and

° the impact of additional traffic.
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.  STANDARD OF REVIEW

When seeking a CUP, applicant must show that the relevant approval criteria
are met. (33.800.060); Anderson v. Peden, 284 Or. 313, 318 (1978)(the burden of
proof is upon the proponent in proving that the conditional use should be granted).
A proposal that complies with all of the criteria will be approved and where the
proposal cannot comply with the criteria or cannot comply with mitigation
measures, it shall be denied. (33.800.050). Here, Applicant must show that the
Project meets all of the criteria set forth for Mining and Related Waste
(33.815.220) and also that the Project meets the Adjustment Review criteria
(33.805.040) prior to obtaining a CUP. Applicant fails to meet this burden and
thus the decision granting the CUP must be reversed.
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1Iv.  APPLICANT FAILS TO SHOW RELATED WASTE
CONDITIONAL REVIEW CRITERIA ARE MET

The following paragraphs, designated with letters, correspond to the lettered
paragraphs in the Hearing Officer’s Report, which follow the waste conditional use
criteria.

C. There will be sionificant health or safety risk to
nearby uses.

There is no evidence in the record that the Project will not have significant
health or safety risks to nearby uses and thus Applicant fails to meet this criterion.
Applicant has not submitted any technical analysis, findings, reports or other
documentation to meet this burden. Following are health and safety concerns that
are not adequately addressed by Applicant:

(1)  Odors and Leachate.

Applicant fails to demonstrate that odors and/or leachate will not be a
problem to off-site uses and thus fails to meet this criterion.

(a)  Odors. Odor control will be an on-going and
significant problem for the Project, as the Project will likely produce annoying
odors that rise to the level of a nuisance. (Exhibit A, Review and Assessment of
Technical Merits of City of Portland Project LU-194818-CU — Recology
Expansion, Shaw Environmental, Inc., July 1, 2011, “Shaw,” p. 13). Food waste
generates momentous, unbearable smells because it 1s wet and soggy, contains
high-nitrogen organic compounds that rot quickly and produce ammonia or sulfur
like smells. Degrading carbohydrates, dairy products, oils, meats and fish simply
create foul odors. (Exh. A, Shaw, pp. 2, 11). During summer these problems are
compounded, as food waste decays quicker and produces off-gassing resulting in
increasing and rank odors. (Id.).

While Applicant represents that odors will be controlled through the use of
an aerated floor with a negative air system directed to a biofilter system, Applicant
fails to provide any details, design parameters, capacity calculations or other
information necessary to validate the claim that this system will capture and
control odors. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 2). There is no evidence in the record that this
system is feasible or will work to control odors. Tellingly, the Hearings Officer
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stated that if the biofilter system does not work to control odors, that Applicant
must “implement other means of addressing the off-site impacts.” (Exh. B,
Decision of Hearing Officer, p. 19). It is not known or clear what these “other
means” are as they are not identified by the Applicant.

Moreover, Applicant failed to consider the odor impacts from commercial,
separated food waste (primarily from restaurants and grocery stores), which will
also be arriving at the Project site. The commercial program is voluntary and
Metro acknowledges that it may only be collecting 10% of all commercial food
waste per year. The program, nevertheless, gathers up to 20,000 tons per year of
pure food waste and food contaminated paper. If half of that tonnage is routed
through the applicant’s site, as it may, that will amount to an additional 48
incoming truckloads per week to the site.

Commercial waste, however, is not mixed with yard debris. It is 100% food
waste and food related paper, which brings one to the next dubious prediction of
the applicant, and of the hearings officer.

Applicant represented, and the Hearing Officer found, that odor from this
new use will be controllable, primarily because the proportion of food waste to
yard debris will be “less than 5% (by weight).” (Exh. B, Decision, p. 10). The
pilot program results flatly contradict that representation. The actual results from
the pilot program for July and September 2010, and for January 2011, were 6%,
17%, and 20% respectively. (Exh. K, Email from Arianne Sperry to Bill Metzler
Apr. 13,2011).

Coupled with 100% food waste from the commercial haulers, it follows that
the potential odor problem from the Applicant’s proposal is at least five times more
serious than the Applicant represented. If Applicant and the hearings officer failed
to understand the problem, it is difficult to understand how they could have
adequately addressed it. There is certainly no evidence in the record that in-floor
vacuum pipes, constantly clogged with grass clippings and food debris, will ever
be adequate to eliminate a potential odor problem of a magnitude wholly
unanticipated by the Applicant.

(b)  Leachate. The Project will generate liquids from
putrescible waste called leachate. Because food waste contains a high percentage
of liquids (80-85%), it is difficult for operators to control leachate. (Exh. A, Shaw,
p. 2). Degrading food waste contains elevated levels of high-nitrogen organic
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compounds which can produce volatile nitrogen compounds, sulfur and fatty acids.
(Id.). Disposal of leachate containing these compounds to the City sewer or waters
of the State would require treatment. (Id.)

Applicant states that leachate run-off from the food waste piles will be
captured and contained, using the same biofiltration system that is intended to
control odors. However, Applicant fails to provide any technical or design
documents or analysis supporting that a co-mingled biofiltration system will work.
It 1s unclear how the same system that will be used to control odors will also
- “clean” the leachate without clogging or otherwise becoming less effective. (Exh.
A, Shaw, p. 2). Additionally, it is unclear how the aerated floor pipes used for the
negative air system will be maintained or how the system will be monitored for
leachate leaks into the subsurface and/or groundwater beneath the Project site.
(Exh. A, Shaw, pp. 2, 3-5). Moreover, while Applicant states that leachate will be
taken “off-site”, it is unclear as to how it will be captured, contained, pumped
and/or transported or where it will be taken, as Applicant fails to provide these
details.

(2)  Vectors. Food waste facilities have a high potential for
attracting disease carrying vectors, such as rats and mice. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 2).
Prevention 1s the best and only recourse to prevent impacts on nearby sites. (Id.).
Applicant provides no technical specifications, analysis, plans, or other
documentation supporting its plan to prevent, mitigate, monitor and control vectors
(other than the use of doors to contain vectors and the ability for employees to
monitor for vectors). Because Applicant represents that the modification of the
MRF will only require one additional employee, it is not clear that Applicants’
plan to use doors and employee vector monitoring is feasible. As such, Applicant
fails to provide evidence in the record that vectors will not impact off-site uses.

(3) Noise. There is no evidence in the record that the Project
will not create noise which violates City and/or DEQ standards. Applicant did not
submit any background noise measurements or noise studies pertaining to the
Project noise impacts. Rather, Applicant simply relied on its statement that the
noise generated by the Project “will not differ or exceed the noise generated by
other . . . activities” located in the area. {(Exh. B, Decision of the Hearings Officer,
p. 11). Noise is also impacted by the number of trucks visiting the site.

The City noise standards are set forth in Title 18 of the City Code, Noise
Control, and prohibits sound which exceeds the standards to intrude onto the
property of others. Industrial uses have a maximum allowable decibel level of 75-
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5 for all hours of the day. (Exh. A, Shaw, 14). Here, it is impossible to determine
if Applicant’s proposed use meets the City’s industrial noise standards, as
Applicant has not submitted any background noise measurements or noise studies
or analysis.

Likewise, DEQ regulates noise for industrial and commercial properties in
levels as set forth in OAR 340-035-0035 (“DEQ Noise Regulation”). The DEQ
Noise Regulation provides, in relevant part that:

No person owning or controlling a new industrial or
commercial noise source located on a previously used
industrial or commercial site shall cause or permit the
operation of that noise source if the statistical noise levels
generated by that new source . .. exceed the levels
specified in Table 8.

Table 8 of the DEQ Noise Regulation provides certain allowable noise levels
for these uses. (See Exh. A, Shaw, p. 15). Here, it is not feasible or possible to
determine if the Project meets the DEQ Noise Regulation, as Applicant provides
no measurements, studies or analysis of the same.

(4)  Dust/Air Pollution. As set forth in section (1), above, Applicant
fails to provide detailed plans, specifications, technical analysis or reports on how
its proposed aeration system and associated biofilters will control indoor ambient
air quality and dust as mandated by the City and DEQ. Since no detailed technical
data was provided concerning the use or design of the biofilters, the adequacy of
the biofilter system cannot be determined in regards to odor and/or dust control as
1s required by both the City and DEQ. (OAR 340-035-0035)(Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3).

Moreover, given the size of the facility and based upon an estimated
necessary average of six air changes per hour, the required control system would
be large enough to also warrant a Notice of Construct application under DEQ air
quality rules. (OAR 340-210-0205)( Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3). Depending upon the
specifications and design of this system, DEQ may also require that Applicant
obtain a permit for a new source use on the site. (Id.) Applicant provides no
information in this regard.

Because Applicant fails to provide detailed specifications, plans and
technical analysis supporting its proposed air control system, Applicant fails to
meet this criteria.
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(5) Stormwater/water pollution. Applicant fails to provide any
design specifications, analysis, evaluations or technical opinions related to Project
stormwater permitting, protocol or procedures. While it appears from the record
that the MRF presently has a NPDES permit, the proposed expansion and/or
modification of the MRF may require a modification to the existing NPDES permit
and/or a new source NPDES permit.

By letter dated March 9, 2011, the City’s Bureau of Environmental Services
(“BES”) commented that the site is currently covered under a NPDES stormwater
permit; however BES advised Applicant to inquire as to how the Project will
impact the existing permit and building application. (Exh. C, BES Letter, p.3).
There is no evidence in the record that Applicant has complied with this
requirement.

Because Applicant fails to analyze the permitting issues, it is not possible to
determine what type of NPDES permit the site currently maintains and/or whether
a modification to the existing permit is possible and/or whether Applicant needs a
new general or individual NPDES permit for the Project activities. In the event
that Applicant is required to obtain a new NPDES permit for the Project site and
the activities are considered a “new source discharger” pursuant to EPA
regulations, then Applicant will be required to conduct a review of the Project
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (“NEPA”)(40 CFR §122.2;
33 U.S.C. §4321, et. seq.). Without adequate technical data and analysis of this
issue in the record, it is not possible to determine what level of review Applicant
must obtain in order to modify and/or obtain a new NPDES permit for the Project.

Moreover, vehicle traffic may impact and contaminate stormwater at the
Project site. As Applicant did not provide any details regarding protocol and
procedures for the inspection and cleaning of incoming or outgoing vehicles, it is
not possible to determine if vehicles entering the Project site will track in outside
dirt, oil and debris. Significantly, vehicles are likely to pickup contamination from
the food waste materials and subsequently track those outside the building. Food
waste contains a high percentage of water and it is therefore likely that the
incoming loads will have standing leachate in their containers. When these
containers are unloaded on the tipping floor, this leachate will spill onto the floor.
These activities would result in contamination of stormwater by comingling
stormwater and leachate from the food waste. (Exh. A, Shaw, p.3). Applicant has
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failed to submit any documents discussing how vehicles will be monitored, cleaned
and/or inspected.

The record is devoid of evidence as to Project stormwater permitting,

protocol and procedure and as such Applicant fails to meet this criteria.

D. There will be Significant Detrimental Environmental
Impacts to Nearby Environmentally Sensitive Areas.

Applicant did not submit evidence in the record that substantiates
Applicant’s claim that the Project does not have any detrimental impacts to nearby
environmentally sensitive areas and Applicant thus fails to meet this criteria.

(1) Environmental Overlay Zone. Environmentally sensitive
areas, designated with the Environmental Conservation or Environmental
Protection Overlay Zone, run through the Project site area to the south and east,
generally following Johnson Creek. (Exh. B, Decision pp. 12-13). Additionally,
the Springwater Corridor trail, frequently used by bicyclists and pedestrians,
follows Johnson Creek through the Project site area. Applicant provides no
technical analysis, studies, environmental impact reports or other documents
evidencing that the Project will not have an impact on these environmentally
sensitive areas. Rather, to conclude there will be no environmental Project
impacts, Applicant relies solely on the assumption that there will not be any
nuisance-related impacts (odors, vectors, stormwater runoff; see Section “C”
above) and the fact that the Project is generally located in the “middle” of the
Project site area. This analysis is flawed and is not supported by credible evidence
and as such, Applicant does not meet this criterion.

(2) Groundwater. Additionally, Applicant failed to consider
the design of the Project’s underground piping associated with the co-mingled air
and leachate containment system and the potential impact on groundwater. (Exh.
A, Shaw, p. 3). There is no information, design parameters or details as to how the
system will be monitored and how leak detection would be handled or how
secondary containment would be accomplished. Given that groundwater is
encountered as low as 5 feet below ground surface (“bgs”) at the Project site, with
the average depth recorded at 9.5 feet bgs, it is likely that any leaks of leachate will
migrate through the subsurface and into the shallow groundwater. (Exh. A, Shaw,
p. 4-5).
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(3) Johnson Creek. Shallow site groundwater co-mingles with
surface water in Johnson Creek and/or its tributaries, and is carried downstream.
(Exh. A, Shaw, p. 5). Applicant has not submitted any information discussing how
groundwater will be protected from contamination should the proposed
underground piping leak, burst or otherwise fail. Absent containment of the
leachate, discharge of leachate into the waters of the State (groundwater and
surface water) is both prohibited without proper treatment and permits, and will
impact the designated and sensitive environmental areas. (Exh. A, Shaw, pp. 3-5).
As such, Applicant fails to show that the Project will not have significant impacts
to environmentally sensitive areas.

E. The Proposed Use Does Not Adequately Addresses
Potential Nuisance-Related Impacts Such as Litter.

(1) Health and Safety. As discussed in more detail in section
“C,” above, Applicant fails to show that the Project will not create nuisance-related
impacts arising from noxious odors, vectors, noise/air pollution and stormwater
pollution. In short, Applicant has not submitted any design plans or other technical
evidence or documentation showing that the proposed odor control system, which
uses underground pipes also used to contain leachate, will work to prevent odors
and/or contain leachate. Applicant also fails to submit detailed technical
documentation that vectors will be controlled, that noise will not exceed City
and/or DEQ standards, that ambient air quality and/or dust will be controlled and
contained or that stormwater pollution issues have been adequately addressed.
This criteria is not met.

(2) Litter. Additionally, there is no credible evidence in the
record to show that Applicant will control litter. Rather, Applicant merely states
that litter will be controlled because waste will be off-loaded inside a building,
Applicant will inspect the road for litter, Applicant will advise waste haulers not to
illegally dump materials and that Applicant will require that waste coming to the
Project site be covered. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law, “Applicant’s Findings,” p. 14). This statement is not a plan and does not
meet the standards of the City and/or DEQ as to litter.

The City regulates litter in Title 29 of the City Code, which requires that
trash and litter be removed for outdoor areas and prohibits the accumulation of
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litter, glass, scrap materials and trash. For waste-related uses, the City requires a
plan that addresses litter generated on the site and litter along roadways leading to
the site. (33.254.060). Likewise, DEQ mandates documentation that transfer
stations and MRF sites be maintained free of litter. (OAR 340-096-0040).
Applicant fails to submit a plan detailing how Applicant will comply with City
and/or DEQ rules and regulations to control litter and as such fails to meet this
criterion.

F. Public Services are not adequate to support the
Project (Transportation).

Applicant fails to show that the Project traffic will not create any safety
concerns, contribute to traffic-related stormwater runoff or raise any traffic volume
concerns and as such this criterion is not met.

(1) Safety. Applicant estimates that the Project will result in
110 increased truck trips per day, based upon an anticipated increased volume of
250 tons of food waste per week. Applicant states that 35 new garbage trucks will
come in and leave the Project, 10 semi-truck trailers will enter and leave and 10
new customer 1n and out trips will be generated. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Finding, p.
4). However, Applicant fails to submit any studies, analysis or calculation to
support these figures. It is not clear from the record how the estimated increased
volume and/or truck trips were derived and as such it is not feasible to determine if
they are accurate. Because there are no restrictions on the volume of waste that the
Project can receive and/or the number of truck trips to and from the Project site per
day, conceivably the Project could generate 100 additional truck trips per hour.

Realistically, as set forth below and based upon extrapolations using the
statistics for the City’s pilot kitchen scrap program and present franchise
information, the actual tonnage transported into the Project may reach 324 tons per
day, necessitating up to 232 added truck trips per day.

In terms of convenience and economy this particular site will become the
most likely transfer location for at least those haulers serving Portland residences
east of the Willamette River and south of the Banfield. They amount to 87,000
residences (excluding for the moment commercial waste customers).

The data generated by the Portland pilot program for mixed food waste/yard
debris collection from 2,000 Portland test homes over the past year indicate that
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the number of daily truckloads into the site will be quite a bit higher than the
applicant’s estimate. The pilot program showed that each home generated an
average of 22.4 Ibs per week of mixed food waste/yard debris. The peak
generation was 39.3 Ibs per week; the low was 11.3 Ibs per week. (The data is
summarized in the attached Ex. I). The average new mixed waste weekly
collection from the eastside service area will, therefore, likely amount to 975 tons
per week, or 195 tons per day. At the legal load limit of 4 tons, that amounts to 49
(not 35) incoming truckloads per day.

In peak months there will be 342 tons per day, which will result in 85
incoming truckloads per day. Appellants concede their own estimates are also
estimates, but at least they have an evidentiary basis, whereas the estimates of the
Applicant and the Hearings Officer had none.

Applicant also failed to account altogether for commercial, separated food
waste (primarily from restaurants and grocery stores) which will also be arriving at
the Project site. The commercial program is voluntary and Metro acknowledges
that it may only be collecting 10% of all commercial food waste per year. The
program, nevertheless, gathers up to 20,000 tons per year of pure food waste and
food contaminated paper. If half of that tonnage is routed through the Applicant’s
site, as it may, that will amount to an additional 48 incoming truckloads per week
to the site.

Clearly, 232 additional truck trips a day may pose safety issues. Bicyclists
and pedestrians use the Springwater Corridor Trail on a consistent basis. Despite
Applicant’s representation that only the “peak” hours of use for the trail are
significant, pedestrians and bicyclists use this trail thorcughout the day and thus
will be subject to the additional truck traffic generated by the Project Site.
Applicant does not discuss these impacts or any mitigation or any contingency plan
to address concerns of pedestrians and/or bicyclists.

(2) Impacts to Stormwater. Vehicle traffic, which as set forth
above may reach 232 additional truck trips per day, may impact and contaminate
stormwater at the Project site. Applicant failed to provide any details regarding
protocol and procedures for the inspection and cleaning of incoming or outgoing
vehicles, thus it is not possible to determine if vehicles entering the Project site will
track in outside dirt, oil and debris. Significantly, vehicles are likely to pickup
contamination from the food waste materials and subsequently track those outside
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the building. Food waste contains a high percentage of water and it is therefore
likely that the incoming loads will have standing leachate in their containers.
When these containers are unloaded on the tipping floor, this leachate will spill
onto the floor. These activities would result in contamination of stormwater by
comingling stormwater and leachate from the food waste. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3).
Applicant has simply failed to submit any documents discussing how vehicles will
be monitored, cleaned and/or inspected either on entry into the facility or exiting
the facility.

(3) Traffic Volume. Based upon a traffic impact study which
assumes an increase of 110 truck trips per day, Applicant represents that the
Project will have no impact on traffic. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, p. 13).
However, as set forth above, because the CUP is not capped and thus there is no
limit as to the amount of truck traffic that may use the Project site and realistically
the daily truck trips will be double of what Applicant estimates; Applicant’s traffic
study is flawed. Specifically, Applicant’s traffic study is based upon flawed
estimates for increased truck trips to the Project site per day and thus Applicant’s
traffic impact study is also flawed.

Moreover, the traffic study is flawed as the Manual Counts for peak hours of
traffic were only taken on two occasions, September 14 and September 15.
Applicant fails to discuss why the counts were limited to two days and whether this
analysis is scientifically supported (statistically or otherwise).

A finding of no significant traffic impacts and safety concerns in not

warranted and thus this criterion is not met.

G. The Proposal Does Not Comply with the Regulations
of Chapter 33.254 Waste-Related Uses.

As set forth below, Applicant fails to show that the Project complies with the
regulations for Waste Related Uses and thus this criteria is not met.

(1) Hazardous Wastes (33.254.020). The record does not
support Applicant’s contention that the Project site will not receive hazardous
wastes. The State prohibits the Disposal of hazardous wastes. (OAR 340.100-
340.110).

Applicant does not provide any discussion or documents setting forth the
protocol for inspecting incoming loads or procedures for turning away
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unacceptable waste, such as hazardous waste. Additionally, Applicant does not
have any contingency plans in place for the presence of hazardous wastes on the
Project site. It is standard protocol for MRFs to have in place a contingency plan
which outlines procedures for inspecting loads for unacceptable materials and
discussing how those materials will be rejected. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 7).

While Applicant should have an approved Operations Plan for its existing
MRF, it must be updated to reflect the special considerations and operations related
to receipt of food waste. (Id.). Applicant has failed to submit any information
whatsoever pertaining to hazardous wastes, and thus this criteria is not met.

(2)  Operations (33.254.040). Applicant has failed to show
that its operations satisfy the requirements for on-site truck queuing, processing of
food waste products, or liquid waste pretreatment and thus this criterion is not met.

(1) On Site Truck Queuing (33.254.040 A). Applicant
did not provide any details related to the proposed Project traffic flow, queuing
areas or estimated time that the trucks will be staged within the building. This is
problematic because of Applicant’s odor control system, which consists of a
negative air pressure system and biofilter. Specifically, idling vehicles near the
food waste area where the negative air pressure system is proposed can contribute
vehicular exhaust to the system, which may restrict, affect or limit the
effectiveness of the biofilter system. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 8). Thus, odors seemingly
would not be controlled. However, because Applicant failed to submit any
documents evidencing the odor control system’s design capacity, performance,
maintenance, restrictions or overall effectiveness on controlling odors, it is not
feasible to calculate specific impacts from vehicles on the system. (Id.).

(11)  Processing of waste products (33.254.040 B).
Applicant has failed to demonstrate that waste materials will be confined so as to
not enter the groundwater or any water body. Waste products may contaminate the
waters of the State through groundwater runoff and through leachate impact to
groundwater.

As discussed in detail in Section C (5), above, vehicle traffic may impact
and contaminate stormwater at the Project site. Applicant did not provide any
details regarding protocol and procedures for the inspection and cleaning of
incoming or outgoing vehicles, thus it is not possible to determine if vehicles
entering the Project site will track in outside dirt, oil and debris. Significantly,
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vehicles are likely to pickup contamination from the food waste materials and
subsequently track those outside the building. Food waste contains a high
percentage of water and it is therefore likely that the incoming loads will have
standing leachate in their containers. When these containers are unloaded on the
tipping floor, this leachate will spill onto the floor. These activities would result in
contamination of stormwater by comingling stormwater and leachate from the food
waste. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3). Applicant has failed to submit any documents
discussing how vehicles will be monitored, cleaned and/or inspected either on
entry into the facility or exiting the facility.

Additionally, Applicant failed to consider the design of the Project’s
underground piping associated with the co-mingled air and leachate containment
system and the potential impact on groundwater. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 3). There is
no information, design parameters or details as to how the system will be
monitored and how leak detection would be handled or how secondary
containment would be accomplished. It is likely that any leaks of leachate will
migrate through the subsurface and into the shallow groundwater. (Exh. A, Shaw,
p. 4-5).

Shallow site groundwater co-mingles with surface water in Johnson Creek
and/or its tributaries, and is carried downstream. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 5). Applicant
has not submitted any information discussing how groundwater will be protected
from contamination should the proposed underground piping leak, burst or
otherwise fail. Absent containment of the leachate, discharge of leachate into the
waters of the State (groundwater and surface water) is both prohibited without
proper treatment and permits, and will impact the designated and sensitive .
environmental areas. (Exh. A, Shaw, pp. 3-5). As such, Applicant fails to show
that the Project’s processing of food waste complies with the City’s operational
requirements.

(1i1)  Liquid Waste Pretreatment (33.254.040 C). The
record is not certain as to Applicant’s liquid waste pretreatment system. Applicant
states that 1t intends to capture leachate using underground piping and store the
leachate in a tank for disposal off-site. (Exh. B, Decision, p. 16).

Applicant fails to provide any information, design parameters or details as to
how the underground leachate collection system will be monitored and how ieak
detection would be handled or how secondary containment would be
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accomplished. As discussed in Section “C” above, it is likely that any leaks of
leachate will migrate through the subsurface and into the shallow groundwater.
(Exh. A, Shaw, p. 4-5). An individual NPDES permit and pre-treatment of the co-
mingled water would be required for this type of discharge. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 9).

While Applicant states that the leachate will be transported off-site,
Applicant provides no detail as to how and where the leachate will be transported.
In order to transport and dispose of leachate off-site, Applicant will need disposal
permits. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 25). There is no documentation pertaining to disposal
permits.

Alternatively, Applicant states that rather than transporting leachate off-site
that Applicant may spray the recovered leachate back onto the incoming waste.
This option would greatly add to the odor issue associated with food waste
handling as well as create more track out than anticipated. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 25).
This would mandate Applicant obtaining an individual NPDES permit for the co-
mingling of leachate and stormwater, as discussed in more detail in Section C (5),
above. ‘

Applicant fails to show that its operations comply with the standards set
forth for Waste Related Uses and thus these criterion fail.

(3)  Traffic Impact Study (33.254.050) Based upon a traffic
impact study which assumes an increase of 110 truck trips per day, Applicant
represents that the Project will have no impact on traffic. (Exh. D, Applicant’s
Findings, p. 13). However, as set forth above, because the CUP is not capped and
thus there 1s no limit as to the amount of truck traffic that may use the Project site
and realistically the daily truck trips will be double of what Applicant estimates;
Applicant’s tratfic study is flawed. Specifically, Applicant’s traffic study is based
upon flawed estimates for increased truck trips to the Project site per day and thus
Applicant’s traffic impact study is also flawed.

Moreover, the tratfic study is flawed as the Manual Counts for peak hours of
traffic were only taken on two occasions, September 14 and September 15.
Applicant fails to discuss why the counts were limited to two days and whether this
analysis is scientifically supported (statistically or otherwise).

A finding of no significant traffic impacts and safety concerns in not
warranted and thus this criterion is not met.
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(4) Nuisance Mitigation Plan (33.254.060). Applicant fails
to submit a nuisance mitigation plan that addresses the potential off-site impacts
(odors and noise), litter, or dust, mud and vector control. Applicant.provides no
separate plan to address these issues and rather relies on representations as set forth
in Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law submitted in Support of
the Application,” a copy of which is attached here as Exhibit D.

A.  Off-site Impacts. Potential off-site impacts that are not
adequately mitigated by Applicant’s Findings include odors, noise and mud and
vectors.

(1)  QOdors. Applicant fails to provide a mitigation plan
for odors. Rather, Applicant represents that Applicant is somehow exempt from
this requirement by stating that the Project “will not produce continuous, frequent
or repetitive odors and thus the standard is met.” (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, p. .
17). However, as set forth in more detail above, the Project is likely to produce
offensive odors and thus a mitigation plan is mandated. (See, infra, Section IV. C
(1).). There will always be putrescible waste in the facility. Even if the waste is
transterred out within 48 hours more waste is coming in continuously, and thus the
odor will be continuous.

section 33.815.220G. requires, as a condition of a waste related use, that the
Applicant’s proposal comply with Ch. 33.254. Section 33.254.060A.., in turn,
requires that the proposal must include a mitigation plan which “documents” that
the proposal will comply with the off-site impact standards of Ch. 33.262.

With regard to potential odors produced by deteriorating food waste Section
33.262.070 provides:

A.  Qdor standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors
may not be produced. The odor threshold is the point at which an odor may just be
detected.

B.  Exception. An odor detected for less than 15 minutes per
day is exempt.

The Applicant’s obligation, therefore, was to “document” that no odor will
be detectable from the operation for more than 15 minutes in any given day. There
1s no such documentation in the record, and the Hearings Officer failed to make
any finding that there will be no unlawful odors produced by this use.
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The officer found only that the dumping will take place in an “enclosed”
building — failing to note that the truck access doors will be open all day, every
day. He found that the Applicant will install a biofilter aeration system and a
lechate capture system, which may or may not work. If it does not work, he noted
that the Applicant “must implement other means.” He did not say, however, what
those “other means” might be.

On no further evidence at all he then concluded — not that the odor
prohibition of Section 33.262.070 will be met — but rather it “can be met.” (Exh.
B, Decision pp. 18-19). The Applicant nowhere “documented” that this conclusion
had any basis in fact.

Moreover, continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors are prohibited by both
City and DEQ regulations. The City’s odor standard provides that:

The rendering, heating, processing or steaming of any
animal or vegetable product or substance generating
noisome or offensive odors shall be conducted using
methods to entirely condense, decompose, deodorize or
destroy the odors, vapors or gaseous products. (City
Code §8.36.040 Noisome Odors or Vapors, as amended
1994).

Likewise, DEQ regulations require that MRFs control odors and provide
that:

Dust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent
air pollution or excessive noise as defined by ORS
Chapters 467 and 468 and rules and regulations adopted
pursuant thereto. (OAR 340-090-0040).

Here, Applicant proposes acceptance of food waste, which will generate foul
and on-going odors. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 13). Specifically, food waste is soggy and
contains high-nitrogen organic compounds that produce ammonia or sulfur like
smells, as well decaying carbohydrates, dairy products, oiis, meats and fish. (Id.).
These waste will generate momentous odors.

Applicant fails to provide any details pertaining to the technical feasibility,
design or capacity of the proposed odor control system. (See, infra, Section IV C
(1)). It is therefore simply not possible to validate the workability of Applicant’s
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odor control system. (Exh. A, Shaw, p. 2). In short, Applicant fails to show that
odors will not create an off-site impact and fails to include any contingencies
should odors become a problem in Applicant’s Nuisance Mitigation Plan. As such,
Applicant fails to meet this standard.

(i1)  Noise. Like odors, Applicant provides that it is not
required to submit a mitigation plan for noise because the site “satisfies Title 18”
of the City Code, is “not subject to DEQ noise regulations”, and is not within the
“radius” of any noise sensitive areas. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, pp. 16-17).
As Applicant fails to demonstrate with any evidence that the Project will not
exceed applicable noise standards, Applicant is required to submit a plan to control
noise.

The City noise standards are set forth in Title 18 of the City Code, Noise
Control, and prohibit sound which exceeds the standards to intrude onto the
property of others. Industrial uses have a maximum allowable decibel level of 75-
5 for all hours of the day. (Exh. A, Shaw, 14). Here, it is impossible to determine
if Applicant’s proposed use meets the City’s industrial noise standards, as
Applicant has not submitted any background noise measurements or noise studies
or analysis.

Likewise, DEQ regulates noise for industrial and commercial properties in
levels as set forth in OAR 340-035-0035 (“DEQ Noise Regulation”). The DEQ
Noise Regulation provides, in relevant part that:

No person owning or controlling a new industrial or
commercial noise source located on a previously used
industrial or commercial site shall cause or permit the
operation of that noise source if the statistical noise levels
generated by that new source . .. exceed the levels
specified in Table §.

Table 8 provides certain allowable noise levels for these uses. (See Exh. A,
Shaw, p. 15). Here, it is not feasible or possible to determine if the Project meets
the DEQ Noise Regulation, as Applicant provides no measurements, studies or
analysis of the same. Applicant is thus required to submit a noise mitigation plan
and thus does not meet this criterion.

B.  Litter. Applicant’ fails to meet the standards for litter
control and fails to submit an adequate litter mitigation plan. Rather than
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providing a detailed litter control plan, Applicant merely states that litter will be
controlled because waste will be off-loaded inside a building, Applicant will
inspect the road for litter, Applicant will advise waste haulers not to illegally dump
materials and that Applicant will require that waste coming to the Project site be
covered. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, p. 14). This statement is not a plan and
does not meet the standards of the City and/or DEQ as to litter.

The City regulates litter in Title 29 of the City Code, which requires that
trash and litter be removed for outdoor areas and prohibits the accumulation of
litter, glass, scrap materials and trash. For waste-related uses, the City requires a
plan that addresses litter generated on the site and litter along roadways leading to
the site. (33.254.060). Likewise, DEQ mandates documentation that transfer
stations and MRF sites be maintained free of litter. (OAR 340-096-0040).
Applicant fails to submit a plan detailing how Applicant will comply with City
and/or DEQ rules and regulations to control litter and as such fails to meet this
criterion.

C. Dust, Mud and Vector Control. Applicant has not provided
an adequate mitigation plan for dust, mud and vector control. Applicant’s entire
plan for these issues provides that:

The Site is fully paved . . . therefore there will be no dust
generated. The applicant will regularly check the Site
and the street leading to the Site for mud. Finally,
management of the incoming organic waste by ensuring
that they are generally removed within 24-48 hours will
minimize vector issues. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Finding of
Fact, p. 14).

Here, Applicant has failed to adequately address any Project related dust
impacts. As set forth more fully herein, Applicant failed to provide detailed plans,
specifications, technical analysis or reports on how its proposed aeration system
and associated biofilters will control indoor ambient air quality and dust as
mandated by the City and DEQ. Since no detailed technical data was provided
concerning the use or design of the biofilters, the adequacy of the biofilter system
cannot be determined in regards to odor and/or dust control as is required by both
the City and DEQ. (See OAR 340-096-0040)(dust shall be controlled at MRFs to
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prevent air pollution). Applicant must provide a detailed mitigation plan for dust
impacts.

Likewise, Applicant does not adequately address vector control. Food waste
facilities have a high potential for attracting disease carrying vectors. (Exh. A,
Shaw, p. 2). Prevention is the best and only recourse to prevent impacts on nearby
sites. (Id.). Applicant provides no technical specifications, analysis, plans or other
documentation supporting its plan to prevent, mitigate, monitor and control vectors
(other than indoor monitoring). Applicant thus must provide a detailed mitigation
plan to control vectors and as such this criteria is not met.

I. Public Benefits of the Use Do Not Outweigh the
Detrimental Impacts

Public Benefits of the Project do not outweigh the Project impacts. The
record does not support Applicant’s contention that “all potential impacts are
mitigated.” (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, p. 10). Rather, as set forth herein, there
are a multitude of potential detrimental Project impacts which Applicant fails to
show are addressed and/or mitigated related to odors, vectors, noise, litter,
stormwater and/or leachate pollution, hazardous waste management and
operational controls. Thus, there are potential detrimental Project impacts that
must be considered.

In an effort to emphasize some overriding public Project benefit, Applicant
states, without any evidence or support whatsoever, that “[s]ites must be provided
within the City” to implement the kitchen scrap program. (Id.). While food waste
recycling is beneficial for the City and for the community at large, there are |
existing MRF sites that have the present ability and capacity to accept residential
and commercial food waste for recycling and composting. Thus, contrary to
Applicant’s statement and as acknowledged by Metro, the Project is simply not
necessary.

There are existing transfer station sites that can easily accommodate the food
waste as proposed by Applicant. Applicant anticipates that the addition of food
waste to the existing yard debris will increase the site tonnage from 1,200 to 1,500
per week. (Exh. D, Applicant’s Findings, p. 4). Thus, based upon Applicants’
projections, 300 tons per week of food waste will be added to the present
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operations, or 15,600 tons per year of food waste. This tonnage can be handled by
existing transfer station sites.

Metro’s Regional Solid Waste Management Plan indicates that in 2006,
there was an estimated transfer capacity of 2.061 million tons, and with a
throughput of 1.054 million tons; thus an excess capacity of 1.007 million tons.
(Exh. E, Metro Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Table 3). Of the six
transfer stations inventoried for this finding, five can accept food waste or are
pending approval from Metro to accept food waste (Metro Central, Metro South,
Willamette Resources, Inc., Pride Disposal and Waste Management Troutdale).
During 2006, these five waste transfer stations had a capacity of 1.73 tons, with a
throughput of .742 tons. (Id.) Even assuming that the throughput of these five
transfer stations has doubled since 2006 to 1.484 tons, and assuming that none of
the food waste presently captured by these four transfer stations will be sent to the
Project site (i.¢. no overlap), there is still capacity to accept the 15,600 tons of food
waste anticipated to be transported to the Project site.

Metro forecasts the capacity and throughput for these transfer stations for the .
years 2011-2016 should not change appreciably during the next five years.
Accordingly, these five stations have more than sufficient capacity to accept the
food waste separated from general waste for the foreseeable future.

Note, moreover, the food waste delivered to the Project is not new waste.
This waste 1s already being delivered to existing transfer stations as garbage for
placement in landfills. Each of those transfer stations has the capacity to transfer
that waste to compost sites rather than to landfills. This project unnecessarily
diverts existing waste away from other transfer stations that already have excess
capacity.

Tellingly, the City of Portland recognizes that the Project is not necessary in
order to implement the City’s kitchen scrap collection program. Bruce Walker,
who is in charge of rolling out the City’s program stated in a recent article that
whiie the Project is “very valuable” to the program, that “it won’t kill the [kitchen
scrap] project not to have it.” (Exh. F, PDX Green: Composting food not yet ready
to roll). The City intends to roll out this program in October of 2011, regardless of
whether the Project is part and parcel of the program.

Significantly, the community does not believe that this Project is necessary
in order to implement the City’s food waste composting project. The Lents
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Neighborhood Association advised the City that the Project is both unnecessary
and undesirable. (Exh. G, Lents Neighborhood Association, July 5, 2011.)
Likewise, in a letter dated July 7, 2011, Commissioner Judy Shiprack stated that
the Project site is not the appropriate place to achieve the City’s food scrap
recycling goal, that these are negative impacts that must be considered and that the
Project should not be approved. (Exh. J). Because there is little or no public
benefit from the Project and there are potential and detrimental Project impacts, the
public benefit does not outweigh the impacts and thus this criterion is not met.
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V.  APPLICANT FAILS TO ESTABLISH THAT THE
ADJUSTMENT CRITERIA IS MET,

1. Unlawful Adjustment to Section 33.254.030

Section 33.815.220G. requires that any waste related proposed use must be
in compliance with Chapter 33.254 before a conditional use permit may issue.

Section 33.254.030 in turn requires as follows:

[ Waste related] Uses must be located so that vehicle
access 1s restricted to Major City Traffic Streets or to
streets in Freight Districts, as designated in the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Both the Applicant and the Hearings Officer acknowledged that the
Applicant’s proposed use does not comply with Section 33.254.030, because
access to the site will be over Southeast 101st Street. Southeast 101st is not a
Major City Traffic Street, and the site is not in a Freight District. (Exh. B,
Decision p. 14).

Apvlicant, therefore, applied for an adjustment to the requirements of

Section 33.254.030, and the Hearings Officer granted the adjustment. The
adjustment is erroneous and unlawful, for two reasons:

(1) Adjustments to Section 33.254.030 are prohibited by the Planning Code;

(it) Even if an adjustment were permitted (which appellants dispute), the
adjustment failed to meei the approval criteria established by Section 33.805.040.
The Hearings Officer failed to apply the required criteria, or to make findings that
all applicable criteria had, in fact, been satisfied.

A. An Adjustment is Prohibited.

Section 33.805.030B. identifies seven situations wherein adjustments are
prohibited. Subdivision 4 provides as follows:

Adjustments are prohibited for the following items:

* ok sk
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4. As an exception to a qualifying situation for a
regulation, such as zones allowed or items being limited
to new development. An example of this is 33.251.030B.
which says that manufactured dwelling parks are allowed
only in the R3 and R2 zones. An adjustment could not be
granted to allow a manufactured dwelling park in any
other R zone.

In order to qualify for consideration for a waste related conditional use
permit an applicant must propose a site with access to a Major City Traffic Street,
or a site within a designated Freight District. This Project site is neither. The site,
therefore, simply does not qualify for consideration for a waste related use, and
subdivision 4. prohibits an adjustment in order to change that qualification.

B. The Adjustment Granted is Unlawful in Any Event.

Section 33.805.040A. required the Hearings Officer to find that routing any
number of garbage trucks over Southeast 101* “equally or better meet(s) the
purpose” of the requirement of 33.254.030, that they be routed only over Major
City Traffic Streets, or over streets in Freight Districts.

There are two expressly stated purposes of Ch. 33.254 which are directly
relevant to this application, i.e.:

o Reduce the impacts and nuisances resulting from...waste
related uses on surrounding land uses;

° Reduce the transportation impacts from these uses;
33.254.010.

The hearings officer found that Applicant’s proposed new use “is not
anticipated to have a significant trip generation impact or generate trip types that
are inconsistent with the street designations.” (Exh. B, Decision p. 23). He also
found that Southeast 101* and Southeast Foster had the capacity to support the use.
(1d.)

The findings are dubious at best for two reasons:

(1) As explained elsewhere, the shear number of trips this use will generate
1s likely to be 50 — 100% more than estimated by Applicant. (See section IV F.
above).
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(i1) This Project site is the most likely food waste transfer station for
Portland garbage haulers serving at least 87,000 southeast residential customers.
They make up 58% of all Portland residential customers. A Major City Traffic
Street is a “principal” traffic route under the Comprehensive Plan, second only to
Regional Trafficways. Southeast 101% is one of the Local Service Traffic Streets,
which are the least traffic use streets designated by the Plan, and which are
“intended to distribute local traffic and provide access to local residences or
commercial uses.” (Exh. L, Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan,
Policy 6.5, p. 2-8.)

It is not obvious how routing over half the garbage trucks in Portland over a
Local Service Traffic Street is “consistent with the street designation.”

There is, however, an even more obvious error in the officer’s findings and
conclusions. The very first stated purpose of Ch. 33.254 is to reduce the impact of
waste related nuisances on surrounding land uses. The very first adjustment
criteria requires the adjustment to “equally or better” meet that purpose.

The first question, therefore, - which was entirely overlooked by both the
hearings officer and by the applicant — should have been:

Does routing garbage trucks over a Local Service Traffic
Street, into an area surrounded by thousands of homes,
equally or better reduce the nuisance risks of garbage
removal when compared to the Code requirement that
they be routed over Major City Traffic Streets only and,
therefore, into areas with a much lower risk of generating
nuisance impacts on residences.

There 18 no way this question could truthfully be answered with a yes. The
adjustment is unlawful.
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VI.  CONCLUSION.

For the reasons set forth herein, the Decision of the Hearings Officer dated
April 27, 2011 granting a Conditional Use Permit to Recology for the Project
should be reversed and the Conditional Use Permit should not issue.

Dated: Julq I\, 20(|
KELL, ALTERMAN & RUNSTEIN, L.L.P.

A
Lee Davis Kell
Thomas R. Rask, III

Martha Sharp

Attorneys for Appellants
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July 1,2011

Springwater Corridor Preservation Society
c/o Martha Sharp, Esq.

Kell, Alterman & Runstein, LLP

520 SW Yambhill Street, Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97204

Subject: Review and Assessment of Technical Merits of
City of Portland Preject LU 10-194818 CU - Recology Expansion

Dear Ms. Sharp:

Shaw has completed our review and assessment of the technical merits of the request by Recology Oregon Material Recover,
Inc. (“the Applicant”) for a conditional use permit from City of Portland to allow the acceptance of food waste at the Foster
Road site located at 6400 SE 101* Ave. The information reviewed and addressed was obtained from the City of Portiand’s
Land Use Services group in the Bureau of Development Services for the above referenced property. Our Executive Summary
of the Applicant’s submission to the City of Portland LUS group and the subsequent Decision of the Hearings Officer (“the
Decision”) is presented in the following report. As discussed in our meeting of June 22, 2011, our response was prepared in
the format of the Decision.

The primary documents reviewed as part of this assessment include the following:

¢ Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Support of the Application
e Decision of the Hearings Officer, City of Portland
*  Appeal Submitted by Kell, Alterman & Runstein LLP (5/12/11)

In addition to the document collected from the City of Portland LUS group, Shaw reviewed and researched Oregon
Administrative Rules related to solid waste, transfer stations, noise, and hazardous waste. The various Titles of the City of
Portland Code and Charter in particular Title 8 for Health and Sanitation, Title 18 for Noise Control, Title 33 for Planning
and Zoning.

The information presented was prepared based on the technical expertise of our professionals who are knowledgeable of
material recovery facilities, solid waste rules and regulations, and engineering design. If you have any questions regarding the
information presented in this report please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Dave Seluga

Client Program Manager
Shaw Environmental, Inc.
Please Reply To: Dave Seluga

Phone: 503.603.1075
E-Mail Address: dave.seluga@shawgrp.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Review and Response to Decision of Hearings Officer

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA

Conditional Use

33.815.010 Purpese Certain uses are condition uses instead of being allowed outright, although they may have
beneficial effects and serve important public interests. They are subject to the condition use regulations because
they may, but do not necessarily, have significant adverse effects on the environment, overburden public services,
change the desired character of an area, or create major nuisances. A review of these uses is necessary due to the
potential individual or cumulative impacts they may have on the surrounding area or neighborhood. The condition
use review provides an opportunity to allow the use when there are minimal impacts, to allow the use but impose
mitigation measures to address identified concerns, or to deny the use if the concerns cannot be resolved.

33.815.220 Mining and Waste Related These approval criteria allow these uses in locations where their large
size and potential nuisance and environmental impacts will not harm surrounding land uses. The approval criteria
are as follows:

A. There are adequate nearby lands available for the development of more intense industrial uses:

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall industrial character of the area, based on the existing
proportion and type of industrial uses;

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

C. There will be no significant health or safety risk to nearby uses;
Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit and background, technical or supporting
documentation that the proposed operation will not result in significant health or safety risk to nearby uses.
The Applicant also did not indicate how they will comply with the City rules. The following sections address
issues for further consideration to the Hearings Officer’s Decision, these responses are repeated herein
where deemed appropriate for consistency:
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Odor:

Food waste contains more liquids than non-food waste which may make it more difficult for operators to
control leachate. Many types of food waste (food processing wastes, fish wastes, meat, dairy) contain amino
acids, proteins, urea, and other high-nitrogen organic compounds which can generate volatile nitrogen
compounds (ammonia, amines, indoles) and possibly volatile sulfur (organic sulfides, mercaptans, hydrogen
sulfide). Food waste tends to degrade faster than woody green waste, and rapidly degrading carbohydrates,
Jats, and oils can generate volatile fatty acids. Food waste containing meat and dairy products have higher
levels of salts and nutrients than non-food waste. Disposal of leachate to the City sewer (assuming that the
City of Portland BES determines that the discharge is not malodorous and does not create a public nuisance
as defined in Chapter 17.34.030 B 4) or waters of the State would require some form of treatment for this
level of chemical loading.

The Applicant’s response states that odor will controlled through the use of “...an aerated floor with a
negative air system directed to a biofiltration system.” but does not provide any details, design parameters,
capacity calculations or other information necessary to validate the claim that the aerated floor will control
odor. Additionally, it is stated by the Applicant that the leachate run-off from the food waste pile will be
controlled and cleaned through the use of the biofiltration system. It is unclear how the same system that will
be used to control odors will also “clean” the leachate without clogging or otherwise becoming less effective.
It is also unclear how the aerated floor pipes will be maintained or how the system will be monitored for
leaks.

Disease-Carry Vector:

The Applicant failed to provide any documentation which demonstrates how they intend to monitor for
vectors, control vectors (other than operation in-doors) or mitigate when vectors do become a problem. Any
Jacility which handles food waste materials has the potential for attracting vectors so prevention is the best
and only recourse to prevent impacts on nearby sites.

Noise:

Within 18.01.010 A, Figure 1 details the allowable decibel levels for a variety of land end uses. Industrial
end use on industrial zone land has a maximum allowable decibel level of 75 -5 for all hours of the day.

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements or noise
studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant also did not indicate
how they will comply with the City standards. In addition, DEQ regulates noise for industrial and commercial operations
through OAR 340-035-0035 Noise Control Regulations for Industry and Commerce.

Dust/Air Pollution:

In the plans submitted to the City, the Applicant indicates that four biofilters will be part of the expansion
related to the introduction of food waste. Since no detailed technical data was provided about the use or
design of the biofilters, the adequacy of the biofilter system cannot be determined in regards to odor and/or
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dust control as is required by both City and DEQ rules. Given the size of the facility and based on an average
of six air changes per hour, the required control system would be large enough to also warrant a Notice of
Construct application under DEQ Air quality rules OAR 340-210-0205. DEQ may also decide to issue a
Basic or General Air Quality permit for the system.

Stormwater/Water Pollution:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not provide details regarding protocol and procedures for the
inspection of incoming vehicles and the inspection and cleaning of departing vehicles. The vehicles entering
the facility will track in outside dirt, oil, and debris, potentially pickup contaminants from the food waste
materials and then subsequently track those outside the building. This would result in contamination of
stormwater by comingling stormwater and leachate from the food waste. Food waste contains a high
percentage of water and it is likely that the incoming loads will have standing leachate in the containers.
When these containers are unloaded on the tipping floor this leachate from the containers will spill onto the
Sloor and will likely leak from the truck unless the trucks are lined and spilling is contained in some manner.
There are no indications on in the documents submiited to the City for review as to how vehicles will be
monitored, cleaned or inspected. If vehicles are to be cleaned the Applicant should provide details as to
where, how and with what the vehicles will be cleaned. Washing of vehicles would require a NPDES 1700-A
or B permit.

Traffic Impacts and Safety:

To be addressed by others.

. There will not be significant detrimental environmental impacts to any nearby environmentally sensitive
areas;

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit documentation which substantiates their claim that
no significant detrimental environmental impacts to any nearby environmentally sensitive area. The
Applicant also did not indicate how they will comply with the City rules. One of the concerns with respect to
potential environmental impacts is with the proposed use of underground piping and potential groundwater
contamination. The liquids that will be collected under the food waste pile are classified as leachate which is
a liquid waste that cannot be discharged to the sanitary sewer or storm drains without permit or treatment.
The documents provided by the Applicant did not address how the groundwater will be protected from
contamination should there be a leak in the proposed system. Likewise, there was no information, design
parameters or details as to how the system will be monitored, how leak detection would be handled nor how
secondary containment would be accomplished.
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The following discussion is based on a review of groundwater monitoring well reports and geotechnical hole
reports retrieved from the Oregon Water Resources Department’s (OWRD) online website’. Reports were
reviewed for sections 21 and 22 in township 1 south, range 2 east, Willamette Meridian. Also reviewed were:

1) aerial photographs, 2) the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Gladstone 7.5 quadrangle
(topographic) map, 3) USGS groundwater report (Snyder, 2008)° and 4) flood hazard maps from the
PortlandMaps website’.

The reports retrieved from the website were submitted to the OWRD by the licensed drilling firms that drilled
the borings and installed the monitoring wells. The two types of reports reviewed were 1) monitoring well
installation reports and 2) geotechnical hole reports. Monitoring wells are typically installed for long term
(e.g. months to years) groundwater monitoring of groundwater levels and groundwater chemistry.
Geotechnical holes are drilled for geotechnical information, usually collected during the drilling, and
abandoned (sealed) upon completion.

The information reported by the driller on the well reports is based on observations at the time the boring

was drilled or the well was installed. Some of the wells discussed here may have been abandoned
(decommissioned) since their installation. This evaluation is a review of groundwater conditions at the time of
installation. The evaluation focused on well reports within the site or nearby to the site that had groundwater
information, primarily depth to first encountered groundwater and static water levels.

First encountered groundwater refers to the first (shallowest) water encountered in the soil/rock formation
during the drilling. First encountered groundwater is often not reported for various reasons, including the
driller may neglect to report it, or because low permeability (e.g. clayey) soils delay the entry of groundwater
into the boring for up to hours. Static water levels reflect groundwater levels in the well/boring that have
equilibrated with the groundwater level in the soil formation surrounding the borehole. Typically, monitoring
wells are developed following installation to improve the connection and communication of formation
groundwater with the well (well casing and filter pack (sand) around the well screen) and to remove fine
sediment in the wellbore and filter pack.

Findings

Twenty monitoring well reports and eight geotechnical hole reports were reviewed. Monitoring wells were
installed at the site during three time periods; April 1997, August 1997 and August 2007. The geotechnical
holes were drilled in December 2006. General information and groundwater data on the well/hole reports is
compiled in the attached Table; copies of the well reports are also attached (Attachment 1). Also included
with the OWRD reports in the attachments are maps submitted by the drillers showing the boring locations
(Attachment 2); however, two of the geotechnical hole locations (B-7 and B-8) are not shown on the map
accompanying those reports.

! http://apps. wrd.state.or.us/apps/gw/well_log/Default.aspx

? “Estimated Depth to Ground Water and Configuration of the Water Table in the Portland, Oregon Area”, US Geol Sur. Scientific
Investigations Report 2008-5059 by Daniel T. Snyder.

? http://www.portlandmaps.com
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Boring depths ranged from 11 to 54 feet below ground surface (bgs). The average depth of the 28
wells/borings is approximately 24 feet bgs. First encountered groundwater was reported for 16 of the 28
wells/borings. First encountered groundwater ranged from 5 to 22 feet bgs. The average depth of first
encountered groundwater was approximately 9.5 feet bgs. Static water levels ranged from 5 to 25 feet bgs.
The average static water level was approximately 14.5 feet bgs.

Based on the well reports, the area with very shallow static groundwater (5 feet bgs) includes monitoring
wells MW-9, MW-10, MW-11, MW-12 MW-13, MW-14, MW-15 and MW-19, which cover most of the central
and east-central portion of the site. MW-17 and MW-18 have static water levels of 9 and 10 feet bgs,
respectively. Static groundwater levels are generally deeper (e.g. 20 to 25 feet bgs) in the western and
southwestern portion of the site (MW-4 through MW-8).

The majority of the site is elevated above the 100-year flood plain; however the inundation line for the 100-
year flood plain extends from the Johnson Creek south along the eastern margin of the site. Inundation from
the 1996 flood also extended to the eastern margin of the site.

Conclusions

The occurrence of shallow groundwater under the site results from its construction on fill within the general
Aoodplain of Johnson Creek and possibly from groundwater discharging to the site from the base of Mount
Scott, approximately 500 feet to the south. Depths to groundwater encountered during drilling of on-site
groundwater monitoring wells are as shallow as five feet below ground surface. Additionally, these shallow
static water levels were measured in August, when water levels are typically at or near their seasonal lowest
depth. Storm water and possibly shallow groundwater are carried away from the site into Johnson Creck or
its tributaries by on-site drainage ditches. Johnson Creek, is shown as a groundwater discharge divide
(Snyder, 2008) and is the likely the discharge feature for shallow groundwater beneath the site. Supporting
documentation to these conclusions is provided in Attachments 1-3.”

Recommendations

Shaw recommends a review of historic groundwater depths in the current monitoring well network to: 1)
assess the seasonal range of static groundwater depths beneath the site as the water levels discussed here
may not represent current site conditions and 2) evaluate the potential for shallow groundwater of impact
and/or interfere with proposed shallow subsurface installations and operations. Careful attention should be
paid to the depth to groundwater during seasonal high water and the periodic high water events such as
flooding.

* Attachment 1 ~ Well Reports for Site Monitoring Wells MW-3 Through MW-19; Attachment 2 — Geotechnical Fole Reports for B-1
Through B-8; Attachment 3 — Well Reports for Shingle Pile Area Monitoring Wells MW-1 Through MW-3
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E. The proposed use adequately addresses potential nuisance-related impacts such as litter;
Findings for Further Consideration:

There are several categories of nuisance-related impacts which includes (but not limited to) odor, vectors,
dust, and litter. The Applicant’s response states that odor will controlled through the use of *“...an aerated
Sfloor with a negative air system directed to a biofiltration system.” but does not provide any details, design
parameters, capacity calculations or other information necessary to validate the claim that the aerated floor
will control odor. Additionally, it is stated by the Applicant that the leachate run-off from the food waste pile
will be controlled and cleaned through the use of the biofiltration system. It is unclear how the same system
that will be used to control odors will also “clean” the leachate without clogging or otherwise becoming less
effective. It is also unclear how the aerated floor pipes will be maintained or how the system will be
monitored for leaks. It is difficult to make a judgment about whether the proposed methods for addressing
nuisance-related impacts such as litter, odor, vectors, dust have been addressed adequately. The response by
the Applicant failed to provide any indication as to who noise would be addressed in response to this section.

F. Public Services.

1. The proposed use is in conformance with either the street designations shown in the Transportation
Element of the Comprehensive Plan;

Findings for Further Consideration:

To be addressed by others.

2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the existing uses in the
area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of service, or other performance measures; access. to .
arterials; connectivity; transit availability; on-street parking impacts; access restrictions; neighborhood
impacts; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; and safety for all modes; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

To be addressed by others.

3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of serving the proposed use, and
proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal systems are acceptable to the Bureau of
Environmental Services.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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G. The proposal complies with the regulations of Chapter 33.254, Mining and Waste- Related Uses;
Chapter 33.254 was reviewed and additional findings are outlined in the following sections:

33.254.020 Limitations

A. Accessory uses. Concrete batching, asphalt mixing, rock crushing, or clay bulking in connection with a
Mining use are prohibited except in IH and IG zones.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. Hazardous wastes. The disposal of hazardous wastes, as defined by OAR 340.100 to 340.110, is
prohibited.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit documentation to substantiate their claim that
the facility will not receive hazardous waste. The Applicant also did not indicate how they will comply
with the City rules. The Applicant’s response and the documents submitted to the City for land use
approval do not provide details as to how incoming loads will be inspected, procedures in place for
identifying and turning away unacceptable waste such as hazardous waste, what contingency plans are in
place for how hazardous materials, if accepted will be handled. This submission does not provide
adequate detail to satisfy that this facility will be equipped, prepared and in compliance with this
requirement. Simply stating that the site will not receive hazardous waste is not sufficient. It is standard
protocol for material recovery facilities to have in place a contingency plan which outlines procedures
Sor inspecting loads for unacceptable materials and how that material will be rejected. It is understood
that both Metro and Oregon DEQ will require such information for their review but it is equally
important for this information to be made clear for use in the assessment of the land use conditional use.
Although it is likely that the facility currently has an approved Operations Plan it is necessary for that
plan to be updated to reflect the special considerations and operations related to receipt of food waste.

33.254.030 Location and Vehicle Access

Uses must be located so that vehicle access is restricted to Major City Traffic Streets or to streets in Freight
Districts, as designated in the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Findings for Further Consideration:

To be addressed by others.
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33.254.040 Operations

A. On-site queuing. The site layout must include adequate areas to accommodate the peak number of
vehicles expected to come to the site at any one time.

Findings for Further Consideration:

The details of requirements for on-site queuing will be addressed by others, however, in the application to
the City, the Applicant did not provide any details related to the proposed traffic flow, queuing areas or
estimated time trucks will be staged within the building. This is of concern because of the potential
negative impact on the proposed negative air pressure system and biofilter that will be used for control of
odors. Idling vehicles near the food waste area where the negative air system is proposed can contribute
vehicular exhaust which could potentially restrict, affect or limit the effectiveness of the biofilter system to
control odors. No details were provided to the City for review with regards to design capacity,
performance, maintenance, restrictions or overall effectiveness on controlling odors.

B. Processing of waste products. In the case of Waste-Related uses other than landfills and composting
operations, all activities relating to the receiving, sorting, processing, storage, transfer, and shipping of
wastes must take place entirely within enclosed structures. The transfer of waste products from one
vehicle or container to another vehicle or container and the cleaning of such vehicles or containers must
be done within a containment area designed to ensure that waste materials will be confined so as to not
enter the groundwater or any water body.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the applicdtion to the City, the Applicant did not provide details regarding protocol and procedures for
the inspection of incoming vehicles and the inspection and cleaning of departing vehicles. The vehicles
entering the facility will track in outside dirt, oil, and debris, potentially pickup contaminants from the
Jood waste materials and then subsequently track those outside the building. This would result in
contamination of stormwater by comingling stormwater and leachate from the food waste. Food waste
contains a high percentage of water and it is likely that the incoming loads will have standing leachate in
the containers. When these containers are unloaded on the tipping floor this leachate from the containers
will spill onto the floor and will likely leak from the truck unless the trucks are lined and spilling is
contained in some manner. There are no indications on in the documents submitted to the City for review
as to how vehicles will be monitored, cleaned or inspected. If vehicles are to be cleaned the Applicant
should provide details as to where, how and with what the vehicles will be cleaned. Washing of vehicles
would requive a NPDES 1700-A permit.>*

® Oregon DEQ Recommended Best Management Practices for Washing Activities, March 1998
® National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Wastewater Discharge Permit (1700-A)
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C. Liquid waste pretreatment. The use, if other than a sewage treatment facility, must provide
pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's stormwater or sanitary disposal system. The
pretreatment must meet the standards of the Bureau of Environmental Services.

Findings for Further Consideration:

Food waste contains more liquids than non-food waste which may make it more difficult for operators to
control leachate. Many types of food waste (food processing wastes, fish wastes, meat, dairy) contain
amino acids, proteins, urea, and other high-nitrogen organic compounds which can generate volatile
nitrogen compounds (ammonia, amines, indoles) and possibly volatile sulfur (organic sulfides,
mercaptans, hydrogen sulfide). Food waste tends to degrade faster than woody green waste, and rapidly
degrading carbohydrates, fats, and oils can generate volatile fatty acids. Food waste containing meat and
dairy products have higher levels of salts and nutrients than non-food waste. Disposal of leachate to the
City sewer (assuming that the City of Portland BES determines that the discharge is not malodorous and
does not create a public nuisance as defined in Chapter 17.34.030 B 4) or waters of the State would
require some form of treatment for this level of chemical loading.

In the application to the City, the Applicant says it plans to capture the leachate and store it in a tank
“for disposal off site”. However, the Applicant did not account for track out from waste trucks leaving the
building. Track out will allow the leachate to co-mingle with stormwater and thus cause the stormwater
now to become process water. An individual NPDES permit and pre-treatment for the co-mingled
discharge (if discharged to the City or waters of the State) would be required.

The issue of disposal “off site” was also not addressed by the Applicant. The Applicant will still need the
appropriate transport and disposal permits for the leachate. Disposal of leachate to the sewer system
will likely require pre-treatment.

Another possible disposal option identified by the Applicant in the application included spraying the
recovered leachate back on the incoming waste. This option would greatly add to the odor issue
associated with food waste handling as well as facilitate more track out volume than expected. An
individual NPDES would be required since stormwater and track out water (process water) are now co-
mingled.

D. Posted information. A sign must be posted near the entrance to the site, stating the telephone number(s)
where a representative of the use may be reached at all times.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No additional comments have been identified related to the signage recommendations of the Hearings

Officer.
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33.254.050 Traffic Impact Study

A traffic impact study must be submitted for the proposed use. As part of the study, measures must be
proposed for mitigating traffic impacts resulting from vehicles going to and from the site. The study must
also include a plan and mechanisms to ensure that traffic, especially trucks, travel primarily on truck streets or
Major City Traffic Streets when near the site. The traffic study must include information on proposed access
points, hours of operation, types of vehicles, and number of trips.

Findings for Further Consideration:

To be addressed by others.

33.254.060 Nuisance Mitigation Plan

The applicant must submit a mitigation plan that addresses potential nuisance impacts which might be created
by the proposed use. The plan must include the following components:

A. Off-site impacts. The plan must document that the use will comply with the off- site impact standards
stated in Chapter 33.262;

In order to thoroughly address the compliance with the codes, each of the sections for Chapter 33.262 are
addressed in the following paragraphs:

33.262.030 Exemptions

The off-site impact standards do not apply to machinery, equipment, and facilities which were at the site
and in compliance with existing regulations at the effective date of these regulations. Any new or
additional machinery, equipment, and facilities must comply with the standards of this chapter.
Documentation is the responsibility of the proprietor of the use if there is any question about when the
equipment was brought to the site.

Findings for Further Consideration:

The Applicant notes that the only new equipment that will be associated with the proposed addition of
Jood waste is a small fan associated with the negative aeration system. This blower (as noted on the Site
Plan, C2.0) is tied to negative aeration system that is approximately 80-ft x 30-ft that feeds four biofilter
containers. Without more details as to the design capacity, specifications of the blower (fan), or how the
system will operate it is not possible to determine the extent of the potential off-site impact of the new
equipment on surrounding areas.
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33.262.040 Relationship to Other Regulations

The off-site impact standards are in addition to all other regulations of the City Code. The standards do
not replace or supersede regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), relevant county
regulations, or standards such as the Uniform Fire Code.

33.262.060 Vibration

A. Vibration standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive vibrations which exceed 0.002g peak may
not be produced. In general, this means that a person of normal sensitivities should not be able to feel
any vibrations.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. Exceptions. Vibrations from temporary construction and vehicles which leave the site (such as
trucks, trains, airplanes and helicopters) are exempt. Vibrations lasting less than 5 minutes per day are
also exempt. Vibrations from primarily onsite vehicles and equipment are not exempt.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

C. Measurement. Seismic or electronic vibration measuring equipment may be used for measurements
when there are doubts about the level of vibration.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.262.070 Odor

A. Odor standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors may not be produced. The odor threshold is
the point at which an odor may just be detected

Findings for Further Consideration:

Food waste handling creates significant odor problems. One major reason is that it is soggy (almost
80~85% of food waste is water) so it rots easily and gives off an unbearable smell. Many types of
Jood waste (food processing wastes, fish wastes, meat, dairy) contain amino acids, proteins, urea, and
other high-nitrogen organic compounds which can generate volatile nitrogen compounds (ammonia,
amines, indoles) and possibly volatile sulfur (organic sulfides, mercaptans, hydrogen sulfide). Food
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waste tends to degrade faster than woody green waste, and rapidly degrading carbohydrates, fats,
and oils can generate volatile fatty acids and produce odors. Furthermore, food waste is more
difficult to handle during summer than during winter since heat quickens decaying process and off
gassing. Therefore, odor control will be an ongoing problem for this facility.

The City of Portland regulates odor in Title 8 of the code. In 8.36.040 Noisome Odors or Vapors’,
the City prohibits the following: (Amended by Ordinance No. 167943, July 27, 1994.) The
rendering, heating, processing, or steaming of any animal or vegetable product or substance
generating noisome or offensive odors shall be conducted using methods to entirely condense,
decompose, deodorize or destroy the odors, vapors, or gaseous products. Animal and vegetable
products in the food wastes would be “processed” at this location.

The state of Oregon regulates odors from transfer stations through OAR 340-096-0040 Transfer
Stations and Material Recovery Facilities. The rule makes a specific statement about controlling
odors in:

(4) Operations: (B) Dust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent air
pollution or excessive noise as defined by ORS Chapters 467 and 468 and rules and
regulations adopted pursuant thereto. Though both the City and State have narrative
rules bout odor control, the requirement is to control and minimize all odors from the
facility by some means.

In the plans submitted to the City, the Applicant indicates that four biofilters will be part of the
expansion related to the introduction of food waste. Since no detailed technical data was provided
about the use or design of the biofilters, the adequacy of the biofilter system cannot be determined in
regards to odor and/or dust control as is required by both City and DEQ rules. Given the size of the
Jacility and based on an average of six aiv changes per hour, the required control system would be
large enough to also warrant a Notice of Construct application under DEQ Air quality rules OAR
340-210-0205. DEQ may also decide to issue a Basic or General Air Quality permit for the system.

B. Exception. An odor detected for less than 15 minutes per day is exempt.

Findings for Further Consideration:

The Applicant provided no documentation, technical data, nor any backup for their claim that they
would not produce continuous, frequent or repetitive odors. Food waste is inherently a noisome waste
material and there is no strong evidence beyond claims that facility will prevent the promotion of

7 The Bureau of Health shall enforce all ordinances, rules and regulations which may be adopted for the carrying out and enforcement of a
good sanitary condition in the City; for the protection of the public health; for determining the nature and character of nuisances and for
their abatement by the Bureau of Nuisance Abatement; and when acting as a local registrar under the authority of ORS 432.035, for
securing the proper registration of births, deaths and other statistical information.
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odors beyond the walls of the facility. An odor threshold is a sensory property that refers to the
minimum concentration that produces an olfactory response or sensation. There are three thresholds
Jor odor. The first threshold is the detection threshold, which is the minimum amount of odor-free
dilution air needed to prevent an individual from detecting the odor. The detection threshold is the
point where an individual detects an odor. This threshold varies for each individual. The second
threshold, the recognition threshold, occurs at lower dilutions (higher concentrations). At the
recognition threshold, other odor parameters discussed below, such as odor character and relative
pleasantness, are noticeable. The third threshold is called the annoyance threshold. The annoyance
threshold may be below, but is most likely above the recognition threshold. At the annoyance
threshold, people complain about an odor. This facility is most likely to generate odors at the
annoyance threshold. Without adequate, abatement or control, the odor would likely be considered a
nuisance. There would be no exemption for this facility.

33.262.080 Glare

A. Glare standard. Glare is illumination caused by all types of lighting and from high temperature
processes such as welding or metallurgical refining. Glare may not directly, or indirectly from
reflection, cause illumination on other properties in excess of a measurement of 0.5 foot candles of
light.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. Strobe lights. Strobe lights visible from another property are not allowed.
Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.262.090 Measurements

A. Measurements for compliance with these standards are made from the property line or within the
property of the affected site. Measurements may be made at ground level or at habitable levels of
buildings.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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B. 1If the City does not have the equipment or expertise to measure and evaluate a specific complaint, it
may request assistance from another agency or may contract with an independent expert to perform
such measurements. The City may accept measurements made by an independent expert hired by the
controller or operator of the off-site impact source. If the City contracts to have measurements made
and no violation is found, the City will bear the expense, if any, of the measurements. If a violation is
found, City expenses will be charged to the violator. Nonpayment of the costs is a violation of the
Code, and enforced through the provisions of Title 22.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.262.050 Noise

The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Noise Control. In addition, the Department of
Environmental Quality has regulations which apply to firms adjacent to or near noise sensitive uses such
as dwellings, religious institutions, schools, and hospitals.

In order to thoroughly address the compliance with the codes, each of the sections for Title 18 that is
applicable to this project is addressed in the following sections:

18.10.010 Land Use Zones.

(Amended by Ordinance Nos. 159276, 163608, 164010, 175775 and 184101, effective October 8,
2010.) Except as specifically provided for elsewhere in this Title, no person shall cause or permit
sound to intrude into the property of another person which exceeds the limits set forth below in this
Section. For purposes of this Section, “day hours” shall be between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m., and “night
hours” shall be between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

Findings for Further Consideration:

Within 18.01.010 4, Figure 1 details the allowable decibel levels for a variety of land end uses.
Industrial end use on industrial zone land has a maximum allowable decibel level of 75 -5 for all
hours of the day.

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements or
noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant also did
not indicate how they will comply with the City standards outlined in Figure 1 of the code.

In addition, DEQ regulates noise for industrial and commercial operations through OAR 340-035-
0035 Noise Control Regulations for Industry and Commerce. Specifically, DEQ says

”No person owning or controlling a new industrial or commercial noise source
located on a previously used industrial or commercial site shall cause or permit the
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operation of that noise source if the statistical noise levels generated by that new
source and measured at an appropriate measurement point, specified in subsection
(3)(b) of this rule, exceed the levels specified in Table 8, except as otherwise
provided in these rules.”

Table 8 is defined below:

TABLE 8
(340-35-035)

New Industrial and Commercial Noise Source Standards
Allowable Statistical Noise Levels in Any One Hour

7 am— 10 pm 10 pm — 7am
L5055 dBA L50 ~ 50 dBA
L10- 60 dBA L 10-55dBA
LI-75dBA L1-60dBA

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements or
noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification and their compliance with
these DEQ standards.

18.02.020 Policy Statement

(Added by Ordinance No. 175772, effective August 1, 2001.) It is the intent of the City Council to
minimize the exposure of citizens to the potential negative physiological and psychological effects of
excessive noise and protect, promote and preserve the public health, safety and welfare. It is the
intent of the City Council to control the level of noise in a manner that promotes the use, value, and
enjoyment of property, conduct of business, sleep and repose and reduces unnecessary and excessive
sound in the environment.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In addition to the city’s policy , DEQ’s policy statement in OAR 340-035-005 spells out the need for
controlling excessive noise “In the interest of public health and welfare, and in accordance with ORS
467.010, it is declared to be the public policy of the State of Oregon: (1) To provide a coordinated
state-wide program of noise control to protect the health, safety, and welfare of Oregon citizens from
the hazards and deterioration of the quality of life imposed by excessive noise emissions

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements or
noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant also did
not indicate how they will comply with the City or DEQ policy statement.
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18.10.060 Construction Activities and Equipment.
(Amended by Ord. No. 159276 effective Jan. 24, 1987.)

A. Maximum sound levels: No person shall operate any equipment or appurtenances thereto in
commercial construction activities which exceeds 85 dBA, when measured at 50 feet (15.2
meters) from the source. This standard shall not apply to trucks (see Section 18.10.020), pile
drivers, pavement breakers, scrapers, concrete saws and rock drills.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements
or noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant
also did not indicate how they will comply with the City standards.

B. Night, weekend, and legal holidays limitation: From 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. the following
morning, and 6:00 p.m. Saturday to 7:00 a.m. the following Monday, and on legal holidays, the
permissible sound levels of Section 18.10.010 shall apply to all construction activities except by
variance or for reasons of emergency. The exempted equipment of Section 18.10.060 A is not
exempted during these hours. For purposes of this Subsection, construction activities on a public
road within a zone shall be considered as taking place on private property within that zone.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements
or noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant
also did not indicate how they will comply with the City standards.

C. The adjustments to permissible sound levels established in Section 18.10.010 B apply to
Subsections A and B above.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements
or noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant
also did not indicate how they will comply with the City standards.
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D. All equipment used in commercial activities shall have sound control devices no less effective
than those provided on the original equipment, and no equipment shall have an unmuffled
exhaust.

Findings for Further Consideration:

In the application to the City, the Applicant did not submit any background noise measurements
or noise studies indicating the projected impacts of the proposed modification. The Applicant
also did not indicate how they will comply with the City standards.

E. All equipment used in commercial construction activities shall comply with pertinent standards of
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. Litter. For Waste-Related uses, the plan must address litter generated on the site and litter along
roadways leading to the use that is generated by vehicles coming to the site. The plan must also address
illegally dumped waste products near the site. The plan must provide for regular litter removal. The plan
must also include means to limit litter from vehicles coming to site; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

The City regulates litter in Title 29 of the City Code. Specifically, 29.20.010 Outdoor Maintenance
Reguirements as outlined below:

H. Trash and debris. Remove, and keep removed, unless specifically authorized by
ordinance to do otherwise: 2. Accumulations of litter, glass, scrap materials (such as
wood, metal, paper, and plastics), junk, combustible materials, stagnant water, or
trash.

DEQ also regulates litter and debris management for transfer stations through OAR 340-096-0040
Transfer Stations and Material Recovery Facilities. Specifically:

¢) Nuisance Conditions: (A) Blowing debris shall be controlled such that the entire
disposal site is maintained free of litter.

In the application to City, no information was found on how the Applicant would specifically comply with
both the City and DEQ standards for minimizing litter nuisance conditions. No operational or nuisance
abatement plans were included.
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C. Dust, mud, and vector control. The plan must provide mechanisms to limit impacts from dust, mud,
and disease carrying organisms such as rats and mosquitoes.
Findings for Further Consideration:
In addition to the City, DEQ regulates fugitive dust, mud and vectors under OAR 340-096-0040 Transfer

Stations and Material Recovery Facilities

(¢) Nuisance Conditions: (B) Dust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent
air pollution or excessive noise as defined by ORS Chapters 467 and 468 and rules
and regulations adopted pursuant thereto. (d) Health Hazards. Rodent and insect
control measures shall be provided, sufficient to prevent vector production and
sustenance. Any other conditions which may result in transmission of disease to man
and animals shall be controlied;

In their application to the City, the Applicant did not include any operational or contingency plans to
minimize these nuisance conditions nor did they indicate any methods, systems or other control means for
managing fugitive dust, preventing track-out and minimizing vectors.

33.254.070 Reclamation Plan for Landfills

The applicant for a landfill use in the Waste-Related use category must submit a reclamation plan. The
Bureau of Environmental Services and BDS will provide a technical review of the plan. Mining uses are
subject to State requirements for reclamation plans.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.254.080 Setbacks, Landscaping, and Screening

Waste-Related uses are subject to the following setback, landscaping, and screening requirements. Mining
uses are subject to State requirements for setbacks, landscaping, and screening.

A. Setback distance. Waste-Related uses must be set back 100 feet from all property and street lot lines that
abut C, E, or I zones. A 200 foot setback is required along all property and street lot lines that abut OS or
R zones.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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H.

B. Landscaping and screening requirements. The setback must be landscaped to at least the L1 standard.
A fence at least 6 feet high must be provided on the interior side of the setback. The fence must be
screened by a high hedge meeting the L3 standard. The landscaping standards are stated in Chapter
33.248, Landscaping and Screening. In addition, gates with fencing at least 6 feet high must be provided
across all entrances. The property owner must maintain the fencing and gates in good repair.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.254.090 Activities in Required Setbacks

Extraction, movement, or stockpiling of mineral and aggregate resources or the disposal or storage of waste
products within a required setback is prohibited. The tops and toes of cut and fill slopes must remain outside
the required setback. Structures, exterior storage, and parking areas for trucks or equipment are not allowed
within the required setbacks. Required setbacks include all setbacks approved by the State for Mining uses.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

33.254.100 Underground Utilities

All underground lines and conduits on a mining or landfill site and within 50 feet of the site must be protected
from damage from the use. This includes storm and sanitary sewers, and water, gas, and electric lines.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

There is a reclamation or redevelopment plan which will ensure that the site will be suitable for an allowed
use when the mining or landfill use is finished; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

Public benefits of the use outweigh any impacts that cannot be mitigated.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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Adjustments
33.805.010 Purpose

The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
These regulations apply city-wide, but because of the city's diversity, some sites are difficult to develop in
compliance with the regulations. The adjustment review process provides a mechanism by which the regulations
in the zoning code may be modified if the proposed development continues to meet the intended purpose of those
regulations. Adjustments may also be used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would
preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations. They also allow for
alternative ways to meet the purposes of the code, while allowing the zoning code to continue to provide certainty
and rapid processing for land use applications.

33.805.040 Approval Criteria

The approval criteria for signs are stated in Title 32. All other adjustment requests will be approved if the review
body finds that the applicant has shown that either approval criteria A. through F. or approval criteria G. through
L., below, have been met. Adjustments to the ground floor window requirements of this Title must also meet the
additional requirements stated in the ground floor window sections in the base zones.

A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be modified; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

B. Ifin a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or appearance of the
residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the
adjacent streets and the desired character of the area; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments results in a project
which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and
Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on the
resource and resource values as is practicable; or

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

. Application of the regulation in question would preclude all reasonable economic use of the site; and

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

. Granting the adjustment is the minimum necessary to allow the use of the site; and
Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.

Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical.

Findings for Further Consideration:

No Shaw response.
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ATTACHMENT 1
Well Reports for Site Monitoring Wells MW-3 Through MW-19
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SOHRCES DEPT. 557508:@:1 Card # v I

(6) LOCATION OF WELL By Iegal description

Mame Freeway Land Go, &l Location; County__Mig] tnomah
Address 7045 Alberta N Towaship_ 1§ (Nor$)Rmge_ PF  (BOIW) Section 24
City Partl agg . &ee OR Zp gzggg 1 __8F V4of _NE 1% of above sectlon,
{2) TYPE OF WORK: ‘ 7. Kither Steoct address of well location 0037 SE_100th Ave.
Portland, OR
B Now construction. 7] Afteotion (Repai/Recondition) or ‘Tax lot pumber of well focstion___ A 500
[[] Conversion [} Deepening "1 Absndonment 3, ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIRD, Map depll fuefinde
.o spprwxdneatc acabe and north arrew,
{3 DRILLING METHOD (7] STATIC WATER LEVEL;
N Rotary At [] Rty Mud  [7) Cable 25 P below land surface, Date__ &1~ 38 - 9
7] Hollow StemAugr [ Other . Attesion Prowswre__of—  Ibfsq in. Dotz
.BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
¥s  No Depth st which waler was Grst found /(3
Spmu Srdeds [ BT Depihof complewed well___ % 8 R, Tom i Bt Plow Yo WL
Land suriace
Water-tight cover
A Surface flush vault
Locking cap
Casing (3 WELL LOG: Growsd ehevation
digmeter in. .
mummm_%arﬁﬂ ot ey Pom § T | SWL
Weldod  Threaded Glued
o W 0O Mﬁ%m- yqansaf Q 2
Lingt Bdas vacodd” ¥
< ET 0 s ; " . —t
— ‘ 2 o448
Veided Thoeaded Choed “
i I
- le—l}xwi QS‘ {g

Gairvsr S

3 e Bewehiole diamene
‘ i,

™ Bonmmho plug o least 3 ft, hick

Soreets
—— manerisl PVC. S D
interval(g):
¥From ﬂ l To iss
From To
Shksize i in.
Filter pack:
Maicrial
Size + in.
(%) WELLTEST
T Pumg’ [ Bailer 7 air [ Flowing Attesian
Permeabillty Yiekd G
Conductivity JFH
Temperature of wates, K Depih ertcatan fowy foumd ft.
Way walzr analysis done? [ | s
By whotn?
Depth of sirata to b anatyzed. From fi-to fi.
Remarks:

Name of supervising Cirologist/Bogineec

Trate rtarted &w .'Zﬁ* 27 Compleied &f- 3% « QI

(unbonded) Moattor Web) Constrocior Conifieaion?

1 contify that the work 1 petforaed on the constniction, eharation, or
shandonment of this well is iy compliances with Omgon well construction
standurds, Materialy noed mnd infomsstion reported above are ue 1o the best

&mwlﬁ and belief, Mwe Nombsr f 2 R4
8 '

Diustn 4/*- 28-9¢
(bondied) Monkar Well Construcrer Centification:

T accapt teaponsibility for the comuucunn altemniion, o sbandotiment
wo:tperfmwdont}us e thoming the comstruction dates reported ahove, All
work perdo £ i vornplisnce with Oregon well constraction
b the best of my knowledge and bedief,

MWC Nuuber /2




B N

T STATE OF OREGON JUN ¢ 3 1997
‘MQMT()RING WELL REPORT
(m mmw by OHS m.m & mn mmm g DEPT

(1} OWNFWPROJW
mame _Freeway Land o,
Adkdiess 794.} Alherta
Ciy P 1l

e OB

Zip_97218

@) mn;o WORK:

&@"New construction

[7] Alteration (RepairfRecomdition)

{6) LOCATION OF WELL By legal description
Bell Location; County, Mul tnomah

Towaship 15 (M or 8y Range DL (Bor W) Saction 32 .

1Y U of N 14 of nbovs section.
2. Epar Siroet address of well locaion__ 0637 SE_100th Ave.
Portiand,

or Tax lot puruber of well foeation. K500

[[] Cenversiom [} Deepening I ] Abmdonment 3 ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map soll includs
. spprexhuate poale wod vorth arvew,
3 DRILLING METHOD (7} BTATIC WATER LI VEL:
Tty Adr 7] Rotwybiud 7] Cable Pu below fagd surface. "")"‘” 3 R L
[] Hollow Stz Auger [} ey Artesian Posssuge Ibfsg.in.  Duate
v BORE HOLE COMSTRUCTION {8y WATER BEARING ZONES:
%1 No Drepth a1 which water vras fiost fousd
chlai Stanelards - 7] [&" Depth of complased well é g‘ a'ﬁ_ fL From 1o Haz. Moy Rate SWL
Land gurfece
. ‘,Q__ fr Wateetight cover
( o b —— Sueface flugh vault
- It, - Locking cap
Coming (9) WELL LOG: Ground elavation
diamytor i
mateinl Eéég WYe éi LD Matetisl Em ﬁ From To SWL
Waided Thizaded Glued
D E] 9] 0
Keal " Jduer
- K dinmerer i e . it FEY
msterial
o < Welded Theeaded Ghid
O 4 T - & S R
3&.& ey YoBIE B0
Material S2as
Amount ‘; g s
thout weight )
e Botchole dismeice

m.

/"‘
Flter
pack
(e
St m

T Bentenite plug at foast 3 . thick

(¢

(5Y WELLTEST

T Punay [ Bailes Ul Ak 7] Plowing Avtesian
Permeability Yield (G2
Comductivity

Trnperatire of water ,S ] @C Trepth artesian fow fommd
Was water anslysis done? [[] ¥ex
By whom? -

Dicpth of ybrita 10 be analyzed, From fuw

Repnarks:

1.

Name of superyising GeologisBugincer

Dute started _£f> o2 7 < g_.__z Complered _frfm 37 G

funbonded) Monitor Well Constractor Cenlification:

1 cegtify that the work § performad on the cotistiuction, alieration, or
abmvdoamrat of this wedl 8 In compliance with Oregon well combuction
seodivds, Materials used and information reponted above are true 1o the bost
Imowledge and heltef, ;

MWC Rutuber

Pate_fd 42

(botsded) Monitor Woll Consmucuw Covtifivation:
¥} accept mspomatbility for thes covstruction, almtion, ar shandomeent

MWE Nimbex W
B Y




Nemssese=¥ GTATE OF OREGON

MUY
MO ORI Ry S4at6

Instructions for completing this report are on the tast page of this form,

REQE &M# FG /Y

(1) OWNER/PROJECT:

WELLNO. m@@:—m@w
Lo A

(E) LOCATHS OF WELL By legal description

TERRESOHACE ftyep:gmhu:&nmwk

Name (W% !

Address . SALGM) (NorSyRange 348" (Eor W) Section 22,

City P swe OR  Zp F2245 I__Abwd UAof _ANad 1 of above section. “

(2) TYPE OF WORK: 2. Elther Street addrj of well location -3
@/ﬂew construclion [} Alteration {Repair/Recondition) or Tax lot number of well 1ocation L ot

[T} Conversion {7] Deepening [} Abandonment "

3, ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow.

(3) DRILLING METHOD

" (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:

- Rotary Air [} Rotary Mud [T} Cable Fi. below land surface, Date___ e/ &*’ G
[7] Hollow StemAuger ] Other Artesian Pressure _ b/sq.in.  Date =
BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
Yes No Depth at which water was first found fl'b
Special Standards  {] LA Depth of completed weil éé e ft. From To Fst, Flow Rate SWL
Land surface -l 2 ol o /7.~
Vault
D n Water-tight cover
W, L% ) Ao Surface flush vault
. __2.!2’:, o Locking cap
= Y Casing " (%) WELLLOG: Ground efevation___ Ay
5 diameter _ oA
material Material From To S
Welded Threaded Glued ____%_w o -5
0O =0 | enee] & Choy & 120 | S
Seal Liner Clary ! 7‘0 M
R, diameter 4
material
1O Welded Threaded Glued
< 0O O O
S A Well seal:
. Material 3 (2
Amount /=[5 mg
Grout weight
/\_ L Borehole diametf.r
\J .
= P " Bentonite plug at least 3 ft. thick
) . J Screen
Filter material _Pokdy Ca
pack .
interval(s):
% rom_{p  To ZQ
TO < From To :
A@_ ft. Slotsize «(>2P in
ih e Filter pack:
Material Date started ___g# 4 =27 Completed a_:/ [ 74

Size Qt {2 in

i

(unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

{5y WELLTEST:

[} pump [()Baiter [ Air {7 Flowing Artesian
Permeability Yield GPM
Conductivity et PH

Tempcrature of water___ O OR/C Depth artesian flow found
Was water analysis done? [ ]Yes @70

By whom?
Depth of steata to be analyzed, From fi.to
Remarks:

P |

Name of supervising-Geologist/Engincer

[ centify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and belief. MWC Number £ m

Date_ J¥2O=2 2.

Signed__ P

(bonded) Monitor Wetl Constructor Certification:
1 accept responsibility for the constmcuon, alteration, or abandonment
work performed on this well-during the construction dates reponted above. All -
q § in compliance with Oregon well construction
d'the best of my knowledge and belief.

MWC Numper

APPSR SV



STATE OF OREGON

Mﬁﬁmme WELL REPORT
{as yyul

RS 537.768 & DAR 690-240-095)
Instructions far completing this report are on the last page of this form,

{1) OWNER/PROJECT
Name Pl ey /. to-c/

WELLNO._ oo /LH 287

MmulT
Sualts

RECEIVED

SEP pSugap # & 7774]

Cit

Address :ﬂqg 4/ M
ben ol

State 2R Zip 2%

(2) TYPE OF WORK:

E& ew construction

(1 Alteration (Repair/Recondition)

2. Elther Sireet address of well location
Moxﬂgma.j OR.

WARBR RESOURAN KF LB L By legal description

\Mﬁﬁwo
Township_| & (N or ) Range QE: (Eor W) Section 2/ ems___

L_jmal 4of _ NréD 174 of above section. A

CHVO

or Tax ot aumber of well location

[} Conversion ] Deepening [} Abandonment 3. ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
' approxlmate scale and north arrow.
(3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: .
otary Alr [] RotaryMud 7] Cable ¢ Fi. below land surface. Date Spwid ' m ¥
(] Hollow StemAuger  [[] omer Artesian Pressure lb/sg.in.  Date
BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
) Yos No Depth at which waler was first found 5.0
Special Standards  [] Depth of completed wcllw_&@ ft. From To Hst, Flow Rate SWL
Land surface ) " L. o i)
, Waler-tight cover
{ 10 R Je— Surface flush vault
20t 2 Locking cap
{ Casing (9 WELLLOG: Ground elevation F a3
(L diameter 42 " in.
material ?M.L— Material From To SWL
Welded Threaded Glued Pt sy e .
0O e 0 f;)agy_gf Lty 5 |20 | S
Seal Liner Ol RO | MHesrtd
e 953 diameter in. U
material
70 Welded Threaded Glued
_ O o 0
8.t i Well seal:
Material D
Amount __{—Hag
Grout weight ===
e Borehole diameter
(‘\ _ 2 ”_m___in.
3 g - 'B_Enoflle p-i:tig at Jeast 3 ft. thick
a " Sereen
Fﬂtﬁr material prb"b
pac interval(s): .
(‘-\'_:{_—ft. From _{p To W s
TO From To 1
_l“ﬂﬁ Slot size « ¢ in i
2 Filter packs
Material M Date stanted _ %} 92 Completed ___ Snmd -9 2

in.

(] Flowing Artesian
GPM

‘ : Size
k.,. z 050500
(5) WELLTEST
[} Pump [} Bailer O air
Permeability — Yield —
Conductivity e PH

Temperature of water_{9f °FIC  Depth artesian flow found
Was water analysis done? [ ] Yes [@¥G

By whom?
Depth of strata to be analyzed. From

ft. to

ft.

Remarks:

Name of supervising Geologist/Enginecr

(unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification: ]
I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or

abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction

standards. Materials used and information reporied above are true to the best

knowledge and belicf, MWC Nomber £O24 0
su;nedM ..M pate_G+20-97

{bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Centification:

1 accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment
work performed on lhls well during the construction dates reported above. All
me Is in compliance with Oregon well construction

to the best of my knowledge and belief. ‘/

MWC Number
Date




- - . Wy —-

RECEIVED

STATE OF OREGON MNwu Ly
ORING WELLREPORT $'4343

(as'tequired by ORS 537,765 & OAR 690-240.095)
Instructlons for completing this yreport are on the last page of this form.

L I

SEP 25 199t Card#____& 99 /4473

TER

(1) OWNER/PROJECT: WELL NO,
MM COs

Address

City ferthend
(2) TYPE OF WORK:

m construction

7] Conversion

[] Alteratton (Repair/Recoudition)
[] Deepening [[] Abandonment

SE&LQ&_Z:LPM;:_

DOBATRONEPE WELL By legal description
ngmaﬂmty

Township l 5 (N or 8) Range 2& (E or W) Section 'z&

1. MQ J__\dof gg 1/4 of above section.

2, Either Strect address of well location @‘3 2 SE, &2’”“ ml&
Qgrk\ Lond,

("4
LSTO

or Tax lot number of well location

3. ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,

SAL

(3) DRILLING METHOD

ary Air [ RotaryMud  [] Cable

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:

& > Tt below land surfacc, Date 2:&:22

| Hollow StemAuger [ Other Artesian Pressure Ibisq. in.  Date
 BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES: -
‘ Yes No Depth at which water was first found t) e
Special Standards [ [#1 Depth of completed well /h‘ ft. From T Hat. Flow Rate SWL
Land surface (vl vl e o
Vault \:?
Water-tight cover
Q e Surface flush vault
(% Locking cap
Casing M 9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation ___ Asg
diameter 8 in.
material Ay Material From T SWL
Welded 'Threaded Glucd W’ £ c:&? o Xic | 6w | |
| 0 & 0 C-lusy £o |
Seal Liner
_Otn. diameter in.
material
rO Welded Threaded Glued
0 o
5w —~— Well seal:
5 Material w MM
Amount __ Jw M e
Grout weight e
(——— Borehole diameter
C in.
—_ Bentonite plug at least 3 . thick
Screen
lI;";léﬁr material __ Ppl) s
] interval(s):
__f_ ft, From To t&
70 From To
_& ft. Slot size \ORD _in.
PFilter pack:
Material w Date started e Jigm 7 Completed _ $wnp g 4
e .: : AN Stee " (unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

(5) WELLTEST

{1 Pump []Bailer 7] Air (] Flowing Artesian
Permeability e Yield " GPM
Conductivity - PH

‘Temperature of water_ 4D °FIC Depth artesian flow found
Was water analysis done? [ Yes 0
By whom?

[ certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Gregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and belief.. MWC Nuniber dea243

SignedM&M—— Date_ B0~

(bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment

fi.

Depth of sirata to be analyzed, From fl.to

Remarks:

f. work pepfocmed duri

work performed on thi tweing the construction dates reported above, All
pt is in compliance with Oregon well construction

rehoedd

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer g

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

to the best of my knowledge and belief.
MWC Number




STATE OF OREGON

Mp——

(1) OWNER/PROJECT:

MulLt

ONYTORING WELLREPORT S 3\
as required by ORS 537,768 & OAR 690-240-095)

Instructions for completing this report are on the last page of this

WELLNO. e [ L~ I RLE:

R

Name Lo
Address 294
City P_q 4% Stale 2i 97%

{2} TYPE OF WORK:

W construction

[] Conversion

[C] Aneration (Repair/Recondition)

[[] Despening

{7] Abandonment .

RECEIVER

SEP 2 & 1997

Start Card #_ NG 2 /4 L/
e 777

, DEEGOWATION OF WELL By legal description
Well Location: County_m

Township__ /% (N orS)Range 2L (Eor'W) Section & B
L At 14 of __Mried 174 of above section,

2. Elther Street addgess of well localion .

« (01,8
[7¥ x 012

or Tax lot number of well location

3. ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED, Map shall include
approximate scale and north axrow,

(3) DRILLING METHOD

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:

mtary Air [7] Rotary Mud  [7] Cable & Ft. below land surface. Date & :‘é ot &4
(7] Hollow StemAuger  [] Other Artestan Pressure o= |hisq.in,  Dale
/U\ BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION {8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
\ ' Yes No Depth at which water was fivst found S
Special Standards  []  [#*  Depth of completed well & oI From To Est. Flow Rate SWL
Land surface s Zz AR &eo
Vault B
0O n L Water-tight cover
’ To : 3~ Surface flush vault
T R].A 0 Locking cap
J Casing » (9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation_ M/
/— 2 R + ; in.
A material Qlﬂ bV Material From To SWL
Welded Threaded Glued <D 4 i
O =~ O -/ 5 | S
Seal Liner Cleny, fo 2] /60 | &
L1 diameter in.
material
Welded Threaded Glued
10
< 0 O o
5 ft. I Well seal:
Material
Amount ﬁkg
Grout weight [l
A —— Borehole diameter
q ¢ o » in.
: E‘e}flto';\j’e p@ at least 3 ft. thick
( Screen
;}:;Iéﬁr material QrQ‘ -
interval(s): :
7 ‘& 1. From To tz
TO From Ta
/6 . Slot size, eaQew i
Filter pack:

<
_ {q Size @/ in.
{5) WELLTEST
{7 Pump [ ) Bailer ] Air {] Flowing Artesian
Permeability e Yield "= GPM
Conductivity —— PH e

Temperature of water__, 7% ¢ °F/C  Depth artesian flow found ft.
Was water analysis done? [ ]Yes P4No

By whom?

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From

Remarks:

ft.to ft.

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer

Date started &ﬂ’- #7 Completed  Svwd €=y

(unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification: !

T certify that the work 1 performed on the construction, alteration, or |
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction H
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and belief.- MWC Nuntber_Zgadg-d

Signed_m-'w Date_ e RO~ P }

(bonded) Monitor Welt Constructor Certification: )
I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment

work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above, All

work performed during sht 3 in compliance with Oregon well construction

#the best of my knowledge and beief. & 5‘/

MWC Number


http:olternlion,.or
http:Eg,.�.oE

STATE OF OREGON

MONFEORING WELL REPORT
Yas required by ORS 537,765 & OAR 690-240.095)

Instructions for completing this report are on the last page of this form,
WELL NO, v} {0 -

(1) OWNER/PROJECT:

MuLX
SHAUM

RECEIVED

SEP oy 1q8y Card#

o449 /42,

5Al

Name ﬁ*m o L BN lo,
Address 2T+ ”’M
Cit State Zi 2,

(2) TYPE OF WORK:

Mw construction

[ Conversion

] Alieration (Repair/Recondition)
{7 Deepening

[} Abandonment .

ER @&m NG, WELL By legol description

fi iy
:Foivnéhii)‘ (N or 8) Range 2 & (EorW) Section /2.

(DR, Y1 Y] Vdof __Arin 144 of above section.

2, Elther Street address of well location E o T

W% OR:
or Tax lot number of well location 5"&0

3. ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow.

(3) DRILLING METHOD

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:

ofary Air [] Rotary Mud  [] Cable SO Fibelow land surface. Date___ &= A8~ 12
] Holtow StemAuger [ ] Other Artesian Pressure lb/sq.in.  Date
A4 BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION {8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
‘ Yes No Depth at which water was first found Soe
Special Standards [] B Depth of completed well M 1. From To Est, Flow Rate SWL
| " : Land surface 3 pd MM, &
Vault s el
@ 1 \ i) Water-tight cover
/_\‘(_f‘o 1. R E er-ligl
. oy ;'(_‘" Surface flush vault
" i, 0 = x Locking cap
A . i Z: Casing (9 WELL LOG: Ground elevation Ma
(_ ‘, DN diameter g.‘ in, 4
L o \ material Material From To SWL
\ Welded Threaded Glued __gk._u_w o g
I = O Kebtred helobony &7 | 2o | Sy ,
Seal Liner CAgry ’ f' /6 ;
a. ft diameter 2” in, 4
material
Welded Threaded Glued
< O O O |
iﬂ. P Well seal:
Material
Amount b
Groul welght e
/—\| Borehole diamel.er
N, o in,
__. Bentonite plug at Jeast 3 fi. thick
" Sereen
gfalé]? Tnaterial (’Ldb“b
N interval(s):
‘ /’_ﬁﬂ. From 4 To £&
Y [ < From To
M. Slot size L AL in.
Filter pack: i
Material ﬂ‘M f}-ﬂd Date staried __ Predp =942 Completed  Jod fpm 37 t

Size g(}, in,

(8) WELLTEST

{7 Pump ("] Bailer (] A {7 Flowing Artesian
Permeability — Yield e GPM
Conductivity, - PH -

"Temperature of water f{gﬁ' °B/C  Depth artesian flow found

Was water analysis done? [ Yes (ot

By whom?

Depth of sirata to be analyzed, From

ft. to ft.

Remarks:

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

(unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Cestification:

I certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards, Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and beliet. MWC Number m

W 2t T Y AT I

{bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
1 aceept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment
work performed on this well during the construction dates reported above, Al
g is in compliance with Oregon well construction
4 the best of my knowledge and belief.

MWC Number Zd&éﬂ/

Signed




STATE OF OREGON

» Mu LY
" T
mﬁﬁ%ﬁgﬁgﬁ%&ﬁ 629:&%%5) SHato

Instructions for completing this report are o the last page of this forin,

v

SEP 95 108t Cardt__(D FT/48

(1) OWNER/PROJECT:

Name £ e

WELL NO._ghyty ...@ ey 28T

/Awdl YaPsy
(21 braets

Address  FoF
City_Fori 4

State ¢

Zip @7&1&3

(2) TYPE OF WORK:

MW construction

{7} Conversion

] Alteration (Repair/Recondition)
[} Deepening [7] Abandonment*

- 1 ROSONRCERNTST WELL By legal description
SALRM Igﬂgﬁ@éﬂ aty Zﬁjd&ggg M‘\

Township lﬁ (NorS)Range DB (BorW) Section B2,

. WNw Vdof  pug 1/4 of above section.
2. Elther Sweet address of well location _&&37 i& /6&‘”’1@0&
—Cect oR.

or Tax lot number of well location éﬁ"&rp

3, ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED, Map shall Incinde
approximate seale and north arrew,

(3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:
#4” Rotary Alr (7] Rotary Mud [T} Cable __ 8530 P below Jand surfage. Date___ = f Qe @2
] Hollow Stemauger  [] Other Arteslan Pressure 1bfsq. in. Date
A BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
{ Yes  Ne Depth at which water was first found S Wa )
\S';;éal Standards [ ] @’/ Depth of completed well__/ él/b ft. From To Est. Plow Rate SWL
B — Land surface ﬁ' ’ 2N & i 5’2 49
Vault :
fl. Water-tight cover
( 70 4 3 Surface flush vanlt
At @ Locking cap
A5 i Casing {9) WELL LOG: Ground elevation ___Asi3,
a 'f' W diameter Q” in.
) material P ALLEA Material From o SWL
Welded Threaded Glued it el (%) &
o w0 gwa/) +§" | &0 | aw
Seal Liner by S | Jw
e 1 diameter in, 4
material
10 < Wfi{sled Thrcaded G!_‘ff”d
L o0
_ﬁ:/ft. - Well scal:
Materlat F) fa .
Ampunt /“3 B4
Grout weight 0
SN 3 Borehole diameter
u N [ é # Jin,
: E&xto’?ﬁe p'f_\_l-:g at least 3 ft. thick
( Sereen
ﬁ;‘éﬁr material __@ 840 ¢4
p— interval(s)y
L 1, From___ __é___ To %
To From To
LLbit Slotsize A OXD  in.
Filter pack:
Material @57 |veA, f’m(j Date started __ Sov/ Twﬁ‘? Completed _ SA=F%e £
e [y Size ”‘Qj%m " (unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Centification:

(8) WELLTEST:

{7} Pump {7 Bailer 7] Air {7 Flowing Artesian
Permenbility o Yield o GPM
Conductivity ot PH

Temperature of water_ 8 - °FIC Depth artesian flow found
Was water analysis done? [7)Yes [P0
By whom?

§ certify that the work | performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported above are trute to the best

knowiedge and belief, MWC Number £¢3
Date_ 8209 'F

Signed _#

{bonded) Monitor Weli Constructor Certification:
1 accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment

Depthr of strata to be analyzed, From ft.to

Remarks:

work performed on thigWell diting the construction dates reported abeve, All
work performed during this timefs in compliance with Oregon well construction
standardgFis j

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer ﬂrwug

Signed,

ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECOND (X,



http:�R�r�Q.��

e .., STATE OF OREGON

Myt
MONITORING WELLKEFORT S¥a3J

Instructions for completing this veport gre on the last page of this form.

RECEIVED

SEP 85 19%hncadr__ & 29 F5 2.

(1) OWNER/PROJECT: WELL NO, - —~

Name loy

Address

Ci, State Zip L Lk —

unty

”;‘;F é\g Wﬁ#ﬁh WELL By legal description
“Well Cocaton: ——meh

Township l LY (N or 8) Range :ZE (E or W) Section 2&
1. _Adw 1/4 of vw /4 of above section,

(2) TYPE OF WORK:

[7] Alteration (Repair/Recondition)
{T] Deepening ] Abandenment «

New construction
[] Conversion

2, Either Street address of well iocation WM
fortland oR

or Tax lot number of well locatipn

3. ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,

(3) DRILLING METHOD

P otary Air [T} RotaryMud ] Cable

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:
Ft. below land surface.

Date__ Gpf— 99

(] Hollow 8temAuger [ Other Artesian Pressure Ibfsq.in.  Date
BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
) Yes No Depth at which water was first found
Special Standards ] T Depth of completed well J ft. From To Est. Flow Rate SWL
= o Land surface S 2 o o0 Ny
]{3 o8 ]
P S \ lz Water-tight cover
YO ; S(———~ Surface flush vault
7 Rdt, ; — 4 :; Locking cap .
L Casing 9 WELL LOG: Ground elevation N2,
- 3 diameter 9“ in,
f materlal Material From To SWL
Welded ‘Threaded Glued el A P~ (@) A
0O & 0 Srteod £Cfay S | 2o | 52D
Seal Liner % 4 > .
a1 diameter in.

material
Welded Threaded Ghued

< 0O 0O O

A) . P Well seal:

Amount
Grout weight

-

L e

Material m’y

Borehole diameter

non

N

" Bentonite plug at least 3 f. thick

Screen
inilctir material Plu Ky
p interval(s):
f—\ ' From_ o To_ R
TO From To

_ﬁ fi. Slot size g2 2.0 _in,

| Filter pack:
Materiai <,

Size =)D in.

F a
R

NI AT R

wd

Date started

.= - 45— %9 Complcted_Sowr e v d

{unbonded) Monitor Wel Constructor Certification:

(5) WELLTEST

[} Pump [ Bailer ] Air [] Flowing Artesian
Permeability o~ Yield T GPM
Conduclivity — PH

‘Temperature of water__ &y °F/C Depth artesian flow found
Was water analysis done? [ Yes &G

Lcentify that the work 1 performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported above are irue to the best

kaowledge and belief, - MWC Number Zpr26

Signcdw Date j%’?

(bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Cetification:
I accept responsibility for th ction, alteration, or abandonment

By whom? — work performed on this wpt™during the Yonstruction dates reported above. All
Depth of strata to be analyzed. From ft. to . work perform ing tis time [s in pompliance with Oregon well construction
Remarks: standardsAThis reporg MiENo therbest of my knowledge and belief,
Z, MWC Number M
Name of supervising Geologist/Engincer Signed 2“%@58 fg‘?*
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT  SECOND COPYUORSTRUCTOR -CUST R :
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« ... STATE OF OREGON

MONFYORING WELL REPORT
(as required by ORS 537. 765 & QAR 690.240.0958)

Instructions for completing this veport are on the last page of this form,

MuLT
SHAz4

RECEIVED

QFPO::1

] acE W W e e R

gyt Cad X VLA

Noauz—_-ﬂé:m

_.1

(1) OWNER/PROJECT WELL
rw#%ﬁﬁc
Address

(2) TYPE OF WORK:

W construction

(7] Conversion

228

[] Atteration (Repaiv/Recondition)
[[] Deepening

7] Abandonment

’QQE ézg WELL By legal description

(N or 8) Range :) E: (E or W) Section Q&
1/4 of Ada) 1/4 of above section.

Street address of well location

coa’“‘

Qe

2 Eih
"é.aﬂﬂ 4a &8
L0

or ‘Tax lot number of weil location

3, ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,

(3) DRILLING METHOD

(7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:

Otary Air [] Rotary Mud ] Cable :}:2 Ft. below land surface. Date 595'/«9»‘?7
[ Hotlow StemAuger  {_] Other Artesian Pressure 1b/sq. in. Date
A4 BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
: Yos No Depth at which water was first found o Ty TR
Special Standards [} (€7 Depth of completed well__ ‘3:"13 ft. From To Est. Flow Rate SWL
i Land surface a2, x & N, BB
Vault 0y \ ‘E i
O n ; T Water-tight cover
: ) TO A {3 Suriace flush vault
iy f — 7‘ Locking cap
L \_I B casing p  OWELLLOG:  Gomd dlovation__ AJH2
¢ \ diameter » in.
i material edﬂls /) Material From To SWL
Welded Threaded Glued ____P_.MM,A-« ) /5
O O Grotad sedey X | o
Seal Liner iy e | 32, | Mo
o diameter in, 3554 SEeede | 32, 2y
material Coarg @
Welded Threaded Glued
™ < O O O
ft. ——- Well seal:
"24— ) Material ilt‘ ng QM ~
Amount _§"~ Qg._fé
Grout weight o—
N Borehole diameger
\_) & in,
" Dentonite plug at least 3 t. tick
Screen
ggéﬁr material _ Qe G
o~ interval(s):
)2 From @M. To_3Y
T0 From To
L R ' Slotsize + OO _in
A4 Filter pack:
Material 41 Mg 5w£ Daie started Q—-[z.—fﬁz Completed ¢/ S5
N _l’ PR 5:0:0:4 Size ..8_12:'_____'“- {unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

(3 WELLTEST

{7} Pump [} Baiter [] Adr [C] Flowing Artesian
Permeability - Yieid oo GPM
Conductivity, ber _PH -—

Temperature of water, l':h" °F/C. Depth artesian flow found ft.
Was water analysis done? [_] Yes o

By whom?

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From ft. to fl.
Remarks:

Nare of supervising GeologisVEngineer
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT SECO

1 certify that the work I performed on the constraction, alieration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards, Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and belief, MWC Number M

Si gned_M ‘—% Date QM

{bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
1 accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment

is in compliance with Oregon well construction
pAo the best of my knowledge and belief,

/v

MWC Number

D CO; YCONSTRUCTOR THIRD COorPyY- CUSTO ER



s STATE OF OREGON MuLx
MONITORING WELL REPORT SM2.3(,
(as vequired by ORS 537,765 & OAR 690-240.095)

Instructions for )

RECEIVED

SE

1) OWNER/PROJECT: WELLNO.

(
MM%M C

Address b g~
Cil

ip WZ/?

P25 199

S.’tan Card#___(24G 9155

CATION OF WELL By legal description
S LERT. el nore s

MNorS)Range _ ME  (Eor W) Section 22.

1. 1/4 of hoied 1/4 of sbove section.

N

(2) TYPE OFWORK:

W; construction

[ Alteration (Repair/Recondition)

2. El(ﬁr i;eftad 3 of well location “32$£ &b’%&Qg
[Yor o

J

or Tax lot number of well locatit;n

[} Conversion "] Deepening [C] Abandonment 3. ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,
(3) DRILLING METHOD {7 STATIC WATER LEVEL:
otacy Alr {7] RotaryMud  [] Cable Ft. betow land surface. Date__ 8 =20-97
{7] Hollow StemAuger {1 Other Artesian Pressure Ib/sq.in.  Date
/4\ BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
Yes No Depth at which water was first found
Special Standards [ ] [&F”  Depth of completed well ft, From i3 Est. Flow Rate SWL
Land surface 7 20 Pt ') %O
> Water-tight cover
—— Surface flush vault
Locking cap
Casing (9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation 1
diameter :2 A in,
matesial p W Material From To SWL
Welded ‘Threaded Glued o ?‘i"
0 0 _mlw & [P
Liner Clas ‘ £ 240 | G0
diameter in, /
material
Welded Threaded Glued |
i 0O O O |
e Well seal:
> Material M%
Amount __J/~ gs 4 ’
Grout weight ;
Borehole diameter o
ok in. ’
— Bentonife plug at least 3 ft. thick |
Screen
material _ Q)¢ "
interval(s): 1
From p_To /)
From To
Slot size ¥ &L in,
Filter pack:
Material Date started 2 o 4 Q:!Z Completed 5~/ 14
e _F=12- " (unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

(5) WELLTEST:

] pump ) Baiter [ Al {7} Flowing Artesian
Permeability — Yield — GPM
Conductivity - PH -

Temperature of water_ ¢ °F/C  Depth artesian flow found ft.

Was water analysis done? []Yes o
By whom?
Depth of strata to be analyzed, From
Remarks:

ft. to

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY-WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

L certify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported above are true to the best

knowledge and belief. MWC Number —M’

e+ it s e+ 4

sipsa_ AN M d bl poi)
(bonded) Monitor Weil Constructor Certification: . !
T accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or aband \ :

work performed on this well duging the construction dates reported above, All
work performed during $dSTime is i compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. This report & true to Jré best of my knowledge and belief,

MWC Number

\-' QLZ;\L_-.._-.



STATE OF OREGON

MONITORING WELL REPORT 5103 ‘f

(ns required by ORS 537.765 & OAR 690-240-095)
Instructions for completing this veport are on the Jast page of this fm i,

Myt

e

SEP 2

LEIVED

L1179

Start Card #_

251997

9952

(1) OWNER/PROJECT:
g ap Lo Ca

WELLNO ﬁgﬁzg_wzrtaa.m ol &é%;%"»l:

SAL

ol

()ﬂ

N OF WELL By legal description
dunty Mmﬁmom vh

annshxp l fz (Nor§) Rangc ;zp; (E or W) Section T2 Pew <
zip F22LE L pNws lhdof W 1/4 of above section,

. /izidrnss ?9%’3}; ﬁ/ﬁwk
2. Either Street agdress of well location @3.2. SE M

ciy_PoeHle st (R,
(2) TYPE OF WORK:

%v construction

[} Altération (Repair/Recandition)

Corflerd

or Tax fol number of well location

O&.
(a SOD

[} Deepening {_} Abandonment 3, ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall inciude

[7] Conversion
approximate seale and north arvow.

(3) DRILLING METHOD (T) STATIC WATER LEVEL:
> Rotary Air "] Rotary Mud [} Cable / of Tt below land surface. Date Fero-3'>
] Hollow Stemauger [ Other — e o Artesian Pressure ibfsy. in. Date
(8 BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES: ,
Yes No Depth at which water was first found L6
cial Standards {7} fﬂ/ Depthy of completed well LLM _________ ft. From To Iist. Flow Rate SWL
- Land surface pIe) yii W/}, Lo
Vault
_on Water-tight cover
T0 e —— Burface flush vault
e Locking cap
Casing . (9 WELLLOG: Ground elevation [
dlameter ,9 ! in.
waterial A& Materia! From To SWL
Welded Threaded Glued Iy 5
i) & O fmm«@l i fe> w8 A
Seal Liner Cltarep o ls) 2b | ful
St diameter in. / )
materiat
10 Welded Threaded Glued
3 00 0
wi ft. ——— Well seal:
' Muaterial W{, M&/xf i[«#
Amount  f - 84«)
Grout weight
Borehole dinmeter
A in,
T Gentonie plag at least 3 ft. thick
o Screen
g;lctﬁr materisl P2 e Lo
interval{s)
& From_{, To_J}
TO < From To '
4 on Slot size sp 2 in
Filter pack:
¢ Makndl_i{hg Y ﬁm j Date statied __ 57~/ f e f? Completed_ roef Fo £
N size G (anbonded) Monitor Welt Construetor Certification:

{8) WELLTEST:

[T Pump 7] Baiter 7] air [} Flowing Artesian
Permeability T— Yield GPM
Conductivity e PH S

Temperature of water__ " °F/C Depth artesian flow found
Was water aualysis done? [ |Yes fo®0

By whom?

{ certify that the work 1 performed on the construction, aiteration, or

abundomnent of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction

standards. Moterials used and information reporied above we tue to the best

Depth of strata to be analyzed, From

ft.to

Remarks:

knowledge and belief, e !\umbcr en S.f«
Signed L’y M W Date "’ﬁ’?
ft.
(bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
T accept ruspom;bxhty fu* the construction, alleration, or abandonment
; work performed opahis¥W iring the construction dates reported above, All
t. ]

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer Q N Q i A @
ORIGINAL & FIRST COPY WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT  SECAND CO CON?’I RUC’I OR  THIRD COPY-CUSTOMER

P

woxk perforrm ¥d

1e is in compliance with Oregon well construction
e to the best of my knowledga and belief.

20054

MWC Number
Date.

XHIBIT A PAGE 40 OF 58 .



MNuet

.-  STATE OFOREGON
SHA3S

L G WELL REPORT
(as required by ORS $37.765 & OAR 690-240-095)

Oon the 1gs

R

AN
cAl®

(2) TYPE OFWORK:

o

{77 Aleration (Repair/Recondition)

Wconsu’ucdon

RECEIVED

OF WELL By legal description

" Well Location: County
Towaship l: (N or 8) Range 2 E (B or W) Section 223
Ll 140f _ ppag 1/4 of above section.

2. Either Street addregs of well location
L Penbbend P

or Tax lot number of well location

500

[7] Conversion "] Deepening {77 Abandonment - 3, ATTACH MAPWITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED, Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,
(3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL; '
otary Ajr [} RotaryMud  [] Cable Ft. below land surface, Date &f’@ﬁz
[ Hotlow StemAuger [T} Oher Artesian Pressure Ibfsq.in.  Date
BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION (8) WATER BEARING ZONES:
Yes No Depth at which water was first found VY2 )
Special Standards [} 4" Depth of completed well ll fi, | From T ~Est. Flow Rale_ WL
Land surface S & ArRon oy’ ~]
ft. Water-tight cover
( 1o 3 Surface flush vault
_2_/_ ft Locking cap
Casing . (9) WELLLOG: Ground elevation ___ 44 /%R
diameter ___ 23 in. )
material __ (Al Material From T SWL
Welded Threaded Glued - Prhis pean/ Q ol
O & 0O v o5~ | g | S
Seal Liner Chlany 4 £ /4
i 5.3 diameter in, !
material
Welded Threaded Glued
o< { o0 o O
_}_: ft. T Well seal:
Material 4
Amount ‘!&g
Grout weight
A Borchole diameter
& \ 2 01! e in,
5t ey : @toﬂe pE at Jeast 3 f1. thick
(" Screen
F;gle(r material _@ZANA4
P interval(s): )
m_,{:ﬁ. From_{p___To_}1
TO < From To
_ﬂ_ ft. g ‘ Slotsize &30 in.
> st Filter pack:
3 Material €Y |$ €4 Datostarted _ €v- 458 D Completed __ g gy
S

Size Z”LE in.

(5) WELLTEST:

(I Pump (] Baiter (] Aic [} Flowing Artesian
Permeability — Yield GPM
Conductivity — FH

Temperature of water &0 °FIC  Depth artesian flow found ft.

Was water analysis done? [} Yes [E40
By whom?

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From
Remarks:;

ft.1o ft.

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer

{unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

Lcertify that the work I performed on the construction, alteration, or
abandonment of this well is in compliance with Oregon well construction
standards. Materials used and information reported abave are true to the best

knowledge and belief, MWC Number M
Date_w
(bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification;

Laccept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment
work performed on this wgllduging the construction dates weporied above, All
work performed duri 1Nn compliance with Oregon well construciion
standards, JFhirre best of my knowledge and belief,

Signed s




ATTACHMENT 2
Geotechnical Hole Reports for B-1 Through B-8

EXHIBIT A PAGE 42 OF 58



GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT - MULT 87293 Page 2 of 2
Map with tocatlon identified must be attached and shait age 2o
incluce an approximate seate and north arrow 01-09-2007

Map of Hole

EXHIBIT A PAGE 43 OF 58



MULT 87287 Pagelof2
STATE OF OREGON

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
{as reguired by OAR 690-240-0035)

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-1 (%) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal description)
First Name Last Nawe County Multmomah  Twp 100§ NS Range 2.00 E EAV WM
CompanyJAMESON PARTNERS, LLC See 21 SE /4 of the NE 174 Tax Lot 300
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Nunber .ot
City PORTLAND State OR Zip 97296 Lat 0 ! "or DMS or DD
Long °o “or DMS or DD
(2) TYPE OF WORK E{]New D Deepening Abaudonment (@ Strect address of hole {™ Nearest address
D Aleration (repair/recondition) {400 SE 10181 AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
. Air . ] st , 10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air DHmui Auges D HoHow stem auger (19 Dale  SWipsi) +  SWLQY
Dﬂmmy Mud DC‘anc Push Probe Existing Well / Predeepening
L |other Tompleted Well 12-08-2006 B
- ) o Flowing Attesian? [ |
(4) TYPE OF HOLE: WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was fiest found
\ i [P iy st Plow i y
{®) Uncased Temporary (OCased Permanct SWE Date From e EstElow SWLOpsi), & SWI)
Ochased Permanent OSlope Stabslity :
O()thm‘ |
Other: -
(5) USE OF HOLE (1) SUBSURFACE LOG 04 Blevation
Material From To
BANDS & GRAVELS Q 10
WATER SAMPLES SANDY SILTS 10 20
(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION  Special Standard [ JAttach copy)
Depth of Completed Hole 2000 n
BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Dig From To Material From To Amt_ ihs
3.25 D 20
Date Started 2-08-2006 _ Completed 12-08-2006
Backfill placed from __ 0 #0200 . Material BENTONITE 1 (1) ABANDONMENT 1.OG: )
Filter pack from fto ft. Materal Sire ) X . sueks/
Matevial From fo Amtibs
Bentonite Chips 0 20 1.5 158
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Sereen Dia + From To  Gauge S11 Plstc Wid Thed
0 ¢ - one|ulln
NN L oNe ]
(3 N one|nlin
(¢ | ONe L
oNNe o ) L]
Y TRQT
(8) WELL TESTS Date Started 12:08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006

() Pump Q Bailer O Alr () Flowing Artesian

Yield gal/min__ Drawdown Dyl stem/Tamp deptl Dusation(hn)

Professional Certification (o he signed by an Oregon leensed water or

mondtoring well consituctor, or Oregon segistered geologist or civil engineer).

[ aceept respousibility for the construction, deepening, alteration, or abandonment

Tomperature 53 o Lab mmlysisDY@S By work performed during the construction dates reported above. Al work performed
— during this time is in complimice with Oregon geotechnical hole constriction
Supervising Geologistingincer standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief,
P ate aly ~ g orin? 2 pseribe be ¢
" a“r}ﬂr‘g;:ly U)“C‘:I%‘S: E]\ ” (dt:;:it:utl:iﬁ:w Amount  Units License/Registration Mumber 10495 Date
Electronically Submmitted o
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Affiliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Boart Longyear Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN IEXHIBIT PAJ"P)A@ E()&ﬂpgﬁ{eﬁxﬁ: 0.36


http:i90-241}'00.15

MULT 87288 Page 10f2
STATE OF OREGON

{
GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
(as required by QAR 690-240-00358)

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-2 (9) LOCATION OF IIOLE (legal deseription)
First Name Last Name County Multhomah  fwp 1008 N/S  Range 2.00 E BV WM
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC Sce 21 SE /4 of the NE 174 Tax Lot 300
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Number f.ot
City PORTLAND State OR Zip 97296 fad ‘G ! "or DMS or DD
Long °g "or DMS or DD
(2) TYPE OF WORK Ncw D Deepening Abandonment @ Strect address of hole (" Neavest address
D Alteration (repairfrecondition) 5400 SE 1018T AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
i : vor ! s sie 10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air Dﬂami Astger D Hollow stem auger (i Date SWLpsy SWL(R)
D Rotary Mud D(?ablc Push Probe xisting Well / Predeepening
[ Jother Tompleted Well 12:08-2006 ] 15
e ) Flowing Artesian? D
{4) TYPE OF HOLE: WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was fiest found
YW Date iy " Tt Plme © o 2
Uncased Temporary O(;‘nscd Permanet SWL Date From Lo Bst Flow, SWilpsi), - SWI.(0)
O Uncased Permanent O Slape Stablity _;
OOlhcr L.
Other: -
(%) USE OF HOLE (11) SUBSURFACE LOG 4,4 Elevation
Material From To
BANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
WATER SAMPLES SANDY SILTS 10 20
(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION  Special Standard || Attach copy)
Depth of Completed Hole 2000 &,
BORE HOLE SEAL sacks?
Dia From To Material From To At ihs
3.25 Y 20
Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12:08-2006
Buckiil placed from __ € fito 20, Material BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG: o/
Filter pack fi fi. t ft. Material Size SACKS
Filter pack from ° rem e Material Trom To Amt by
) . o Bentonite Chips 0 20 1518
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen Din + tfrom  To  Gauge S Plste Wid Thed
(2 CJ L] ONe
ONEe _ e
(] ONe
oEN® N ONe
) L () ¢
115 .
(8) WELL TESTS Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12:08-2006

) Pump () Bailes O air () Flowing Astesian

Yield walimin  Drawdown Dyt steny/Pump depth Durationthn)

Professional Certification (10 be signed by an Oregon Heensed water or

muonitoring well constructor, or Oregon registered geologist or civil engineer).

I accept responsibility for the construction, deepening, alteration, or abandonment

Temperature 53 °F b mmlysisDY@S By work performed during the construction dates reported above. Al work performed
——— during this time i in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
Supervising Gealogist/Lingineer standards. This repott is frue to the best of my knowledge and belief,
. " F e cori A leyn
\\’:\terlﬁi};:]!: 4 me?,{: s D\ . ('deg:é;z:nl;;:g:‘) Amount  Units License/Registration Number 10493 Date
Electronically Submitted
Fiest Name MARCUS {.ast Name JOHNSON

Adfiliation Geo-Tech Explomtions a Div. of Boart Longycar Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

THIES REPOIRT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN W(EWQBIJFI’AIP)A@ Eoussrﬂﬁ/c@ﬁ: 0.36




MULT 87289 Page 10of 2
STATE OF OREGON

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
(as required by OAR 690-240-0035)

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-3 (9) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal description)
First Name Last Name County Mulnomah  Twp LO0 8 N/S  Range 2.00 E BV WM
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC Sec 21 SE 174 ofthe NE 174 Tax Lot 300
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Nunber Lot
City PORTL.AND State OR Zip 97296 Lat °g * wor DMS or DD
Long °0 "or DMS or DD
(2) TYPE OF WORK New D Deepening @ Abandonment @ Street address of hole (" Mearest address
[ ] Alteration (repair/recondition) 6400 SE 101ST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
: - 10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air D!{zmd Auger [:] Iloltow stem awger (19) Date  SWLs) +  SWL(R)
DRolary Mud DCﬂblc Push Probe ixisting Well / Predeepening
[ Jother Compleicd Well 12-08-2006 ] 15
o Flowing Artesian? D
(4) TYPE OF HOLE: WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was first found
@Uncased Temporary OCascd Permanct SWL Date Liraum Lo Lst Plow SWi(psi) -+ SWL()
OUncascd Permanent O Slope Stablity
Oomcr
Other: ' L..|
(5) USE OF HOLE (11) SUBSURFACE LOG Ground Elevation
Material From To
BANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
WATER SAMPLES SANDY SILTS 10 20

{6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION Special Standard DAuach copy)
Depth of Completed Hole _ 2000 a.

BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Dia From To Material From To Amt_ths
3.25 0 20
Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006
Backfillplaced from __ 0 ft.to 20 f. Materint BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG;
Filter pack trom ft. to fi. Material Size ) sacks/
Materal From To Amt_ lbs
entonite Chips 0 20 1.5 ]S
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen Din  + From To Gauge StI Plstc Wid Thrd
OHKe C oNeInNN
ONEe | oNe
(€ u (0 (J
ONN® u OO
) C | QO
7
(8) WELL TESTS Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006

O Pump O Bailer O Air O Flowing Artesian

Yield pabmin___ Drawdown  Drill stem/Pump depit Durationthr)

Professional Certification ({to be signed by an Oregon licensed water ot
monitoring weil construcior, or Qregon registered  geologist or civit engineer).

[ aceept responsibility for the construction, deepening, alteration, or abandonment

Temperture 53 °F Lab mm!ysis{:}\'es By work performed during the construction dates reported above, All work perfonmed
—— during this time s in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
Supervising Geologist/Engineer standards, This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief,
7 . , . ,
W ntcrg];(;(;li}x ty C(’"CGTT)'S? D\ o (dcls)c;::fhl:filgr) Amaunt  Units License/Registration Number 10495 Date
Electronically Submitted
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Affiliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Boart Longycar Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOQURCES DEPARTMENT

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN IPXPIBIT'ATPAG Eom(glﬁ’eﬁﬁ 0.36
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MULT 87290
01-09-2007

STATE OF OREGON
GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT
(as required by OAR 690-240-0035)

Page 1 of 2

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-4

First Name
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC

Last Name

(9) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal description)
County Multnomah  Twp 1.00 S N/S  Range 200 B BV WM

Address PO BOX 10067
City PORTLAND

State OR Zip 97296

(2) TYPE OF WORK Ncw D Deepening Abzmdonmem
D Alteration (repair/recondition)

3} CONSTRUCTION
Rotary Air D}Iand Auger D Hollow stem auger

%Rolaw Mud DCablc Push Probe
Other

(4) TYPE OF IOLE:

OCaseil Permanet
(O slope Stablity

@Uncased Temporary
OUncased Penmanent

OOther

Other:

(5) USE OF HOLE

WATER SAMPLES

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION  Special Standard DAunch copy)!

Sec 21 SE 1/4 of the NE 1/4  Tax Lot 300
Tax NMap Number Lot
Lat °0 ! "or DMS or DD
Long °0 "or DMS or DD
(@ Strect addressofhole (7 Nearest address
6400 SE 101ST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Date  SWL(psi) +  SWL(f)
Exisling Well/ Predeepening
Completed Well 12-08-2006 5
Flowing Artesian? E]

WATER BEARING ZONES
SWL Date

Depth water was first found

Est Flow SWhinsi., - Swiam

From To

{1 SUBSURFACE LOG Ground Elevation

Mateyial From To
KANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
SANDY SILTS 10 20

Depth of Completed Hole _ 2000 .
BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Dia From To Material From To Amt_ {bs
3.25 0 20
Date Started 12.08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006
Backfill placed from __ 0 fito 20 1. Material BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG:
Filter pack from ft.to ft, Material Size . . sacks/
Material From To Amt jhs
Bentonite Chips 0 20 1.5 1S
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen DPin +  From To Gauge SH Plstc Wid Thrd
O] o an o

() ()
) ()
ONNe
(2 (J
OHNe

{8) WELL TESTS
O Pump O Bailer

@)
@)
@)
@)

i

O Flowing Artesian

OO

O Air

Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006

Yield gal/min  Drawdown__ Drill steny/Pup depth  Duration(he)
Temperatore 53 °F Lab analysis DYes By
Supervising Geologist/Engineer
Water quality concems?  |_|Yes (describe below) ‘
From To Description Amount__ Units

Professional Certification (to-be signed by an Oregon licensed water or
monitoring well constructor, or Oregon registered gealugist or civil enginecr).

I accept responsibility for the construction, decpening, alteration, or abandonment
work performed during the construction dates reparted above. All work performed
during this time is in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
standards. This report is (rue {o the best of my knowledge and belief,

License/Registration Number 10495 Date
Electronically Submitted
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Afliliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Boatt Longyear Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

‘THIES REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 3B H PIBIT A PAGEMY Fglﬁ’éﬁl‘ 0.36



MULT 87291
01-09-2007

STATE OF OREGON

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT
(a5 required by OAR 690-240-0035)

Page 1 of 2

Hole Number B-35

(1) OWNER/PROJECT

First Name
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC

Last Name

(9) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal description)

Address PG BOX 10067
City PORTLAND

State OR Zip 97206

(2) TYPE OF WORK fZNew D Deepening Abandonment
D Alteration (repair/recondition)

3) CONSTRUCTION

Rotary Air Dliaud Auger D Tollow stem auger
DRomry Mud DCablc Push Probe

[:] Otlier

() TYPE OF HOLE:

@Uncased Tempotary
O Uncased Permanent

OOther

Other;

OCased Permanet
(Ostope Stablity

(5) USE OF HOLE

WATER SAMPLES

{6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION Special Standard DAlmch copy)

County Multnonah  “Pwp 100§ N/S  Range 200 B E/W WM
Sec 21 SE 1/4 of the NE /4 Tax Lot 300
Tax Map Number Lot
Lat °0 ! "or DMS or DD
Long °0 ! "or DMS or DD
(@ Street address of hole (" Nearest address
6400 SE 101ST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
(10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Date  SWL(psi) +  SWL(fR)
[Existing Well / Predeepening
Completed Weil 12-08-2006 u 15
Flowing Artesian? D
WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was first found
SWL Date From To Bst Flow SWo(psi} + SWI (1)
(11) SUBSURFACE LOG Ground Elevation
Material From To
SANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
SANDY SILTS 10 20

Depth of Completed Hole __ 2000
BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Dia From To Materiat From To Amtibs
3.25
Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006
Backfill placed from __ 0 fto_ 20 {1 Material BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG:
Filter pack from ft. to ft. Material Size . sacks/
Material From To Amt__lbg
e Bentonite Chips 0 20 15 1.8
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen Dl + From To Gauge Sti Plstc Wid Thed
(J (] L] ) CJ
() (] [ | OO
OmN® ] oM
@) ] o (J
ONNe L] )

(8) WELL TESTS
(O Pamp () Bailer O air (O Flowing Artesian

Date Started 12-08-2006

Completed 12-08-2006

Yield galimin __Drawdown _ Drill stem/Pump deptl Duration{hr)

Temperature 53 °F Lab mmlysisDYeS By

Supervising Geologist/Engineer
E]Yes (describe below)
Description

Water quality concems?

Trom To Amount  Units

Professional Certification (to be signed by an Oregon licensed water or
monitoring well constructor, or Oregon registered geologist or civil engineet),

I accept responsibility for the construction, deepening, alteration, or abandonment
work performed during the construction dates reported above. Al work perfornied
during this time is in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
standards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief,

License/Registration Number 0495 Date

Electronically Submitted
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOIINSON

Aftiliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Bomit Longyear Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESQURCES DEPARTMENT

THES REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN SOEXMEWWT%EMM"QQE&E.S 0.36



MULT 87292 Page 1 of 2
STATE OF OREGON

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
(as required by OAR 6906-240-0035)

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-6 (9) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal description)
First Name Last Name ) County Multnomah  Twp 1.00 8 N/S  Range 200 E B/W WM
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC Sec 21 SE 1/4 of the NE t/4  Tax Lot 300
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Number Lot
City PORTLAND State OR Zip 97296 Lat 20 ' "or DMS or DD
Long °0 "or DMS or DD
(2) TYPE OF WORK Ncw D Deepening Abandonment @ Street address of hole " Nearest address
[:] Alteration {repair/recondition) 6400 SE 101ST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
s A 10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air Dliand Auger L—_l Hotlow stem auger ( ) Date SWL(ps) -+ SWL(R)
Rotary Mud [_—_]Cablc Push Prabe iExisting Well / Predeepening
Other . Completed Well 12-08-2006 15
Flowing Artesian? D
(4) TYPE OF HOLE: WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was first found
@Uncased Tewmporaty . OCased Permanet SWL Date From To Est Elow SWi(psi), -+ SWi (D)
OUncased Permanent OSlopc Stablity :
OOthcr |
Other: - -
(5) USE OF HOLE (11) SUBSURFACE LOG Ground Elevation
Material ._From To
SANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
WATER SAMPLES ’ SANDY SILTS 10 20

(6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION Speccial Standard DAtmch copy)
Depth of Completed Hole 2000 q,

BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Din From To Material From To Amt__ibs
325 0 20
Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006
Backfill placed from __ @ flto 20 . Material BENTONITE 1 (12) ABANDONMENT LOG:
Filter pack from fi.to ft. Material Size . " sacks/
Materinl From e Amt ths
Bentonite Chips 0 20 1.5 S
(7) CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen Die + From To  Gauge St Plstc Wid Thrd .
=t el
S W
(¢ L (o CJ
() () L () CJ
Q) L] Q)
(8) WELL TESTS Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12:08-2006
O Pump (O Bailer O Al () Flowing Attesian B
Yield galmin __Drawdown . Drill stem/Punw depth.  Durationthe) Professional Certification (1o be signed by an Oregon leensed water or
monitering well constructor, or Oregon registered geologist or civil engineet).
1 accept responsibility for the construction, deepening, alteration, or abandonment
Temperture 53 °F Lab analysis Dyes By work performed during the construction dates reported above, All work performed
T — during this time Js in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
Supervising Geologist/Engineer standards. ‘Fhis report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief.
Water quality concerns? Yes (describe below) . L ’
lsrom Y To D Description Amount  Units License/Registration Nusnber 10495 Date
Electronically Submitted
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Afliliation Geo-Tech Explomtions a Div. of Boart Longyear Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

> T SUBM oD T T WATER RE IS DEPARTMENT WI v v T " <
THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN SWMEWPKTFK% Eommeﬁa 0.36



MULT 87293 Page 1 of 2
STATE OF OREGON

GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
{as required by OAR 690-240-0035)

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-7 (9) LOCATION OF HOLE (legal deseription)
First Name Last Name County Multnomoh  Twp 100 8 N/S  Range 2.00 E EW WM
Company JAMESON PARTNERS, LLC Sec 21 SE 1/4 of the NE 174 Tax Lot 300 )
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Number Lot
City PORTLAND State OR Zip 97296 f.at °Q ! "or DMS or DD
Long °Q "or DMS or DD
(2) TYPE OF WORK @New D Deepening @ Abandonment (@ Street address of hole (Y Nearest address
D Alteration {repair/recondition) 6400 SE 101ST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
i . 10y STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air DHand Auger [:} Hollow stem auger a0 Date  SWL(psiy +  SWL(R)
D Rotary Mad DCable Push Probe xisting Well / Predeepening
D Other Completed Well 12-08-2006 ] 15
] Flowing Artesian? [:]
(4) TYPE OF HOLE: WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was first found
@Uncascd Temporary OCased Pemmanet SWL, Date Erom Tao Bst Flow SWL{ps)) +_SWI)
OUncasecl Penmauent OSIope Stablity :
Oother
Other:
(5) USE OF HOLE (11) SUBSURFACE LOG Gyound tlevation
Material From To
SANDS & GRAVELS 0 0
WATER SAMPLES SANDY SIL'TS 10 20

{6) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION Special Standard Dz\tmch copy)
Depth of Completed Hole __ 2000 ¢,

BORE HOLE SEAL sacks/
Dia From To Material From To Amt__Ibs
3.25 0 20
Date Started £2-08-2006 Complcted 12-08-2006
Backfiliplaced from _ @ fto 20 . Materiat BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG:
Filter pack from ft. to fl. Material Size . . " sacks/
Material From To Amt_ 1bs
Bentonite Chips 0 20 15 18
(7y CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen Din  + From To Gauge Sl Plstc WId Thrd
ONNe | ON®
ONNe n () ()
ONNe L] oo
(8) WELL TESTS R R Date Started 12-08-2006 Con]p]e(ed 12-08-2006
O Pump O Bailer O Air () Flowing Auesion _—
—Yietd galmin —_ Drawdown  Drill stew/Pump depth _ Dueation(hr) Professional Certification (1o be signed by an Oregon licensed water or
monitaring well constructor, or Oregon registered geolagist or civil engineer),
T accept responsibility tor the constraction, decpening, alternation, or abandonment
Temperature 53 °F Lab mmlysis[j\'cs By work performed during the construction dates reported above. Al work performed
L T during this time is in compliance with Oregon geotechuical hele construction
Supervising GCO'UEISVEHS“]EB staudards. This report is true to the best of my knowledge and belief,
Water quality concermns? Ves (describe below) , N ]
From To Description Amount  Unils chcnsc/'Regls(mhon'Nltmbcz 10495 Date
Electronicatly Submitted
First Name MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Affiliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Boart Longyear Co,

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN SWﬁiﬁWPﬁTpﬁ(ég)%aﬁesa 0.6



MULT 87294 Page 1 of 2
STATE OF OREGON

' [
GEOTECHNICAL HOLE REPORT 01-09-2007
(as required by OAR 690.240.0035) -

L oeution

(1) OWNER/PROJECT Hole Number B-8 (9) LOCATION OX HOLE (legal description)
First Name Last Name Comty Multnomah  Twp 100 S NS Ramge 200 E E/W WM
CompanyJAMESON PARTNERS, LLC Sec 21 SE /4 of the NE 4 Tax Lot 360
Address PO BOX 10067 Tax Map Number fot
City PORTLAND State R Zip 97296 Lat °g ! "or DMS or DD
Long co "or DMS or DD
() TYPE OF WORK @Now D Deepening X} Abandonment @ Street address of hole " Nearest address
D Alteration {vepait/recondition) 400 SE 10IST AVE, PORTLAND, OR
3) CONSTRUCTION
t ; . e Sl - (10) STATIC WATER LEVEL
Rotary Air D}Jmld Auger D Holow stem auger . E Date SWL(psi) + SWL(R)
[rotary Mud [ JCable Push Probe ERisting Well 7 Predecpeniog
D Other ‘ompleted Well 12.08-2006 N 15
. . i ‘ Flowing Aﬁcsinn?[:]
{4) TYPE OF HOLE; WATER BEARING ZONES Depth water was first found
SWL Date Sy ot Flow | "
Uncnsed Temporary OCased Permanet \ ale Erom Lo EstElow SWifpsip -+ SWI(8)
OUncased Permanent OSlope Stablity :
OOther =
Other:
{5) USE OF HOLE (11) SUBSURFACE LOG Ground Elevation
Material From To
BANDS & GRAVELS 0 10
WATER SAMPLES SANDY SILTS 10 20

(0) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION  Speciat Standard D}\linch copy)
Depth of Completed Hole _ 20.00 g

BOREHOLE SEAL sacks/
Dia From To Material From To Amt by
325 0 20
Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006
Backfill placed from __ 0 fto 20 R Materia} BENTONITE (12) ABANDONMENT LOG: o
Hitter pack ) TR, Materis Size sacks/
Filter pack from i to ft. Material 1z Material From To At I
] ) Bentonite Chips 0 20 1.5
(7 CASING/SCREEN
Casing Screen D 4+ From  To  Gange St Plste Wid Thid
Q (l s
(0 € ]
) C N
Tre prostp sy
(8) WELL TESTS Date Started 12-08-2006 Completed 12-08-2006

() pumyp () Baier O air () Flowing Astesian o
Yield gal/min _ Drawdown _ Drill stemy/Pump depth  Duration(hr) Professional Certification o be signed by an Oregon fieensed water or

monitoring well constructor, or Oregon registered peolngist or civil engineer).

[ accept responsibility for e construction, decpening, alteration, or abaudonment

Temperature 53 oF Lab zmalysisDYCS By work perforned during the consteustion dates reported above. All work performed
T— during this time s in compliance with Oregon geotechnical hole construction
Supervising Geologist/Engincer standards, This report is true 1o the best of my knowledge and bekief,
Fater S g ey ( i clow
A ‘"“[ﬁ,“:‘?}:g cmuf;:s? D\CS (def;:{:z::‘i‘t::\) Amount  Units License/Registration Number (0495 Date
Electronically Submitted_
First Natme MARCUS Last Name JOHNSON

Aftiliation Geo-Tech Explorations a Div. of Boart Longyear Co.

ORIGINAL - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMUENT

THIS REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE WATER RESCURCES DEPARTMENT WITHIN 3 ANE QI CONPE TTION CE WORK . .
) ’ XHIBIY A PAGE 51 0F-58 030
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ATTACHMENT 3

Well Reports for Shingle Pile Area Monitoring Wells MW-1 Through
MW-3

EXHIBIT A PAGE 52 OF 58



STATE OF OREGON
.+ MONITORING WELL REPORT

{as required by ORS 537,765 & QAR 690-240-095)
Instructions for completing this report are on the last page of this form.

MULT 89956

N85

Well ID# ngggg
Start Card # /926 3/

WELL NO, YT )

(6) LOCATION OF WELL By legal description:

1o R/PROJ CT
County Latitude Longitude
Address (,;Llcxg/ ‘5’[: )é)'/ _9’}‘ 'I‘ownsth (N or §) Range g.ﬁ__(ﬁ or W) Seclionm
@X_’&Q&:&&r’v}\“ State Oe- Zip 97&% 1/4 of ﬁ) /4 of above section, pr
¥ S!rccl address of well location -
2} TYPL OF WORK
@ il ARz LA
cw construction [ Alteration (Repair/Recondition) Tiex Tot number of well location _MQA,
[ Conversion [ Deepening {7 Abandonment ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENT! IFIED. Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow.
(3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL:
{J Rotary Air [ Rotary Mm{ {1 Cble _L.z__ Ft, below land surface. Date % , 5 o
[ Hellow Stem Auger ,momcr__DL&}‘_]@&h_. Artesian Pressure Ibfsq. in. Pate ..

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION:

{ | Yes No
pecial Standards [ /& Depth of Completed Wett A..S___._J‘L

Land surface
\ 3

Vault

Water-tight cover
g~ Sutface flush vault

Locking cap
=

Casing
diemeter

material

0 & 0O
Liner
diameter
matarial

O a0

e W s081:

. Material
Amount
Grout weight

130

Welded Threaded Glued

Welded Threaded Glued

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES: y

Est. Flow Rate

Depih at which water was first found

From ‘o

SWL

. (9) WELL LOG:

Ground Elevation

Material From To SWI

Corshrucion Fg'(LZ‘jﬁngg
Eoll Dt

6'.1(/\/ w/7c"grm)df;
(—in
| 1 4

ROV O

8

L
»

&
N

sf Borehole diameter
) R in

Bentonite plug at least 3 ft. thick

WATERRESOUROES DEPY:
- SALEM; OREGON
A2 00—

WATER NEGOURCES DEPT )
SALEM. ORE

Screen
gg’c'ﬁr matenial
) interval(s):
g /-Sﬂ Fxom[ﬁl’l‘o &5/
TO From To
=25 f. : Slotsize 15 in,
e FilLCT pack:

Materia | 5—2'0 5;;,:,0\_Datc started };7/ / 5/@2

Completed 2\

(unbonded) Monllor Well Comlmuor Certificution;
teertify that the work 1 performed on the construction, alteration, or abandon-

}s’l/m")

Size
(5) WELL TESTS:
3 Pump ] Bailer Ol Air [ Flowing Artesian
Permeability Yie]d GPM
Conductivity

Temperature of water 52 @ Depih artesian flow found ______
Was water analysis done? {IYes [INeo
By whom?

ment of this well is in complmncc with Orcgun water supply well construction

{bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:

I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandanment work
performed on this well during the construction dates reported above. All work

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From fi.to

Remarks:

f. pccformed during this fime is in complmncc with On,gon water supply well

MWC Number 1651-3

Date 2,

Name of supervising Geologist/Engineer
ORIGINAL COPY - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

FIRST COPY - ‘E’XWIBFI’RA PAGESY OPS5E8/ER
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i
>

STATE OF OREGON

MONITORING WELL REPORT
(as requived by ORS 537.765 & OAR 690-240-095)

Instructions for completing this report arc on the last page of this form,

MULT 89957

Ml 3195 ¢

Well [D# (BISE2
Start Card # _) D Lol

1) WELLNO, )=

OWNER/PROJECT
%s_s_ﬁ{fﬂ <E ko] St
Cittes Hlossh. State W
(2) TYPE OF WORK

/’EﬂNew construction

Zip @%

(7] Ahteration (Repair/Recondition)}

(6) LOCATION OF WELL By legal description:
County Mindbpowwky  Laritude Longitade

Township ,_).S_._ {N o §) Rangeé);_L(E or W) Scciinn#gl__
E=N Y Ofié_%___ 114 of above section.
Street address of well location _Zalf ¥ ég =] st

Fortad ., O,

Tax lot number of well location MOA[ —

[ I Conversion [ Deepening {J Abandonment ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED. Map shall include
) approximate scale and north ammow.
{3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: 3 5
{1 Rotary Air CirotaryMud , (O Cab? Et. below land surface. Date <
[ Holtow Stem Auger ther 10est P Artesion Pressure ___________Ibfsq. in. Date :

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION:

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES:

/
Yes No )
ucciai Stndards [ ﬂ Depth of Completed Well &ﬁé_ﬂ. Depth at which water was first found ) )
From To Est, Flow Rate SWL
Land surface
Yault .
Q 8 Water-tight cover
b T A A Surface flush vault
___Lft. Locking cap
P Castn,
(k diam _2:) i (9) WELL LOG:
material Eyg Ground Blevation
Welded  Threaded Glued
D m 0 Material Frem To SWL
Seal Liner Congoltmblon PAL \Tf(‘aﬂﬂ o7 o
__L_ﬁ. diameter in, CmemlCnedlon Wal \‘ 2’ &’
matedal = e~ .8
Welded Threaded Glued
A e wiw O [ RECEIVED
‘3;&_& ey Well seal:
’ Material 3 N A R= -3
AmounGasnaw™ 5724 )5 8 . Nl N__lm BBL
Grout weight
= Borehols diameter 58 DE|
“~ n. SALEM, OREGON
\...|o: Bentonite plug at teast 3t thick | L Q
} Screen W -
5’3‘&' r—: — mateﬁalwc_. o~
‘1—%'_ P interval(sy: 5 M}G 2 a ;Z"(!L UL' 17 7
G ) . From 57 QH 5 P“MAIE‘R‘REBGU T
0 ﬁ From To WATER RESOUR EE:NM__ SALE SDE}
A=Y < Slot sizo _ KDY, in. SALEM, OR " N
5 W— 115

5

Material <7 L e, Sand_
lox i

Size in.
(5) WELL TESTS:
C Pump [T Baiter [1Air [T} Flowing Artesian
Permeability Yield GPM

PH

Conductivity

Temperature of water __DeR  ¢5FRS Depth artesian flow found ft.
Was water analysis done? [JYes [ No

By whom?

Depth of strata to be analyzed. From ft.to ft.
Remarks:

Name of supervising Geologist/Bngineer

. Signé

Date started 5{ /) 5{‘/<DD Completed 3:/ ,} 5/1/ )

(unbonded) Monitor Well Construcior Certification:

L certily that the work [ performed on the construction, alteration, or abandon-
ment of this well is in compliance with Oregon water supply well construction
standards. Materials used and infonmation reported above are true o the best of my
knowledge and belief, :

MWC Number
Date

Sipned

(bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification;

I accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work
performed on this well during the constriction dates reported above, ARl work
petformed during this time is in complirnce with Oregon water supply well
construction stagdards, This rt is true to the best of my knowledge and befief,

MWC Number éoﬂ____B

Date
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STATE OF OREGON

« MONITORING WELL REPORT
(as required by ORS S37.765 & OAR 690-240-095)

MULT 8995

o M- &S5

venon_ LI SEY
1 %¥a RS

Instructions for completing this report are on the last page of this form, Start Card #

(1) OWNER/PROJECY WELLNO. e~ (6) LOCATION OF WELL By legal description;
Name_T.eeLloy County J Latitude Longitude

Address' éHcg_’ﬁD ._‘_/:)E / <>/ s7 Township 2 é (N or 8} Range ___.2 E (E or W) ScclionM_A
City Povel ok Staie =12 Zp PIRLL aof

(2) TYPE OF WORK Street address of well location

[ Alteration (Repair/Recondition)

Mew construction

Tax lot number of well tocation f\j O ’E‘

[J Conversion [ Deepening £} Abandonment ATTACH MAP WITH LOCATION IDENTIFIED, Map shall include
approximate scale and north arrow,
(3) DRILLING METHOD (7) STATIC WATER LEVEL: -
{3 Rotary Air {7 Rotary Mud {1 Cab Ft. betow land surface, Date =2/ / é é 2
] A
7 Hollow Stem Auger :ﬁl’o«lmr D ek wasin Anrtesian Pressure ib/sq. in. Date

(4) BORE HOLE CONSTRUCTION:

1 : Yes No
k&’pecial Standards [} ﬂ Depth of Completed Well _ﬁgiﬁ.
[ — Land surface
Vault B
)y 2 Water-tight cover
‘ 0 [ Surface flush vault
a1 - Locking cap
: Casing
diameter & in.
material _PULer

Welded Threaded Glued
] 0

Liner

diameter in,

material I

Welded Threaded Glued

| O O o
T——— Wikl seal:

> Material
Amount
Grout weight

~

Cormanlar Coxrt MAQ%ZUHZ

(8) WATER BEARING ZONES:

2R

Depth at which water was first found

From To Est, Flow Rate Swi.
(9) WELL LOG:
Ground Elevation
Material From To SWL
AU Dot o’ 137
Wy % 12%4 =257

— RECEIVED

- Borchole diameter
in.

Bentonite plug at feast 3 fi. thick

o SALEM OREGON

— RECEIVED
g R

frrb
~F

SALEM OREGON .

3 Screen .
[I)?ctﬁr T material 81’:124(.1‘( a ! MC\
) A interval(s):
ﬁ Ib’ ft. From Z 5 /To /
TO From Ta
RS 1 Slot size _« €/ in,
ot FilteT pack:
Size < 27y in.

Material él'l_;gﬁ éﬁ.rvu)alcstaned 2{/ /5,/(’) "7 Completed ‘2;/ /5/&‘3’)

(unbonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
teedify that the work { performed on the construction, alteration, or abandon-

(5) WELL TESTS: meat of this well is in compliance with Oregon water supply well construction
{7 Pump [} Bailer 7 Air ) Flowing Artesian standards. Materiafs used and fnformation reported above are true to the best of my
. knowledge and belief.
Permeability Yield GPM MWCNumber
Conductivity PH Signed Date
Temperature of water hég-sﬁmmc Depth artesion flow found ______ft. {bonded) Monitor Well Constructor Certification:
Was water analysis done? [1Yes [INo [ accept responsibility for the construction, alteration, or abandonment work
By whom? performed on this well during the construction dates reported above, All work
Depth of strata o be analyzed, From fi. to fr,  performed during this time is in comphiance with Oregon water supply well
) construction s (e (o the best of my knowledge and beljef,
Remarks: N
K MWC Nomber | © 513
' 7 b umber

Name of supervising Geologisv/fingineer

Signi
ORIGINAL COPY - WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT  FIRST

Date .

¥
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Figure 3: PLCL

Aerial photograph from Google Earth (date unknown)
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CITY AUDITOR

"~ ENSURING OPEN ARD.
ACCOUNTABLE GOVERNMENT

CITY OF PORTLAND
Office of City Auditor LaVonne Griffin-Valade

Hearings Office
1900 SW 4% Avenue, Room 3100
, Portland, OR 97201 .
phone: (503) 823-7307 - fax: (503) 823-4347
web: www.portlandoregon.gov/auditor/hearings

- DECISION OF THE HEARINGS OFFICER

I GENERAL INFORMATION -

File No.:

Applicant’s
Representatives:

' Applicaht: |

Owner:

LU 10-194818 CU AD (HO 41 10004)

Michael Robinson, Attorney -
Perkins Coie LLP .

1120 NW Couch Street, 10th Floor
Portland, OR 97209-4128

Steve Gramm, Engmeenng Consultant
PBS Environmental
1310 Main Street

~ Vancouver, WA 98660

Dave Dutra
Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc.
4044 N Suttle Road

Portland, OR: 97217 .

Reéology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc.
50 California Street 24th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111

Kevin-Loftus

. Jameson Partners LL.C

2495 NW Nicolai Street
Portland, OR 97210

" Hearings Officer:

Gregory J. Frank

Bureau of Development Services (BDS) Staff Representatwe Shella Frugoh _

Site Address

6400 SE 101% Avenue
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Legal Description: BLOCK 4 INC PT VAC STS LOT 1-10 LAND & IMPS SEE R624825 -
(R022400261) MACH & EQUIP, AMBOY; BLOCK 11 TL 6500 SPLIT MAP R215713

(R551002240), MCKINLEY PK; BLOCK 11&12 TL 5100 SPLIT MAP R215712 (R551002230y, --.-
MCKINLEY PK; TL 100 70.21 ACRES LAND & IMPS SEE R606684 (R992222591) MACH &
EQUIP SPLIT MAP R336871 (R992222590), SECTION 21 1S 2E; TL 3200 19.55 ACRES,

SECTION 22 18 2E; TL 100 7.58 ACRES SPLIT MAP R336673 (R99221 1480), SECTION 22 18

2E, SECTION 21 1S 2E, TL 400 6.21 ACRES

Tax Account No.: R022400260, R551002230 R551002240, R99221 1480, R992221 570
R992222590, R992211990

State ID No.: 1S2E21AA 02100, 1S2E16DD 06500 1S2E15CC 05100, 1S2E21A 00100,
1S2E22BB 03200, 1S2E22BC 00100, 1S2E21A 00400

Quarter Sectlon: 3740

Neighborhood: Lents

District Neighborhood Co.alition: East Portland Neighborhood Office
Plan District: Johnson Creek Basin | ) |

Zoning: IH, Heavy Industrial and the EG, General Employment zones; ¢, Environmental
Conservation, p, Environmental Protection and ,b, Buffer Overlay zones.

Land Use Review: Type HII, CU AD, Conditional Use Review and Adjustment Review
BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer: Approval with conditions

Public Hearing: The hearing was opened at 9:59 a.m. on April 6, 2011, in the 3 floor heanng
room, 1900 SW 4™ Avenue, Portland, Oregon, and was ¢losed at 11:37 a.m. The record was held
open until 4:30 pm on April 7, 2011 for new written evidence, and until 4:30 pm on April 14, 2011
for Applicant's rebuttal. The Applicant request that the record be closed effective April 11, 2011
(Exhibit H-16). The Hearings Officer closed the record on April 14, 2011.

Testified at the Hearing:

Sheila Frugoli, BDS Staff Representa‘uve

Michael Robinson, 1120 NW Couch Street, 10th floor, Portland, OR 97209
Dave Dutra, 6161 SW 61st Avenue, Portland, OR 97210

Kevin Loftus, Jameson Partners LLC, 2495 NW Nicolai, Portland, OR 97210
Frank Fleck, 7507 SE 105th Avenue, Portland, OR 97266

Proposal: Applicant proposes to accept mixed yard debris/food waste at a 6.2 acres lease area (the
“Subject Property”) within an approximately 100 acres site (the “Site”) for recycling. Currently
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landscape materials and wood debrie, as well as building materials and other dry, non-perishable
materials, are accepted at the Subject Property for recycling. The mixed yard debris/food waste will )

- be delivered to the Subject Property via garbage collection trucks; approximately 35 trucks per day.

Blended food waste and landscape matenal will also be accepted from pnvate self- haulers and the
general public. :

The mixed yard debris/food waste material will be unloaded inside the existing large industrial
building. Inside the building, the material will be sorted and mixed with yard and other wood waste
materials that are currently accepted at the Subject Property. The compostable material will be
loaded onto semi-trucks, estimated at approximately 10 per day, for shipment to an off-site
composting facility. The mixed yard debris/food waste will be stored inside the building for no
more than a 48-hour period before it is hauled to another site.

Apphcant intends to install a biofilter aeration system to control odors inside the building, Also
inside the bulldmg, Applicant proposes to install a drain system to collect and contain liquids

(leachate) from the food waste materials. The leachate will be transported off-site. The facility will

also include a 3,000 square foot exterior area for retail sales of exterior landscape-type materjals
such as compost, soil, mulch and gravel. The facility will operate 7 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through
Friday, and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday. No new exterior improvements or alterations are proposed

at the Subject Property. : :

An AdjuStment is requested to waive the requirernent that vehicle access to the Site and Subject

. Property be provided from a designated Major City Traffic Street. Access to the facility is from SE

Foster onto a private street, vacated SE 100" Avenue. A Type Il Conditional Use Review is
required because food waste recycling is classified as a Waste-Related use. An Adjustment Review
is needed to vary from an applicable development standard.

Approval Crlterla ' ‘ :
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Tltle 33, Portland
Zoning Code. The applicable approval criteria are: :

* 33.815.220, A-L, Conditional Use Review for Waste-Related use.

*  33.805.040, A-F, Adjustment Review

IL ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity: The Site, historically referred to as the Jameson property or the “Freeway Land”

- -site, is situated between SE Knapp Street and the Springwater Corridor trail, along the east side of
Interstate 205 in Southeast Portland. “Overall; the Site area covers over 100 acres; “Applicant™s = -

proposed use will be located on the Subject Property, a 6.2-acre leased area, located approximately
in the center of the Site. The Subject Property includes a portion of an existing warehouse-type
building, a small modular office building, truck weight scales, and an exterior work area including a.
large landscaping debris stockpile. A tall chain link fence follows the entlre boundary of the Subject
Propeﬁy There are two gates providing access onto the fac:111ty :

EXHIBIT B PAGE 3 OF 34



Decision of the Hearings Officer
LU 10-194818 CU AD (HO 4110004)
Page 4

- The interior portion of the Site, north and south of Johnson Creek, is currently used for industrial
purposes, and is developed or occupied by exterior material stockpilés, construction equipment
storage area and industrial buildings. The Site is occupied by a myriad of industrial business and
uses—Manufacturing and Production, Warehouse and Freight Movement, Wholesale Sales and
Industrial Service uses. There are approximately five buildings on the Site. The industrial
uses/activities are largely done outside of structures, i.e., exterior development. A vegetated
hillside, with primarily trees and ground cover, defines the southern edge of the Site.

SE Foster Boulevard at SE 101* Avenue provides access to the Site. Access to the Site crosses
through a-privately-owned lot that is located on the north side of SE Woodstock, and then through
the City-owned Springwater Corridor, via an easement. The Springwater recreational trail corridor
follows the notthern boundary of the Site. - The corridor is approximately 100 féet wide and .

~ developed with a paved pathway. The channel of Johnson Creek runs through the Site. A two-lane
bridge spans over the creek, providing passage into the Site and the Subject Property. -

The I-205 Interstate Freeway is located within approximiately a 400-foot wide public right-of-way
and is located on the west side of the Site. The freeway creates a significant physical barrier for the
residential development that is located west of the freeway. Immediately north of the Site and west-
of SE 100" Avenue is.an area developed with primarily single dwelling residences. East of SE 100™
Avenue, along SE Foster, the area is developed with a mix of employment, commeréial and
industrial uses. North of SE Foster, near NE 103™ Avenue, is a 16.8-acre industrial site used for
auto salvage and wrecking. Directly east of the Site there are numerous large vacant lots. Many are
City-owned and zoned as Open Space. The Bureau of Environmental Servicés (BES) has
implemented projects to: (1) improve fish habitat Within Johnson Creek, (2) increase flood storage
capabilities of the Johnson Creek floodplain, and (3) restore and enthance wetland and non-wetland
riparian plant communities and habitats.

SE Knapp abuts the southern edge of the Site. Because of the dense vegetation, SE Kndpp is not
visible from the Subject Property. There is continuous vegetation along the south side of the Site.
A tall chain link fence follows the south property line. There is a locked gaté and gravel “pull-out.”
. Historically, the gate has only been opened for emergency access. Directly across SE Knapp, there’
is a 6.2-acre site that is residentially zoned, but vacant. Further south up the hill is the Mt. Scott
residential area. The area includes single-dwelling residences, church sites, a neighborhood park
and a residential group-living treatment facility. '

Zoning: The Site is within the IHc, Heavy Industrial zone with an Environmental Conservation (c)
overlay zone and EG2cp, General Employment 2 zone with Environmental Conservation (c) and
Environmental Protection (p) overlay zones. This Site also is within the Johnson Creek Basin Plan
District and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of EXd — Central Employment with a Design
Overlay Zone. - ' ‘ :

The IH zone is one of the three zones that implement the Industrial Sanctuary map designation of
the Comprehensive Plan. The zone provides areas where all kinds of industries may locate, -
including those not desirable in other zones due t6 their objectionable impacts or appearance. The
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Recology lease area is within the IH zone. Waste-Related uses requlre Conditional Use Rewew '
approval in this zone.

The EG2 zone allows a wide range of employment opportunities without potential conflicts from.
interspersed residential uses. The emphasis of the zone is on industrial or industrially—related uses.
EG2 areas have larger lots and an irregular or-large block pattern. The area is less developed, with
sites baving' medium and low building coverages and buildings which are usually set back from the
street. Waste-Related uses require Conditional Use Review approval..

- Environmental overlay zones protect environmental resources and functional values that have been -
- identified by the City as providing benefits to the public. The environmental regulations encourage
flexibility and innovation in site planning and provide for development that is carefully designed to )
be sensitive to the site’s protected resources. They protect the most important environmental
features and resources while allowing environmentally sensitive urban development where resources
are less sensitive. Note that these regulations apply only to areas within the Environmental
Conservation (“c”) or Environmental Protection (“p™) zoning designation. The proposal is not .
Iocated within an Env1ronmenta1 overlay Zone. » -

The Buffer overlay zone requ1res addmonal buffenng between nonres1dent1a1 and residential zones.
It is applied to provide adequate separation between residential and nonresidential uses. The
separation is achieved by restricting motor vehicle access, increasing setbacks, requiring additional
landscaping, restricting signs, and in some cases, by requiring additional information a.nd proof of
mitigation for uses that may cause off-site impacts and nuisances. :

The J ohnson Creek Basin Plan District provides for the safe, orderly, and efficient development of
lands which are subject to a number of physical constrairits, mcludmg significant natural resources,
steep and hazardous slopes, flood plains, wetlands, and the lack of streets, sewers, and water

services.

Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews, for the Site, mclude the
following:

» CU66-76: Request by previous property owner for a Conditional Use permit to: comply with
Chapter 7 of the Building Code; place fill in excess of 1,000 cubic yards; and 1andscape the site
(application determined to be unnecessary).

e CU83-79: Request by previous property owner for a Condmonal Use permit for a 50,000 cublc

' yard fill and excavation along J ohnson Creek w1demng creek bed, filling abandoned Iog ponds

approved.

¢ LUR 94-00842 ZC EN AD: Request by prewous property owner for approval of a Zone
Change for the Environmental zone boundary along Johnson Creek; approval of a Zone Change
_ for the Environmental zone boundary along the south side of the property at the toe of slope for
Mt. Scott; approval of Environmental review to allow truck parking and maneuvering in the
transition area along Johnson Creek; approval of an Adjustment to allow removal of trees;
approval of Modification to an Envxronmental zone boundary on the eastern portion of the site.
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» LUR 98-00095 NU: Case withdrawn on March 3, 1998 for establishment of a Nonconformmg
Use situation per LUR 94-00842 ZC EN AD.

e LU 03-113394 ZC: Approved on Aprll 21, 2003 for map error correctlon related to LUR 94-
00842 ZC EN AD.

e LU 06—133094 EN AD: Approved with conditions ont December 29, 2006 for an Environmental
review for excavation of soils in the 100-year floodplain near Johnson Creek, within the
Environmental Conservation and Protectlon overlay zones; and an Adjustment review to remove
trees during grading activities for resource enhanceiment.

* LU 07-107637: Approved with conditions on April 12, 2007; a Nonconforming Status review.

* LU 07-116137 EN: Approved with conditions-on October 31 2007 for Environmental review '
of excavation, gravel and pavement removal, and restoration with native plants.

e LU 09-137528 EN: Approved an Environmental review for a Modification of the”
Env1romnental Conservatlon and Environmental Protection overlay zones.,

Agency Review: A “Request for Response” was mailed February 7, 2011. The foIlowmg bureaus
have responded with no issues or concerns: '

Water Bureau (Exhibit E.3)

Fire Bureau (Exhibit E.4)

Site Development Section of BDS (Exhibit E.5)
Life Safety Review Section of BDS (Exhibit E.5)
¢ Bureau of Parks-Forestry Division (Exhibit E.5)

BES responded with no objectlons to the Conditional Use review request to allow food
waste to be accepted at the Subject Property. BES Source Control requirements will apply
at building permit review (Exhibit E.1).

The Portland Bureau of Transportaﬁon (“PBOT”) responded with comments. Excerpts
from Exhibit E.2 follow:
“PBOT/Development Review has reviewed the application for its potential 1mpacts
regarding the public right-of-way, traffic impacts and conformance with adopted
policies, street designations, Title 33, Title 17, and for potential impacts upon
transportation services.”

“The existing uses at the site generate 290 trips, with 15 ‘occurring in the a.m. peak
hours and five occurring in the p.m. peak hour. Retail sales cuirently occur at this site
with most transactions occuriing during the weekend. For the purposes of this analysus
-the Applicant has assumed that the revised site will experience increased weekday retail
sales. Based on conversations with. Recology, it is anticipated that there could be up to
ten sales transactions on a typical weekday associated with soil amendment sales. It is
likely that some of these transactions will be made by customers dropping off recycling
materials’ (thereby already accounted for i in the original transportation assessment
letter). Further, these transactions will most likely occur throughout a typical day.
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~ However, to be conservative with the regional intersection operations, we have assumed

- that approximately half of these transactions would occur during the weekday a.m. peak
hour and the other half would occur during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The expanded
use, including the soil amendment sales, will result in 400 daﬂ{ym' :ﬁ; s, with 40 occurring
in the a.m. peak hour and 20 in the p.m. peak hour. Of those {10 increased daily trips,
it is expected that 90 (45 in/45 out) will be trucks and 20 (10 if7T0 out) will be vehicles -
related to the proposed soil amendment sales. The peak hours are not anticipated to
occur at the peak hours of bicycle/pedestrian uses of the Springwater Trail.”

“Manual turning movement counts, conducted by the Applicant’s traffic consultant,
were taken at the SE Foster Road and SE 101% Avenue intersection and site access
driveway in September 2010. The counts were taken at typical peak periods. Also
counts were taken at the Springwater Corridor crossing. The consultant found that peak
weekday vehicular activity along SE 101% Avenue occurs between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00
p.m.; while peak Springwater Trail use occurs between 3:30 and 5:30 p.m. The
-consultant concluded that the intersection of SE Foster and 101% Avenue, the
Springwater Trail and the site’s driveway, are all expected to continue to operate
acceptably at Level of Service: A even with the additional traffic generated by the
proposed use.” -

“The Bureau of Development Services received an e-mail from a neighbor bordering
the southern boundary of the site on SE Knapp Street.” A concern was expressed that- _
additional truck traffic on this street would negatively impact neighborhood livability.
There appears to be access to the proposed site from a locked gate entrance on SE
Knapp. In discussions with the Applicant, they would not object to a condition of
approval that prohibits access to the site from SE Knapp Street by Recology-owned:
vehicles. The Applicant would also not object to a condition of approval that Recology
notify in writing all companies they have business with that will have vehicles coming
to the site to direct their drivers not to use SE Knapp Street to.access the site.  Since the
traffic study prepared for this report already assumed Recology-related trips would. not
be using SE Knapp Street to access the site, all adequacy of transportatxon facilities .
‘_cntena remain valid.” (Exhibit E.2).

Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Public Hearing was mailed on March 14, 2011. As of the
completion of the staff report, two written responses were received from notified property owners in
response to the proposal. The written responses (Exhibits F.1 and F.2) raised concerns related to
livability (attract vermin, birds, and odors) and traffic. Concerns were also raised related to possible

“owned properties in close proximity to the Subject Property. One written response objected to the

notice given to neighboring/nearby properties of the application and BDS staff decision.

Hearings Officer Note: The concerns raised regaiding traffic and nuisance impacts will be

- discussed below under relevant approval criteria. A4 Request for Response was mailed to City
_ agencies and the Lents Neighborhood Association on February 7, 2011. Comments were requested
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by March 7, 2011. The Applicant installed five posting boards along the public street frontages of
the site and one at the SE 101" entrance on March 5, 2011. A public notice that invites interested
persons to attend the public hearing and/or send writtei commients to-the Hearings Officer was
mailed on March 14, 2011, over 3 weeks in advaice of the hearing. The public notice was mailed
to owners of property that is located within 400 feet of the site. Hedrings before the Hearings
Officer are only scheduled during the day. Finally, all public and City'agency comments sent to
BDS staff are included in the file. Thé file is a public record and available Jor review. The
Hearings Officer finds that the Zoning Code-required public notification requirements-have been
Jfollowed and met. : ‘

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
Conditional Uses

33.815.010 Purpose , '
Certain uses are conditional uses instead of being allowed outright, although they may have
beneficial effects and serve important public interests. They are subject to the conditional use
 regulations because they may, but do not necessarily, have significant adverse effects'on the
environment, overburden public services, change the desired character of an area, or ¢reate miajor
nuisances: A review of these uses is necessary due to the potential individual or cumulative impacts
 they may have on the surrounding area or neighborhood. The conditional us_e review provides an
opportunity to allow the use when there are minimal impacts, to allow the use buit impose mitigation
measures to address identified concerns, or fo deny the use if the concerns cannot be resolved. -

33.815.220 Mining and Waste Related These approval criteria allow these uses in locations
where their large size and potential nuisance and environmental impacts will not harm surrounding
land uses. The approval criteria are as follows: ‘ '

A.  There are adequate nearby lands availdble for the development of more intense industrial uses;

Findings: The Site is located in the EG2, General Employment and IH, Heavy Industrial
zones, which allows a mix of uses with a strong industrial oriéntation. The proposed Waste-
Related use will be located withiri the Subject Property; located in the southeast quadrant of
the Site and is zoned IH. Of the approximate 100-acre Site, only 6.2 acres, the Subject
Property, will be dedicated to a Waste-Related use. The remainder of the Site will continue to
be used for industrial and employment purposes. Further, the properties to the north contain
employment and industrial activities. o

The mixed yard debris/food waste will be deﬁve’r’ed to the Subject Property for sorting and
blending in an existing building. No new development is néeded to accommodate the waste
material and associated activities. There will be no permanent impacts to the Site or Subject
Property. Asexplained under criterion F below, the transport of the waste matetial to and
-from the Subject Property will not adversely impact the transportation system. When the
activity'is discontinued, the building and land will be available for other industrial use. In
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both the short and long term, there are adequate adjacent lands available for development of
more intense industrial uses. - Therefore, the Hearings Officer finds this criterion is met.

B. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall industrial character of the area, based
on the existing proportion and type of industrial uses;

Findings: As stated above, most of the Site will continue to be available for industrial uses.
At the closest point, the Subject Property is at least 190 feet from the Site’s south property
line. A 6-foot tall chain-link fence has been installed to follow the boundary of the Subject
Property, providing separation of the Waste-Related use and the other industrial activities on
the Site. The waste-related and recycling operation will not stand out visually or operationally
from other uses on the Site. There is a large construction material storage area, a landscape -
1material exterior sales facility, and numerous salvage and recycling facilities.

Section 33.254.040.D requires the posting of a sign near the entrance of the Waste-Related
-use. The sign must give contact information—a telephone number and representative name. -
The Hearings Officer finds, because the Subject Property is a rather small portion of a much
larger property, that “self-haulers” and the general public who wish to utilize Applicant’s -
‘services could easily get lost. To reduce confusion and conflict with other truck and industrial
~ traffic, BDS staff recommended a condition be imposed that requires the Applicant to provide
- clear directional maps in information made available to customers and commercial haulers.
Also, BDS staff recommended that two signs, one at each gate to the facility, should be
. installed. BDS stated that the signs must include contact information and a telephone number
" s0 that an-Applicant’ s representative may be contacted at any time. ’

According to the submitted traffic report, prepared by Kittelson and-Associates (Exhibits A.2,
'A.5 and A.6), the trucks—commercial garbage haulers and Recology trucks, the homeowners
-and small “self-haulers” and other vehicle traffic associated with activities at the facility will

not overwhelm the street system. Applicant’s traffic consultant expressed its professional
opinion that peak weekday traffic occurs between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. at SE Foster and SE
101%. The existing.uses at the Site generate 290 trips, with 15 occurring in the a.m. peak hour
and five occurring in the p.m. peak hour. Retail sales currently occur at the Subject Property
‘with most transactions occurring during the weekend. The expanded use including the soil
amendment sales will result in 400 daily trips, with 40 occurring in the a.m. peak hour and 20
in the p.m. peak hour. Of those 110 increased daily trips, it is expected that 90 (45 in/45 out)
will be trucks and 20 (10 in/10 out) will be vehicles related to the proposed soil amendment -

. sales. The peak hours are not antlc1pated to occur at the peak hours of blcycle/pedestnan uses

- ofthe Sprlngwater Trail. ' : ‘

In summary, Apphcant s trafﬁc consultant PBOT and BDS staff concluded that this proposal
will not significantly alter the overall industrial character of the area because additional traffic
will be minimal and:the transfer/processing of waste materials will occur within a building,
The Hearings Officer concurs with Applicant’s traffic consultant, PBOT and BDS staff.
Further, the Hearings Officer finds that Applicant should provide information (i.e. a
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directional map) instructing customers to the Subject Property mixed yard debris/food waste
facility. The Hearings Officer finds that Applicant must install two signs, one at each entry
gate. With compliance with these conditions, the Hearings Officer finds that this approval
criterion is met. : ' ‘

C. , There’ will be no significant health or safety risk to nearby uses;

Findings: Waste-Reélated uses have the potential, through operational and physical features,
to create noxious odors, excessive noise, air and water pollution and traffic issues. BDS staff,
prior to the issuance of the BDS Staff Report (Exhibit H.2), received-e-mail correspondence
from two nearby property owners who expressed concerns about the operation of Applicant’s
facility (Exhibits F.1 and F.2). An opponent of this application (Fleck) testified at the public
hearing and submitted a letter into the evidentiary record (Exhibit H.11) expressing concerns
about the possibility that operation of the Applicant’s facility could create noxious odors.
Another opponent submitted a letter (Exhibit H.8) into the evidentiary record expressing
concern that operation of Applicant’s facility will unnecessarily attract vermin/rodents. The
preceding issues raised by neighbors and/or opponents are appropriate to be considered under

this approval criterion.

Odor: If this application is approved, there will be no processing of food wastes on the
Subject Property. The application anticipates the delivery of loads containing a mixture of
yard debris and food waste; food wastes are estimated to be less than 5% (by weight).
Applicant testified, at the-hearing, that trucks carrying mixed yard debris/food waste arrive at
the Subject Property, drive to the building, back into the building through bay doors and dump
the material onto the floor. The concrete floor of the building, at the location where the
material is dumped, has chaniiels covered by perforated grating. Applicant testified that

- within 48 hours (inost material from the Subject Property ori the same day as it is received) the
mixed yard debris/food waste will be removed from the Subject Property to an off site _
composting location. Applicant’s representative testified that if mixed yard debris/food waste
is not removed the same day as it is delivered, then it (mixed yard debris/food waste) will be
‘covered/treated with a biofilter. The biofilter material is yard debris and/or hog fuel already

" located on the Subject Property. Covering the yard debris/food waste will minimize odors
escaping from the mixed yard debris/food waste. ' '

Odors will be.controlled, while in the building, with the installation of an aerated floor and
negative aif system. ‘Specifically, the system entails vent holes being drilled inthe floor of the
‘building. A fan will be used to pull the air into the holes, into pipes that then lead to a
biofilter. The biofilter is comprised of wood chips which are used to scrub the odor. Also, the
liquid by-product from the waste material, aka leachate, will be collected and piped into a tank
and transported off site.

Appli'cant’s representative testified that it has operated the Metro Central transfer station in
Portland, receiving up to 20,000 pounds per day, without receiving any odor complaints.
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The Hearings Officer finds that so long as the Applicant follows the proposed operation plan
(all mixed yard debris/food waste delivered into the building with an aerated concrete floor,
and negative air system, and material removed within 48 hours of dehvery), odors should not
be a significant problem for neighboring properties.

Disease-Carry Vector: Because the food waste material will be off-loaded inside a building
and will not be exposed to the outdoors at the Subject Property, there will be less likelihood of
the facility attracting insects or rodents, such as rats. The building has roll-up doors that can . -
be closed when loading activities are not occurring. A fully enclosed space allows employees
to monitor and manage pests. As noted above, any mixed yard debris/food waste material that
remains on the Subject Property overnight will be covered by a biofilter (hog fuel/yard debris).
The Hearings Officer finds that.covering the mixed yard debris/food waste and the location of
the material within a fully enclosed building will deter disease-carrying vector (vermin).

Noise: The sound of garbage truck off-loading and other distribution activities will be
minimal given that the facility will be located at.least 200 feet from adjacent sites and the
truck Joading activities will be limited to daytime operating hours—7 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday
through Friday, and Saturdays 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. The truck off-loading will also occur within a
building. The Hearings Officer finds that noise from this facility will not differ or exceed the
noise generated by other truck and material loading activities located at the Jameson site.

A . Dust/Air Pollution: All traffic areas of the Subject Property and the composting area are

paved. The Subject Property currently accepts yard debris. The Hearings Officer finds that
the transfer of food waste inside a building will not generate additional dust. -

Stoxmwater/W ater Pollution: Because the Applicant is proposing no new development or .
‘exterior changes, BES has determined that the proposal will not impact the existing
stormwater system and/or the Johnson Creek resources. To address BES Source Control
- requirements, the Hearings Officer finds that a condition is necessary that requires
containment and off-site disposal of leachate waste. Stormwater from impervious surfaces are
* proposed to drain/flow to numerous existing catch basins and eventually drain/flow into a -
detention pond (located on the west side of the Site).

Trafﬁc Impacts and Safety: Appllcant addressed, in the apphcatlon pos31ble traffic capacity
and safety issues. Applicant’s traffic consultant indicated, in the Traffic Analysis (Exhibits
A.5 and A.6), that the expanded use (including the retail sale of soils and landscape materials)
will result in 400 daily trips, with 40 occurring in the a.m. peak hour and 20 in the p.m. peak

- —~hour:~Applicant’s traffic consultant stated that of the-110-increased-daily trips;-an estimated 90

(45 in/45 out) will be trucks and 2() (10'1n/ 1() out) will be vehicles related to thie proposed soil
amendment sales.

Peak hour trips generated by this épplication, based upon Applicant’é traffic consultant’s

reports, are not anticipated to occur at the peak hours of bicycle/pedestrian uses of the
Springwater Trail. Manual turning movement counts, conducted by the Applicant’s traffic
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consultant, were taken at the SE Foster Road and SE 101% Avenue intersection and site access
driveway in September 2010. The counts were taken at typical peak periods. Also counts
were taken at the Springwater Corridor crossing. The consultant found that peak weekday
vehicular activity along SE 101% Avenue occurs between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m., while peak
Springwater Trail use occurs between 3:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. The consultant concluded that
the intérsection of SE Foster and 101* Avenue, the Springwater Trail and the site’s driveway,
are all expected to continte to opérate acceptably at Lével of Service A, even with the
additional traffic generated by the proposed use. The traffic consultant found that over a
recent 5-year period, there were only four vehicle crashes reported at the SE Foster Road and
SE 101st Avenue intersection and at the Springwater Trail crossing there were no
vehicular/pedestrian/bicycle related crashes.

In summary, the Hearings Officer finds the impacts resulting from approval of this application
are expected to be minimal, with no significant health or safety risk to nearby uses. To control
odors and water quality impacts, conditions will require the retrofitting of the building to
install the aération system and leachate collection System. Through compliance with
conditions, this criterion is met. K

D. There will not be significant detrimental environmental impacts to any nearby environmentally
serisitive areas; o o :

Findings: Environmentally sensitive areas, designated with the Environmental Conservation
or Environmental Protection overlay zone; run through the Site and abut the Site to the south
and east. The desi'gn'ations follow the Johnson Creek waterway. Opponents expressed
concern that approval of this application would result in negative impacts to nearby Johnson
Creek and the Springwater Corridor Trail (Exhibits F.1, F.2 and H.8). One opponent indicated
that Johnson Creek has a history of overflowing its banks and that when that happens, water
pollution will occur when the creek water mixes with the mixed yard debris/food waste
(Exhibit F.2). Apother opporent stated that odors emanating from the Subject Property would
discourage use and public enjoyment of the Springwater Corridor Trail. '

The Hearings Officer incorporates the findings for PCC 33.815.220 C itito the findings for this
approval criterion. The Hearings Officer found, in the findings for 33.815.220 C above, that
~odor impacts would not be significant. Thetefore, the Hearings Officer finds that.odors
emanating from operations at the Subject Property will not have significant detfimental
impacts on users of the Springwater Corridor Trail or other nearby environmental resources.

The Hearings Officer finds that no credible evidence is in the record to supp’or_t the contention,
by an opponent, that flood waters would impact the operations occutring entirely within the
building at the Subject Property. Further, the Hearings Officer finds (based upon Applicant’s
representative’s statements that close to 95% of the mixed yard debris/food waste will be yard
debris) that there is no evidence in the récord to suggest that éven if flood waters would
intrude inside the building on the Subject Property, that the mixed yard debris/food waste
‘would significantly impact environmental resources. )
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The Subject Property portion of the Site is located at least 800 feet from the environmentally

. designated waterway and at least 100 feet from the tree covered hillside on the southern edge

of the Site. Vehicle access to the Subject Property will be provided on an existing internal

- roadway that crosses, via a bridge, over the Environmental overlay zones. No new

‘development is proposed within the Environmental zones.

As noted in the findings for PCC 33.815.220 C above, the Hearings Officer found that
environmental, vector, dust, and stormwater runoff impacts resulting from approval of this
application will be minimal or nonex1stent Therefore, the Hearings Ofﬁcer ﬁnds this
approval criterion is met. ~

The proposed use adequately addresses potential nuisance-related impacté such as litter;

‘ Findings: The mixed yard debris/food waste materials will be delivered to a building located

on the Subject Property. Inside the building, trash (nonorganic waste) will be separated from
the other material. The trash will be collected and hauled to a landfill. All waste will be off-
loaded and processed inside the building. Applicant’s representative, at the public hearing,
testified that litter control is overseen by METRO and the Oregon Department of

- Environmental Quality (‘DEQ”). Applicant’s representative stated that Applicant will be-
responsible for litter control on roadways for a distance of up to one-quarter of a mile from the '

Subject Property. Applicant, in its application materials, indicated that it will instruct waste

‘haulers using the Subject Property that loads must be enclosed/covered. The Hearings Officer
. incorporates the findings for PCC 33.815.220 C above into the findings for this approval :

criterion. The Heanngs Officer finds this approval criterion is met.
Pubhc services.

~ 1. . The proposed use is in conformance w1th either the street designations shown in the
’ Transportatlon Element of the Comprehenswe Plan;

2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to.the
-existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of service
or other performance measures; access to arterials; connectivity; transit availability;
on-street parking impacts; access requirements; neighborhood impacts; 1mpacts on
'.pedestnan bicycle, and transit circulation; and safety for all modes; and.

Findings: The Sitedirectl’y.fronts' SE 100" and SE 103rd Avenues; both streets terminate at

- the Site:* SE 101" provides-a connectionfrom SE Foster-Boulevard and-SE Woodstock. SE

101™ terminates north of the Site at SE Woodstock. However, the primary vehicle entrance to
the Site is provided via easements through Tax Lot 6600 and the Springwater Corridor. The
Springwater Corridor, a public bicycle and pedestrian off-road path, abuts most of the Site’s
northern property line. SE Knapp Streét follows most the Site’s southern property line. A tall
chain link fence and locked gate restricts access at SE Knapp. .
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The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive i_?lan designates the abutting and nearby
streets as follows: o : ¢

SIHEae]

SE Foster Major Cit Major Transit

Boulevard -~ | Traffic Street | Priority Street '

SE Woodstock Local Service | None - | Local ' | Local
‘Boulevard® ’ g : 5

SE 100" Avenue | Local Service | None Local - Local
| SE 100" Avenue Local Service | None | Local - 1 Local
SE 103" Avenué | Local Service | None | Local | Local
SE Knapp Street | Local Service .| None | Local Local

The Site in hiot within a designated Freight Disirict. The Applicant is requesting an
Adjustment to'standard 33.254.030; see findings for PCC 33.805.010 below. Waste-Related
uses are required to be located so that vekiicle access is from a Major City Traffic Street or to
streets within a designated Freight District. " ' ' :

PBOT reviewed the Applicant’s transportation analysis (Exhibits A.2, A.S and A.6) and
expressed no concerns. As outlined in the Applicant’s response, and summarized above,
under the findings for approval criterion PCC 33.815.220 C, the proposed new Waste-Related
use is not anficipated t6 have a significant trip generation impact or generate trip types that are
inconsistent with the street designations. PBOT noted, and the Hearings Officer agrees, that
the transportation system is capable of supporting the additional traffic that is estimated to be
generated by the use. The Hearings Officer finds that SE 101* Avenue and SE Foster Road
can support the new use from a capacity, safety, and access standpoint. The use is not
anticipated to have any detrimental impacts on the overall safety of the Springwater Trail
crossing at SE 101 Avenue. ‘ ’

PBOT staff noted that the acceptance of food waste at the Recology facility would
generate no more than 90 new triick trips (45 in, 45 out), and 20 new vehicle trips (10
in, 10 out) related to the sale of soil amendments over the course of a typical weekday.

- The arrival/departure patterns of these additional truck trips are afticipated to be
spread throughout the normal business hours. The presence of the stop-control on the
SE 101* Avenue approaches, the slow travel speeds along SE 101* Avenue, the
effectiveness of the design of the existing crossing location, the lack of any historical

- safety issues, and the relatively minimal increase in traffic all suggest that the
expanded use will have no significant impact to pedestrians and bicyclists using the
trail. ' - ' - ' : -

To address. nieighbors® concerns regarding additional truck traffic impacting the residential area

located south of the site, PBOT staff recommended a condition be applied to truck traffic
associated with Applicant’s use of the Subject Property. PBOT suggested that if the owners of
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the Site ever obtain access from SE Knapp, the condition of approval in this case will prohibit

trucks traveling to/from the Subject Property from using SE Knapp. Applicant must also

notify, in writing, all companies (including the cornmercml haulers) that SE Knapp may not be
" aroute taken to the Site and/or Subject Property

. Through compliance with the condition that restricts future access to the Subj ect Property, the
Hearings Officer finds this criterion is met. :

3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of serving the
proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal systems
are acceptable to the Bureau of Environmental Services.

Findings: The Police Bureau received notice of this application and did not raise issues or
objections. Both the Fire and Water Bureaus reviewed the proposal set forth in the application
and noted that no additional water service related improvements would be required. The
Subject Property has an existing 1 metered service which has a billing address of 10010 SE
Woodstock Boulevard that provides water to this location from the existing 12” CI water main
in SE 100th Avenue. The Fire Bureau reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.

BES reviewed the proposed- improvements and has no objections. BES noted that source
~ control requirements must be met for the building permit. To address water quality
requiréments and reduce noxious odors, BES required as a condition the installation ofa
-leachate collection and containment system. The 11qu1d waste w111 be taken off of the Site and
-the SubJect Property for disposal. S

Based on the comments from City bureau representatrves the Hearings Ofﬁcer finds- that this
criterion is met.

G.  The proposal complies with the regulations of Chapter 33.254, Mining and Waste-Related
uses;

: Fmdmgs The regulations of Chapter 33. 254 and dxscuss1on of how the proposal addresses :
- them are as follows:

33.254. 020 Limitations : :
. A. Accessory uses. Concrete batehmg, asphalt mixing, rock crushmg, or clay bulkmg in
connection with a Mining use are proh1b1ted except in IH and IG zones.
"B. Hazardous wastes. The d1sposal of hazardots wastes; as deﬁned by OAR340:100 to

340.110, is proh1b1ted

Findings: The proposed use involves the acceptance of food (organic) waste that is sorted and
then transported to off of the Site and Subject Property for composting. The proposal does not
involve mining activity or disposal of hazardous waste. The Hearings Officer finds this
development standard is met.
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33.254.030 Location and Vehicle Access Uses must be located so that vehicle access is
restricted to Major City Traffic Streets or to streets in Freight Districts, as designated in the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan. -

Findings: This application includes a request for an Adjustment to this standard. As noted
‘under criterion 33.815.220.F1 and 2 above, the Site and Subject Property do not have direct
access from a street that is a designated Major City Traffic Street or is within a designated
Freight District. SE 101* Avenue provides a connection from SE Foster Boulevard and SE

Woodstock. SE 101 terminates north of the Site at SE Woodstock. The primary vehicle
entrance to the Site is provided via easements through Tax Lot 6600 and the Springwater
Corridor. The roadway that runs through the Site in a north/south direction is not a public

street. See the findings under Adjustment Review criteria, below.

133.254.040 Operations

A. On-site queuning. The site layout must include adequate areas to accommodate the peak
number of vehicles expected to come to the site at any one time.

Findings: The Subject Property is located within a lease boundary in approximately the
center of the Site. Applicant submiitted a traffic impact study to assess the adequacy of-
transportation services (Exhibits A.2, A.5 and A.6). Currently the Site generates
approximately 290 trips per day.- The Waste-Related use will generate 110 additional trips per
day. Applicant anticipates 35 garbage frucks coming to the Site and Subject Property to dump
loads and 10 semi-truck trips hauling away the processed food waste to the off-site composting
facility. Applicant’s traffic consultant estimated that the proposed use at the ‘Subject Property
facility would generate an additional 90 new truck trips (45 in, 45 out) and 20 retail trips (10

_ in, 10 out) over the course of a typical weekday. The traffic consultant indicated that 40 daily
trips (for prior and new uses) for the Subject Property would occur during the morning “peak”
and 20 daily trips would occur during the afternoon “peak” time. Applicant’s traffic '
consultant and PBOT concurred that the estimated vehicle trips can easily be accommodated
on the private internal road. The Hearings Officer finds this standard can be met..

B. Processing of waste products. In the case of Waste-Related uses other than landfills and
composting operations, all activities relating to the receiving, sorting; processing, storage,
transfer, and shipping of wastes must take place entirely within enclosed structures. The
transfer of waste products from one vehicle or container to another vehicle or container
and the cleaning of such vehicles or containers must be done within a containment area
designed to ensure that waste materials will be confined 50 as to not enter the
groundwater or any water body.

Findings: The mixed yard debris/food waste will be unloaded from trucks and vehicles,
sorted, and temporarily stored inside a fully-enclosed building; not to.exceed 48 hours. The
organic food waste material will then be transferred to an off-site location for decomposition
into compost. If vehicles are cleaned, it will occur within the building. A drain and piping
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system that collects the leachate 11qu1d will be required to be installed in the bu11d1ng ‘The
residual liquid waste will be removed from the Site and Subject Property. A condition will
require the installation of a liquid waste collection facility. With compliance with the
condition, the Hearings Officer finds that this application will comply with this standard.

C. Liquid waste pretreatment. The use, if other than a sewage treatment facility, must
provide pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's stormwater or sanitary
disposal system. The pretreatment must meet the standards of the Bureau of

' Environmental Services. -

- Findings: As stated above, the residual liquid from the food waste will be contained and 'éb
removed from the Site and Subject Property. Surface stormwater will be directed to a
detention pond located on the west side of the Subject Property. BES has reviewed the
proposal and finds.no concerns. The Hearings Officer finds that this standard is met.

D. Posted information. A sign must be posted near the entrance to the site, stating the
telephone number(s) where a representative of the use may be reached at all times.

Findings: The Hearings Officer finds that a condition will require the installation of two
signs, one at each gate of the facility. The 31gns must include the necessary contact
information. :

33.254.050 Traffic Impact Study A traffic impact study must be submitted for the proposed
use. As part of the study, measures must be proposed for mitigating traffic impacts resulting
from vehicles going to and from the site. The study must also include a plan and mechanisms -
to ensure that traffic, especially trucks, travel primarily on truck routes or major City traffic
streets when near the site. The traffic study must include information of proposed access

- points, types of vehicles, and frequency of trips.

* Findings: As discussed under criterion 33.815.220.F, the Applicant’s traffic consultant
submitted a traffic impact study to assess the adequacy of transportation services (Exhibits

- A2, A5 and A.6). The traffic study analyzed the SE Foster and SE 101% intersection and the
crossing over the Springwater Trail. PBOT Engineering and Development reviewed the -
consultant’s traffic study and concluded that the transportation system is adequate to support .
the proposed use. The Hearings Officer finds that this cntenon is met

33.254.060 Nuisance Mitigation Plan The applicant must submit a mitigation plan that
_addresses potential nuiisance impacts which might be created by the proposed use. The plan

-must include the following components:

A. Off-site impacts. The plan must document that the use will comply with the off-site
' 1mpact standards stated in Chapter 33.262; :
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Findings: Below are the regulations of 33.262 and discussion of how the proposal addresses
them: T C ' }

'33.262.050 Noise The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Nuisanice Abatement

- and Noise Control. In addition, the Department of Environmental Quality has regulations
which apply to firms adjacent to or near noise sensitive uses such as dwellings, religious
institutions, schools, and hospitals. ' o

Findings: Noise generated by the mixed yard debris/food waste fransfer operation will result
. primarily from the use of trucks and other vehicles used for the delivery and removal of the
- waste-related product. The trucks and equipment are similar to that used by many nearby
industrial uses. Trucks and other vehicles will deliver and pick-up the mixed yard debris/food
waste, on the Subject Property, in a building. . Separation of materials and equipment moving
.the mixed yard debris/food waste will occur inside the building. Equipment will meet noise
standards stated in Title 18, Nuisance Abatement and Noise Control. The Hearings Officer
finds that this standard will be met. ' ”

33.262.060 Vibration }
A. Vibration standard. Continuous, frequént, or repetitive vibrations which exceed
10.002g peak may not be produced. - In general, this means that a person of normal
sensitivities should not be able to feel any vibrations. '

B. Exceptions. Vibrations from temporary construction and vehicles which leave the
site (such as trucks, trains, aiiplanes-and helicopters) are exempt. Vibrations lasting
less than 5 minutes per day are also exempt. Vibrations from primarily on-site
vehicles and equipment are not exempt.

C. Measurement. Seismic or electronic vibration measuring equipment may be used
for measurements when there are doubts about the level of vibration.

Findings: This proposal does not involve activities such as manufacturing or demolition that
requires heavy pounding-or breaking of materials and therefore will not create vibrations. The
Hearings Officer finds that the proposal will comply with this standard. -

33.262.070 Odor | ,
A. Odor standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive odors may not be produced.
- The odor threshold is the point at which an odor may just be detected

B. Exception. An odor detected for less than 15 minutes pér day is exempt.
Findings: The food waste will be confined within a fully-enclosed building. Furthermore, the
Applicant intends to install a biofilter aeration.system and will capture the liquid waste from

. the processing building and remove it off site. A condition will require the installation of both
systems as identified in the submitted plans. If the facility finds that the biofilter system does
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site impacts in order to achieve ongoing compliance with this Zoning Coderequirement. At
the request of one of the opponents (Exhibit H.11), Applicant agreed to include an additional
condition of approval relating to the recording and reporting of any litter; noise, odor, dust,
traffic and vector complaints (See Condition G.). The Hearings Officer finds that with the
requirement that all transfers of mixed yard debris/food waste occur within the building
located on the Subject Property, the removal of mixed yard debris/food waste within 48 hours
of its being deposited at the Subject Property, the installation of floor negative aeration system
and the use of biofiltef materal on any mixed%ard debris/food waste left in the building
overnight, this standard can be met. =3

s Y .
, \ e L Oﬁ
' 0T, a3
33.262.080 Glare : C

A. Glare standard. Glare is illumination caused by all types of lighting and from high
temperature processes such as welding or metallurgical refining, Glare may not
directly, or indirectly from reflection, cause illumination on other propertles in excess
of a measurement of 0.5 foot candles of light. -

B. Strobe lights. Strobe lights visible from another property are not allowed.

Findings: The proposal in this application will not require excesswely bright or special
: hghtmg such asstrobe lights. The Hearings Officer finds that this standard will be met.

B. Litter. For Waste-Related uses, the plan must address litter generated on the site and
' litter along roadways leading to the use that is generated by vehicles coming to the site.
The plan must also address illegally dumped waste products near the site. The plan must
provide for regular litter removal. The plan must also mclude means to limit litter from
vehicles coming to site; and

Findings: The dumping, pick-up and sorting of yard debris/food (Waste-Related use
activities) will occur within an enclosed building. All litter is placed in a drop box that is then
.~ transported to a landfill for proper disposal. Applicant stated at the public hearing that,
- pursuant to METRO and DEQ requirements, Applicant is responsible for litter control (related
to Applicant’s operation at the Subject Property) for a distance of up to % mile from the
Subject Property. The Hearings Officer finds this standard will be met.

C.  Dust, mud, and vector control. The plan must prov1de mechanisms to limit unpacts :
from dust, mud and dlsease can:ymg orgamsms such as rats and mosqultoes T

F mdmgs All fraffic areas of the Subject Property are paved Yard debris is currently
accepted at the business operating on the Subject Property. The transfer of mixed yard
debris/food will occur inside a building and will not generate additional dust outside the
building. If the Applicant finds that the enclosure does not adequately restrict insects and/or
mammals, the Applicant must implement other means for controlling the disease carrying
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pests, in order to achieve ongoeing compliance with this Zomng Code requirement. The
Hearings Officer finds this standard will be met

33.254.070 Reclamation Plan for Landfills The dpplicant for a landfill use in the Waste-
Related use category must submit a reclamation plan. The Bureaus of Buildings and
Environmental Services will provide a technical rev1ew of the plan Mmmg uses are subject to
State requxrements for reclamation plans.

A. Contents of the reclamation plan. The reclamation plan must mclude the followmg
1. Phasing and schedule of work to be conducted;

Phasing and schedule of reclamation to be conducted;

Materials to be used in the reclamatmn, :

The effect of the reclamation on surface and subsurface dramage pattems

Plans for future use of the land; and

A discussion of how the proposed reclamation plan is consistent with the future

potential uses of the land, according to the zoning and thé Comprehensive Plan

designation.

O AN

B. Performance guarantee. The review body as part of the conditional use review may
require the applicant to post a bond or other security with the City to ensure the
completion of the reclamation plan. The secunty must comply w1th the regulations for
performance guarantees stated in 33. 700 050.

Fmdmgs The proposal doés not 1nclude alandfill. Therefore, this requlrement does not
apply.

33.254.080° Setbacks, Landscapm and Screening Waste-Related uses are sub_]ect to the
following setback, landscaping, and screening requirements. Mining uses are subject to State
requirements for setbacks, landseaping, and screening.

- A.. Setback dlstance Waste-Related uses must be set back 100 feet from all property and
“street lot lines that abut C, E, or I zones. A 200-foot setback is requlred along.all property
and street lot lines that abut OS or R zones.

Findings: The Subject Property boundary is at least 250 feet from the closest residentially-
zoned property to the south of the Site. The closest property zoned Open Space is located over
700 feet away. The Subject Propetty is located well beyond the required 100 feet from the
Site’s property line boundaries. The Heanngs Ofﬁcer finds the setback standards for this
facility are met. '

B. Landscapmﬂ and screenmg requirements. The setback must be landscaped to at least
the L1 standard. A fence at least 6 feet high must be provided on the interior side of the
setback. ‘The fence must be scréened by a high hedge meeting the L3 standard. The
landscaping standards are stated in Chapter 33.248, Landscaping and Screening. In
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. addition, gates with fencing at least 6 feet high must be provided across all entrances.
The property owner must maintain the fencing and gates in good repair.

Findings: The Subject Property is located on the Site where there is additional ex1st1ng
industrial development. Applicant operates a compost/recycling facility currently on the
Subject Property. Zoning Code section 33.258.070.D.2.¢(2) exempts uses within ground lease
areas from screening requirements. Screening is not required along the boundaries of the
leased area that is interior to the site. Hence, no additional landscaping is required. A .
perimeter fence, that appears to be 8 feet tall, currently encloses the site along its entire
boundary. The Hearings Officer finds this standard will be met.

33.254. 090 Activities in Requlred Setbacks Extraction, movement or stockp111ng of
mineral-and aggregate resources or the disposal or storage of waste products within a required
setback is prohibited. The tops-and toes of cut and fill slopes must remain outside the required
setback. Structures, exterior storage, and parking areas for trucks or equipment are not
allowed within the required setbacks. Required setbacks include all setbacks approved by the
State for Mining uses. :

Findings:  Because the waste-related materials and activities will be confined within a fully-
enclosed structure and will be set back 51gn1ﬁcantly from the property lines, the Heanngs
Officer finds this standard w111 be met.

33.254.100 Underground Uulitles All underground lines and conduits on a mining or

landfill site and within 50 feet of the site must be protected from damage from the use. This
.mcludes storm and sanitary sewers, and water gas, and electric lines. :

Findings: The proposed act1v1ty is for the processing of food waste and not mrmng or
excavation. This requrrement does not apply. : o

H. There isa reclamation or redevelopment plan which will ensure that the site will be suitable
for an allowed use when the mining or landfill use is finished; and '

_ Fmdmgs The proposed activity is not mrnmg or landﬁll Therefore this cntenon does not
“apply. :

I.  Public benefits of the use outwei‘gh any impacts which cannot be mitigeted.

‘Findings: The facility and adother fa0111ty operated by Apphcant (N-Suttle Road-and

currently under review- LU 10-203967 CU AD) will allow the City of Portland to 1mp1ement
its food waste composting program. These facilities will serve as transfer stations allowing -
garbage haulers to deliver the blended food and yard debris waste. The application explains
that composting businesses typically require transfer facilities. Many deliveries, in smaller -
trucks, from the urban area go to a single point where the waste is separated and aggregated
for composting. The material is then consolidated into larger trucks and is shipped to a
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composting facility. This reduces the number of trips to the composting facility, provides a
place that efficiently sorts arid consolidates the organic material, and offers another means of
reducing the amount of materials being deposited into a landfill. For this use, the material is
being diverted from the waste stréam going to landfills, and is récycled into compost for
beneficial uses. The above represents the public benefits of the application ih this case.

Nearby residents and property owners raised concerns about this proposed use of the Subject
Property (Exhibits F.1, F.2, H.8 and H.11). The Hearings Officer finds that the primary
concerns expressed by opponents involved the possible emission of odors, the possible
attraction of vermin, possible impacis on nearby environmentally zoned/used properties and
traffic-impacts. The Hearings Officer considered each of opponents’ concerns in the findings
above. The Hearings Officer finds; based upon Applicant’s proposed operation plan and
conditions that will be imposed upon Applicant’s operation on the Subject Property; that the

* 1isk of odot and vermin impacts on the neighboring properties is relatively low. The Hearings
Officer found no probable impacts will o¢cur on nearby environmentally zoned properties.
The Hearings Officer found that traffic impacts will be significantly mitigatéd by prohibiting
Applicant’s use of the Knapp entrance to the Site. ‘ -

Overall, the Héariﬁ-g's Officer finds the public benefits are greéat and possible negative itapacts
are relatively low. The Hearings Officer finds the public benefits outweigh the potential
negative impacts. The Hearings Officer finds this standard'is met. '

Adjustments

33.805.010 Purpose ” : :

The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.- These regulations apply citywide, but because of the city's diversity, some
sites are difficult to develop in compliance with the regulations. ‘The adjustment review process
provides a mechanism by which the regulations in the zoning code may be modified if the proposed
development continues to meet the intenided purpose of those regulations. Adjustments may also be
- used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would preclude all use of a site.
Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations and allow for alternative ways to meet
the purposes of the code, while allowing the zoning code to contiriug to provide certainty and rapid
processing for land use applications. ' :

33.805.040 Approval Criteria_ o : :
Adjustment requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown that -
approval criteria A. through F., below, have been met. -

A.  Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be
modified; and S : ‘

AFindings.: The Applicant is reques‘ting-an.Adjushnent to waive the vehicle access standard for
‘Waste-Related uses (Zoning Code standard 33.254.030). The purpose of the Mining and
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Waste-Related development standard, as stated in Section 33.254.010 of the Zoning Code, is
as follows:

These regulations: :

® Reduce the impacts and nuisances resulting from mining and Waste—Related uses on
surrounding land uses;

* Reduce the transportation impacts from these uses;
Ensure that land used for these purposes is restored so that it may be reused; and
Provide security measures so that these land uses are not a safety hazard to other land
uses or to nearby residents.

PBOT reviewed the Applicant’s transportation analysis and had rio concerns. As outlined in
the Applicant’s response, and summarized above, the proposed new Waste-Related use is not,

~ anticipated to have a significant trip generatlon impact or generate trip types that are -
inconsistent with the street designations (Exhibit E.2).. PBOT agreed with Applicant’s traffic
studies (Exhibits A.2, A.5, and A.6) that the transportation system is capable of supporting the
-additional traffic that is estimated to be generated by the use. SE 101%* Avenue and SE Foster
Road can support the new use from a capacity, safety, and access standpoint. PBOT and the
Applicant’s traffic studies concluded that the proposed use is not anticipated to have any

detrimental impacts on the overall safety of the Springwater Trail crossing at SE 101% Avenue. -

The Hearings Officer concurs with the conclusions reached by PBOT and the Applicant’s
traffic consultants and finds this approval criterion is met.

B. Ifin aresidential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or
appearance of the residential area, or if in a C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be consistent
- with the classification of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the area; and

Findings: The Subject Property is in the IH zone. The IH zone is intended to pfov1de areas
where all kinds of industries may locate including those not de31rable in other zones due to
~ their Ob_] ectionable impacts or appearance

~ The Site and Subject Property are located within the Outer Southeast Commumty Plan.
‘boundary. The plan, adopted in March 1996, specifically addresses the “Freeway Lands” site
as follows: :

Industrial Areas (page 35): The Freeway Land Company site was zoned a
combination of EG and Heavy Industrial. This will allow office and commermal uses

____to locate on the outside edges of the site and the contmuatlon of heavy industrial usesin

the interior.

As noted above PBOT reviewed (Exhibit E.2) the Applicant’s submitted traffic analysis
(Exh1b1ts A.2, A5 and A.6) and has determined that the transportation system can support the
\ new use from a capacity, safety, and access standpoint. Therefore, the proposed access from a
e vacated street will not negatively impact the intended character of the IH zone or the desired
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industrial character of the Freeway Land site. The Hearings Officer finds this approval
criterion is met.

C. Ifmore than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments
results in a project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

Findings: Only one Adjustment is requested. This criterion does not apply.
D. Clty-de31gnated scenic resources and hlstonc resources are preserved and .

Findings: City-designated scenic resources are shown on the zoning map by the “s” overlay
zone. Historic resources are designated by a large dot. There are no such resources present on
this site. This criterion does not apply. : :

E. Anyimpacts resulting from the a'djﬁstment are mitigated to the extent practical; and

Findings: There are no detrimental impacts created by allowing the new Waste-Related use to
use the existing access to the existing Site and Subject Property The Hearings Ofﬁcer ﬁnds
no mitigation is needed. This criterion does not apply. -

F. If inan -environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental
impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable;

Findings. No developmient or activity is proposed within the Environmental zone as a result
of the Adjustmient. This criterion does not apply.

Development Standards

Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not-have to meet
the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans submitted
for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of Title 33 can be
met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior to the approval of a
‘building or zoning penmt

I1I. CON CLUSIONS

Applicant requested Conditional Use approval in order to begin accepting mixed yard debris/food
waste at the Subject Property for recycling. - An Adjustment is requested to waive the requirement
that the Waste-Related use be located so that street access is from a Major City Traffic Street or a
street in a designated Freight District. The mixed yard debris/food waste will be delivered to the
Subject Property via garbage collection trucks, approximately 35 trucks per day. Mixed yard
debris/food waste will also be accepted from private self-haulers and the general public.
Compostable mixed yard debris/food waste will be transported to a final location for composting.

In order for this proposal to meet the-approval criteria and to address some of the concerns raised by
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e  The date and time the complaint was received; and .

»  The name, address and telephone number (if provided) of the person or persons
making the complaint; and . ~ ~

*  The Recology (or any successor in interest) employee who received the complaint; and

*  Any actions taken by Recology (or any successor in interest) employee(s) to resolve the
complaint. ' :

A record of all complaints and action taken must be maintained at the facility for a minimum of -
one (1) year. Annually, a copy of the complaint log must be delivered by mail to the Lents
Neighborhood Association Chairperson (per Office of Neighborhood Involvement website
information) and the East Portland Neighborhood Office. Access, so long as 24-hour advance
notice is given, shall be provided at the Subject Property by Recology (or any successor in.
interest) to the Bureau of Development Services for the purposes of reviewing the complaint log. -

~ H. Organics containing food waste shall be removed from the Subject Property and Site Within
forty-eight (48) hours of delivery to the Subject Property.

Gregory J. Franlﬁ Hearings Ofﬁc¢r '

Agell 27, 20q

Date ,
‘Application Determined Complete: January 28, 2011
Report to Hearings Officer: ‘ Mearch 235, 2011
Decision Mailed: . ’ April 28,2011
‘Last Date to Appeal: _ 4:30pm., May 12, 2011 , :
Effective Date (if no appeal): May 13,2011  Decision may be recorded on.this date.

- Conditions of Approval. This project may be subject to a number of specific conditions, listed
above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be documented in all related
permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the permitting process must illustrate

* how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project elements that are specifically required

by conditions.of approval must be shown on the plans, and labeled as.such..

These conditions-of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews. As
‘used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review, any
person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the use or
development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future owners of the
property subject to this land use review.
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opponents, the Hearings Officer included conditions of approval. The conditions are intended to
mitigate potential impacts (i.e. odor, vecter, traffic, etc.) upon nearby properties which could be
created by the application. : : e

1V

- DECISION

Approval of a Conditional Use to establish a Waste-Related use that accepts and processes food
waste that is blended with yard debris, within a fully-enclosed building, as described in Exhibits A.1
through A.6, and - " . o

Approval of an Adjustment to waive the Waste-Related location and access requirements (Section

33.

254.030) to allow access onto the facility from a private driveway (vacated SE 100%™ Avenue),

subject to the following conditions: -

A.

As part of the building permit (10-188549 CO) application submittal, the following
development-related conditions (B through D) must bé noted on edch of the 4 required site plans
or included as a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears
must be labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 10-194818 CU AD.” All
requirements must be graphically represented-on the required plans and must be labeled
"REQUIRED." B ‘

- Two signs, which identify the food waste recycling operation, must be installed on entrance

gates to the facility. The signs must include 24<Hotr emergency contact information.

. An aeration and biofilter system must be installed to negate food waste odors.

. An internal drain and containment system must be installed to collect the liquid waste (leachate)

inside the food waste processing building. The leachate must be taken to an off-site location for
disposal. : '

. All public information, including Internet and mariceting information, must include a directional

map that identifies the Recology facility within the larger 100-acre industrial site and identifies
the site’s entrance at SE 101 and SE Foster Boulevard.

Recology (or any successor in interest) trucks and any associated businesses, including =~
commercial haulers, must be instructed to use only the SE Foster and SE 101 Avenue access;
access to/from the Subject Property via SE Knapp shall not be permitted (excepting for
emergency response vehicles). o

. Recology (or any successor in interest) must document all nuisance complaints that are received,

including but not limited to: litter, noise, ddors, dust, traffic and vectors. For every nuisance
complaint received, the facility will record, in a complaint log, the following information:

e The nature of the complaint; and
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Appeal of the decision. ANY APPEAL OF THE HEARINGS OFFICER’S DECISION MUST BE .
FILED AT 1900 SW 4™ AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97201 (503-823-7526). Until 3:00 p.m.,
Tuesday through Friday, file the appeal at the Development Services Center on the first floor.
Between 3:00 p.m. and 4:30 p.m., and on Mondays, the appeal must be submitted at the Reception
Desk on the 5th Floor. An appeal fee of $5,077.00 will be charged (one-balf of the application
fee for this case). Information and assistance in filing an appeal can be obtained from the Bureau of
Development Services at the Development Services Center.

Who can appeal: You may appeal the decision only if you wrote a letter which is received before
the close of the record on hearing or if you testified at the hearing, or if you are the property owner
or applicant. If you or anyone else appeals the decision of the Hearings Officer, City Council will
hold an evidentiary hearing, one in which new evidence can be submitted to them. Upon
submission of their application, the applicant for this land use review chose to waive the 120-day
time frame in which the City must render a decision. This add1t10na1 time allows for any appeal of
this proposal to be held as an evxdentxary heanng '

Appeal Fee Waivers: Neighborhood associations recognized by the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement may qualify for a waiver of the appeal fee provided that the association has standing to

~appeal. The appeal must contain the signature of the Chairperson or other person-authorized by the

association, confirming the vote to appeal was done in accordarice with the organization’s bylaws.

Neighborhood associations, who wish to qualify for a fee waiver, must complete the Type III
Appeal Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form and submit it prior to the appeal deadline. The
Type HI Appeal Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form contains mstructlons on how to apply
for a fee waiver, including the required vote to appeal. :

Recording the final decision.

If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah
County Recorder. A few days prior to the last day to appeal, the City will mail instructions to the
applicant for recording the documents associated with their final land use decision.

A building or zoningApeﬁnit Will be issued only after the final decision is recorded.

The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:

By Mail: Send the‘two.recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to: Multnomah

_County Recorder, P.O. Box 5007; Portland OR_ 97208. The recording fee is identified on the

recording sheet.  Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope.

In Person: ,-Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use

- Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to the County

Recorder’s office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR 97214 The
recording fee is identified on the recording sheet
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For further information on recordlng, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034.
For further information. on your recording documents pledse call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625.

Expiration of this approval. An approval‘ expires three years from the date the final decision is
~rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved aotfivity has begun. :

Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not issued

for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, anew land

use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining development subJect to
the Zomng Code in effect at that time:

Zone'vChange and Comprehenswe Plan Map Amendment approvals do not expire.

Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may be
required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a perm1t permlttees
must demonstrate comphance with:

. All condltlons imposed herein; ‘ :

« All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review,

o All requirements of the building code; and .

« . All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Poxﬂand and all other appheable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the C1ty
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EXHIBITS '
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED .

A.. Applicant’s Submittal
Project Proposal and Response to Approval Criteria
Traffic Analysis, prepared by Kittelson and Associates, dated October 18, 2010
Applicant’s letter responding to staff’s application completeness review.
Ground Lease Document .
Traffic Analysis Letter, dated February 6, 2011
Traffic Analysis Addendum, dated March 9, 2011
Request for Evidentiary Hearing and 120-Day Waiver
B. Zomng Map (attached)

C. Plans and Drawings

Site Plan, submitted J anuary 28,2011 (attached)-

'Partial Site Plan with Floor Plan, submitted January 28, 2011 (attached)

Partial Existing Conditions Plan, submitted January 28, 2011

Building Elevations — Existing Building, submitted J anixary 28,2011
. Aerial Photo showing existing conditions, submitted J anuary 28,2011

Site Plan, submitted November 19, 2010

otification information

Request for Response

Posting Letter Sent to Applicant

Notice to be Posted ,

Applicant’s Statement Certifying Posting

Mailing List

Mailed Notice
E. Agency Responses

Bureau of Environmental Services
" Bureau of Transportation -

Water Bureau

Fire Bureau

TRACS Print-Out — “No Concerns” Response from Bureau of Parks, Forestty Division,

Site Development Review Section of Bureau of Development Services, Life Safety Review

Section of Bureau of Development Services

F. Letters

NO VAN

O
amewwrzemewwr

G

1. Larry and Darcy Niemeyer, March 9, 2011, opposes proposal (t hememeyers@comcast net) "~
* 11045 SE Henderson Portland OR 97266 ;

2. Gary Gossett, March 13 2011, opposes proposal (b otanmek@hotmaﬂ com)
G. Other

1. Original LUR Apphcatxon

2. LUR Application with Owner Information

3. Site History Research
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4. " Incomplete Application Letter to Applicant from Staff
5. Pre-Application Conference Summary Report '
6. Copy of Easement, with Stipulations, Granting Property Owner Access Rights Through
City-Owned Springwater Corridor, submltted from Parks Bureau staff
H. Recelved in the Hearings Office
Hearing Notice - Frugoli, Sheila
Staff Report - Frugoli, Sheila
4/4/11 e-mail from Frank and Debra Fleck - Frugoli, Sheila
3/30/11 letter, Loftus to Frogoli - Frugoli, Sheila -
3/23/11 letter, Michael C. Robinson to Frugoli - Frugoli, Sheila
Plan - Robinson, Michael
PowerPoint presentation prmtout Frugoh Sheila
. Letter - Christensen, Gregg
Request to be added to mailing list - DeLapp, Laurie
10. Letter - Fleck, Frank and Debra
11. 4/6/11 letter - Fleck, Frank and Debra -
12. Business cards for Metzler and Rawson to be added to mailing 11st Metzler, Bill and
Rawson, Stephanie
13.4/7/11 letter - Robinson, Michaél
14.4/7/11 letter - Robinson, Michael
15.4/7/11 Memo with attachment - Frugoli, Sheila
a. 4/7/11 letter from Robinson - Frugoli, Sheila
16. Final written argument - Robinson, Michael

VRN D W~
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@ — CITY OF PORTLAND
=+ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Room 1000, Portland, Oregon 97204 = Dan Saltzman, Commissioner » Dean Marriott, Director

'LAND USE RESPONSE

Date: March 9, 2011
To: Sheita-Frugolim BDSLtand Use-Services503=823=7817
From: Jocelyn Tunnard, BES Development Services 503-823-5780

Jennifer Antak, BES Watershed Services
Greg East, BES Pollution Prevent;on
Subject: LU 10- 194818 CuU v ,
Location: 6400 SE 101ST AVE - Quarter Section: 3740

R No: R022400260, R551002230, R551002240, R992211480, R992221570,
R992222590 ' '

The following conditions of approval and informational comments are based on the land use

review information provided to the Bureau of Environmental Servnces (BES). The appllcant may

contact me with any questions or concerns.

Proposal Summary: Conditional Use and 1 Adjustment to add food waste to existing Waste
Related use. Changes to sxte circulation; no new buildings.

BES Response Summggy BES has no objections to the requ)red Conditional Use
Review fo allow food waste to be accepted at this site for recycling. Refer to comment #2
below under Stormwater Management & Water Resources.

Sanitary Services

1. There is an 18-inch (that varies in dlameter) concrete public’ samtary gravity sewer-located
along the southern boundary of this site (BES prOJect # 2484).

Stormwater Management & Water Resour_ces

The stormwater runoff generated from the proposed development must meet the requirements
of the City of Portland’s Stormwater Management Manual current at the time of building plan
review. For all projects, the Stormwater Hierarchy must be addressed. The applicant may
contact BES with any questions or for additional information. The current 2008 Stormwater
Management Manual (SWMM) can be found at: http [mww.portlandonline.com/bes/ under
Publications and then go to Manuals.

1. There is no public storm-only sewer available to this property.

2. BDS has indicated there will be no exterior improvements/alterations and no new impervious
area will be constructed as part of this project and it appears non-conforming upgrades are
. not required. An Adjustment to waive the required L1 landscaping standard in the required
setback area had previously been requested, but appears to no longer be part of this review.
Also, it appears this project will.not need to bring existing areas into compliance with current
landscaping requirements per Chapter 33.258.070, which would trigger Section 1.5 of the

LU 10-194818 CU o , é)é/z e/ Page 1
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- SWMM and require new landscaped areas to be utilized as vegetated stormwater facilities
~ where feasible. Therefore, BES has no objections to the required Conditional Use
Review to allow food waste to. be accepted at this site for recycling. ‘ i

Conditions of Approval : . :
BES has no recommended conditions of Land Use Review approval

Additional Information

1. Refer to BES Pre-Application Corference: Response dated August 31%,:2010for- addltlonal
information.

2. The site plan submitted for land use review identifies the- exnstmg pnvate samtary and storm
system that serves the existing bundlng being reviewed under this project, as required:by
BES. The information provided is sufficient for land use review, however, be aware that at .
the time of building permit review the label for the existing storm system w1ll fikely-need to be "
revised because the label “88" is typically used to-identify sanitary sewers.”

3. Be aware, there are a number of BES restoration projects located in areas surroundlng thls
site. These prOJects are belng desngned to restore and i lmprove the Johnson Creek flood
“plain area, : -

Bunldmg Permit Information

1. SWMM Chapz‘er4 Requirements: Desrgn requnrements from Chapter 4 of the SWMM:
(Source Controls) that may pertain to this project are briefly described below with the
corresponding Chapter 4 section noted. BES recommendsthe applicant review Chapter4 -

- to help recognize other requirements that may apply to this project at the building permit-
review stage. BES recommends that requirements related to-site contamination be. - :
addressed prior to submitting for building permit review to help avoid potentially long delays

a. Temporary Dewatering (Section 4.4 and Title 17 Chapters 34, 36. 39): This area'is-

- served by a seperated.sewer system. During construction, groundwater (estlmated
based on seasonally adjusted USGS data to be approxrmately 21-30 feet below grade
surface) or precipitation water that is removed from the construction area and
discharged to a City sewer requires pre-authorization/approval through the BES Ba’cch
Discharge Program. Fees are assessed for temporary construction discharges to the: -

- public sewer system - see the BES website for current rates and mformatlon about .

- dewatering as it relates to construction projects.

b. Solid Waste and Recyeling (Section 4.5): Solid waste (mcludmg greasé - ‘
bins/drums/boxes) and recycling (plastic, paper, glass, etc.) areas require a structural
cover with a paved surface beneath the receptacles, a bermed or graded isolated area-
beneath the cover to protect from stormwater run-on, and a drain to the sanitary sewer
within the isolated covered area.

c. Fuel Dispensing Areas (S ect/on 4.7): Fuel drspensmg areas generally requlre a canopy,
-+ pavement around the fueling area, and-a drain beneath the cover that discharges t6 the
. sanitary sewer through a spill control manhole. Shut-off valves are requnred after the

spill control manhole and on the adjacent storm sewer. system c

d. Veh/c/e Washmg Areas (S Section 4.9): Vehicle washlng areas must be paved and
o lsolated through berms or gradmg to protect from stormwater run on The paved area
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must drain through an ou and water separator prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer.
This area must include a structural cover.

e. Solid Bulk Material Storage and Processing (Section 4.10): The exterior storage or
processing of bulk materials requires further review by BES Pollution Prevention. There
are high-risk and low-risk materials. The stored materials will be evaluated to determine
if the materials will leach out into stormwater. Some of the pollution controls that may be
required are: pavement of the area, protection from stormwater run-on and runoff, a
structural cover, and secondary containment. .

f. Solid Waste and Recycling (Section 4.5): Solid waste (including grease ‘
bins/drums/boxes) and recycling (plastic, paper, glass, etc.) areas require a structural
cover with a paved surface beneath the receptacles, a bermed or graded isolated area
beneath the cover to protect from stormwater run-on, and a drain to the samtary sewer
within the isolated covered area.

2. Extra Strength Sewer Charge Program (Title 17 Chapter 34 & 36): The proposed business
is required to comply with the City’s Extra Strength Sewer Charge (ESSC) Program;
therefore, the owner is required to install a sampling location. A sampling manhole is
preferred but, if not feasible, an 8” sampling tee on the waste line will be allowed. The

. sampling location must be downstream of any treatment devices and must account for all
flows leaving the business or establishment. The sampling tee location cannot be located in
a public right-of-way or in an area that is highly trafficked by foot.or vehicle.

3. Current NPDES or NEC Permit (Title 17 Chapter 39): This site is currently covered undera
Nationai Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit. Please
contact the City’s permit manager for the site, Daryl Houtman, at E503 823-5535 to mqunre .
how this proposal will impact the stormwater permit and building applxcatlon
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BEFORE THE CITY OF PORTLAND
LAND USE HEARINGS OFFICER

- R215713,R336673, R336811 and

In e Matter of dn Application by
Recology Oregon Material Recovery, Inc.”
("Recology™) for a Conditional Use Permit
and Four (4) Adjustments to Establish a FINDINGS OF FACT AND
Waste-Related Use with an On-Site Retail’ CONCLUSIONS OF LAW IN SUPPORT
Operation Pursuant to 33,815.220, on a Site OF THE APPLICATION

in the Heavy Industrial ("HI") Zomng
District at 6400 SE 101st Avenue (Property
Identification Nos. R104979, R215712,

R336871)

L FACTS.

A. Proposal. . ) '

A : This Site is presently used as a waste related facilfty. The facility is licensed b}; Metro
(Solid Waste F aoility License No. L.036-09) and the Oregon Department of Enviroxﬁnental
Qualitfl ("DEQ") (Pennit No. 1369) It is a permitted use with non—cOnforming development.
The sne currently accepts non-food waste matenals for recycling, Because changes to the Site
are proposed condltxonal use approval is requlred PCC 33.815.030.

This proposal will utilize the ex1st1ng Site and its improvements and will allow the

. acceptance of food waste. The food waste will be mixed with )}ard and green waste currently

"~ PAGE

. accepted at the Site. The food waste will be visually examined and noh-eompostable materials

will be removed from the compost stream inside the existing buﬂdmg Compostable matenals K
wﬂl be loaded onto trucks for Shlpment to an off-Site composting facility. The proposal also
includes the installation of a small retail area [less than three thousand B3, OOO) square feet] for

compost sales to the public.

1-  FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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B. Site Location and Map Designations.

The Site is located at 6400 SE 101st Avenue. Exhibit 1 shovvs the locatlon of the Slte its

zomng, I—Ieavy Industrlal ("IH") and a V1c1n1ty map Exhlbxts 2A and 2B are aerlal

photographs of the Slte The leased Slte which is the subject of this apphcatlon contams 4 1

acres and is part of a larger lot containing 27.8 acres. The IH zoning is consistent w1th the -

Industrial Sanctuary ("IS") Comprehensive Plan map designation. No overlay zones are located

on the Site.
C. Surrounding Uses and Access to the Site.

The Site is surrounded by IH-zoned property. To the west across SE 101st Avenue is a
pal]et recyehng facility, a cement manufacturing fac1hty, a truck company and a truck shop To
the south isa truck and equlpment parking area. To the north is an ‘industrial building. To the
east are other industrial uses. '_ | A

~ The Site is reached by SE 101st Avenue from its mtersectlon with SE Foster Road

SE Foster Road has five (5) lanes and SE 101st Avenue has two (2) lanes. The intersection is

' signalized. A sidewalk extends from the intersection w1th SE Foster Road on both sides of °

SE 101st Avenue across the Springwater Trail. A bike lane exists on both sides of SE 101st

- Avenue and it is signed "no parkmg" north of the Sprmgwater Trail, The land uses on SE 101st

Avenue south of SE Foster consist of industrial uses.
D.  Current and Proposed Use and Development of the Site.

The Site is currently used by Recology to accept dry, non-putrescible rec'yclahle

' matenals Acceptable recyclable materials currently recelved at the Site 1nelude but are not

" PAGE

limited to, cardboard and mixed waste paper, metals, plastics, yard-debris, wood _dry asphalt,

- constructlon and demolition waste (coricrete, rock, brick), land clearing debns mixed roofing

waste, gypsum wallboard (untreated and unpainted), electronic waste and Styrofoam With the

exceptlon of wood, yard debris, metal, sods, soils, and concrete, rock and brick, all mlxed dry

2-  FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
- LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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solid waste matenals are managed Wlthln an enclosed and covered building. The materials are
recelved at the Site, sorted and then safely loaded for transport to an off—sxte location.

The Site is fully developed. The Slte islevel. The entire Slte contalns an asphalt surface.

| —The entlre Slte is surrounded by a six (6) foot high chain link fence (Exhlblt 20). Access to the

Site is through a ﬁfty (50) foot wxde gate. No addmonal buildings are proposed by thJs
apphcauon
Two (2) bu1ld1ngs are on the Site. The sma]ler of’ the two (2) buﬂdlngs is the scale house

(also contamlng an office) and is adjacent to the scale. The larger buﬂdmg; known as the -

‘Material Recovery Facility ("MRF") building (Building #4A), is a shared building with another
off-site user (the building is physically divided between the two (2)'users.

"The MRF building contains approximately 45 960 square feet and is thirty one (31) feet

: h1 gh Exhibit 3 shows the Slte plan and Exhlblt 4 shows the MRF bulldmg s interior ﬂoor plan

No exterior changes to the MRF bu11d1ng are proposed except for the addmon of larger entry

doors and the installation of skylights. Exhibit 5 shows the MRF bul_ldmg s elevation.,

" The interior of the MRF building will be r_edesigned to include a break room; restrooms,
offices, a tipping floor for incoming materials and an area des_ignated for the réceipt of resideritial .
and commereial organic (food) waste. A h’dck repair facility Will be removed. -A wastewater

rcolle’ctio'n system will be installed through Which liquids will pass before Acollec’tion in a poly

. tank. The liquids will then either be disposed of off-site or sprayed on orgamc waste, if the

PAGE

hquld wﬂl not create offensive odors. (Exhibit 3, sheets Cl 0 and C2.0).

- Trucks arriving at the Site will enter the MRF building and dlscharge their dry recyclahle
materials onto the sorting floor, No t1pp1ng or handlmg of organics waste will occur out51de of
the MRF bulldmg The MRF building's feature will include an organics tip floor with a negatlve

aeration system equipped with biofilters and a leachate collection system. The food waste will

" be sorfed for loading onto other trucks for shipment to off-site composting facilities. Food waste

3-  FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
- LAWIN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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materials will arrive at a separate entrance to the MRF building, be sorted and be transported off-
site in about.tWenty four (24) hours to forty eight (48) hours.- Rapid sorting within two (2) days -

will control offensive odors.

The negative aeration system Wﬂl also ensure odor control Air from the t1p floor will be

directed to a biofilter system to control odor. Liquids will be routed through a leachate

collection system before disposal, as described above.

Traffic circulation on the Site will be redesiéne,d to maximize traffic flow and provide
adequate queuing stordge fof trucks when needed.
E. Current and Proposed Operations on the Site.

The Site currently has about ten (10) employees. This proposal will increase that number

to eleven (1 1) employees.

The Site's operating hours Will not change from 7:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., Monday — A Friday

~ and 8;00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m, on Saturday. I—Iauler dehvers of recyclable materials to the Site may

oceur at any time dunng operating hours. The general pubhc may drop off and purchase }
compost materials at any time during operating hours.-
The addition of food waste to the Site will add about forty five (45) new truck trips to and

from the Site. Thirty five (35) of the new truck trips will be deliveries of food Waste materials to

-+ the Site and ten (10) of the new truck trips will transport food waste from the Slte

. PAGE

The Site currently receives a maximum of about 200 tons Qf waste per day, or about
1,200 tons per week. The addition of food waste will add about 250 tons of food waste per day,
or about 1,500 tons per week. After approval of this application, the Site will receive about 450

tons per day of all types of materials, or about a total of 2,700 tons weekly.

4-  FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION.
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F. Applicable Approval Criteria. , . ‘
L Conditional Use Approval Criteria for a Waste-Related Use in the TH Zone.

The proposed addition of food waste requires a conditional use in the IH zone (see

Table 1.4-1, "Waste-Related Uses"). Wast_e~related uses are eai)ject to Note 8 in PCC
33.140.100.B, "Limited Uses." Note 8 provides that all waste-related uses are conditional uses,
unless three (3) conditions are met, in which case they are allowed b}t right. In this case, the use -
isa eonditional use becauee the three (3) conditions necessary to allew the use by right are .rtot ,
" met. | | |
The apt)li'cable approval criteria for the conditional use permﬁ are:
. 33.815. 220(A)-(1), "Mmlng and Waste~Related" uses. |
. ' 33 254, "Mining and Waste-Related Uses," is apphcable to this apphcatlon
 through 33.815.220F.3,
. 33.262, "Off-Site Impacts," is apphcable to this apphcatlon through
33.254.060.A.
2. Adjustment Approval Criteria t‘or Four (4) Adjustments.
. The relelvant approval criteria for adjustments te PCC Chepter 33 reqttirements are found .
_in Chapter 33.805. The four (4) required adjustments are shown b'elow;
' . 33, 254, 030 "Location and Vehicle Access." This ecriterion restricts access for

waste-related uses to MaJ or City Traffic Streets Because this ex1st1ng use

accesses a Local Service Traffic Street an adjustment to ﬂ’llS standard is required. .

. 33.254.080.A. and B., "Setbacks, Landscaping and Screening." Three (3)
variances to this section are reciuired. Subsection A. requires a one hundred (100)
foot setback to property lines and streets abutting an I zone. The existing scale
~ house is 55.7 from SE 101st Avenue and the existing MRF building is 69.5' from
the street. Sut)section B. requiresh landscaping and screening to the L1 standard.
)
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' F.inally, Subsection B. also requires a six (6) foot high fence on the interior of the
one hundred (100) foot setback. A six (6) foot high-fence elests on the Site but is

not within the interior side of the setback on SE 101st Avenue

3. Retail Use for Sale of Compost M'aterials to the Public. .

Retail uses are permitted outright if the square footage of the floor area is no more than
three thousand (3,000) square feet, 33. 140 100. B 6(a). The proposed retail use contains less
than 3,000 square feet and is a permitted use on this Site.

1. APPLICABLE APPROVAL CRITERIA
A'. - For condxtlonal use permit: 33.815.220, "Mlnmg and Waste Related Uses "
1. Relevant Approval Criteria. |

"A. There are adequate nearby lands available for the development of more

mtense mdustrlal uses;"’

RESPONSE: Adequate nearby lands include the lands on either side of SE 101st

Avenue, south of SE Foster Road The lands are currently devoted to 1ntense industrial uses.

~ Beoause this use is occurring on an existing Site devoted to the receipt and shipment of

recyolable materials and will be conducted within an existing buxldlng on a fully developed Site,

this additional use does not remove-lands avaﬂable for the development of more 1ntense

1ndustna1 uses.
This ¢riterion is satisfied.
"B. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall industrial character
of the area,' based on the existing proportion and type of iudustrial uses;"
| RESPONSE: This application will allow the acceptance of organic food waste at the

Site, which will be reloaded inside the MRF building for transport to an off-site composting

facility. The proposed use will not significantly alter the overall character of the area because it

consists of activities inside an existing building with trucks coming to and from a fully

6- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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developed Site. There will not be a significant increase in the number of trucks céming to the -
Site. Further, this Site is less than fifteen percent (15%) of the larger lot on which it is located.

This application will not alter the overall character of the area based on its proportien of the

—’

v
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industrial uses in the area or on the 'larger lot.
This criterion is satisfied.
"C. There will be no significant health or safety risks to nearby uses;"

RESPONSE: This condmonal use permit will not cause significant health or safety risks

to nearby uses. Potential health or safety risks mclude odor contammated stormwater and traffic.

impacts. Odor is controlled by an aerated floor W1t_h a negative air system. Leachate:will be . '
collected-and disposed of off-site.-Liquids:are-treated: p_ribr to entering the City's system.

The a&dition of this usé will not cause a safety risk because of increased traffic; Table 4

" in the Tfansportatiop Impact Analysis ("TIA") (Exhibit 6) shows that the proposed use will

generate approximately 90 additional daily trips, with 15 of those trips in the weekday a.m. peak
hour and 5 of those new trips in the week'déy pm peak hour.

About 45 néw truck trips to and from the Site will occur between the hours of 8:00 a;m.
and 4:00 p.m., with aboufBS of these trucks delivefing food waste (mixed with organié waste)
and approximately 10 semi-trucks taking the waste to an off-site composting facility (TIA at
page 8).. | | | } '

The TIA also examined t‘he crash history at the intersection of SE Foster Road and.SE
i Olst Avenue and found ;chat there were only four (4) crashes at this intersection during a five (5)
year' study period (TIA at page 7). | |

The TIA also examined the crash history at the Springwater Trail crossing at SE 101st

Avenue. The TIA found no bicycle or pedestrian crashes at this crossing during a five (5) year

period. (TIA'at page 7, Table 3),

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied.

7-  FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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"D, There will be no significant detrimental environmental impacts to any
nearby environmentally sensitive areas;"

RESPONSE: There is no nearby environmentally sensitive area on this Site (see

Exhibit 1).
' "E. The proposed use adequately addresses potential nunsance—related Impact.
such as litter;" |

RESPONSE: The potential nuisance-related impacts include litter; dust, neise, odor and

. vector control. - The applicant will control odor through an aerated floor with a negative air

system with the air directed to a bxoﬁltratlon system. Leachate run-off will be controlled and

: cleaned through the use of a biofiltration system, which wﬂl minimize any stormwater impacts.

Because the waste is I‘GGCIVCd, sorted and transloaded 11331de the existing MRF building, dust and

| “noise outside the MRF building will be minimal. Vector control is accoinplished through

" PAGE

maintenance of sanitary conditions inside the MRF building and on the Site and qulck sorting of
the recelved waste and transloadmg for off-site delivery. A

‘The City can find that this criterion is satisfied.

- "F. P-ublic Services." |

"l. = The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations shown in the
Tranépoftation Elelﬁent of the Comprehensive Plan; |

2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the propos.ed ﬁ-se in
addition to the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of ’
service, of' other performance measures; access to ax.'terials;‘ connectivity; transit
availability; on-street parking impacts; access restrictions; neighborhood impacté; impacts -

on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; and safety for all modes; and

8- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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3. Public services for water supply, policy and fire profection are capable of
servmg the proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater dlsposal

systems are acceptable to’ the Bureau of Environmental Services."

RESPONSE: SE 101st Avenue is classified as a Local Service Traffic Street, a Local
Service Transit Street, a Local Service Bikeway, a Local Service Walkway, a Truck Access

Street and a Minor Emergency Response Street The TIA concludes that the street is capable of *

: acceptmg the add1t10na1 traffic created by this application (TTA at pages 12 and 13).

" PAGE

The 1ntersect10n of SE Foster Road and SE 101st Avenue functions at level of service
"A'" and the Site driveway intersection also functions at level of service "A'; (TIA, figure 5 at |
page 11). As the TIA explains, level of servxce "A" is the highest possible Ievel of service at:
intersections and easily meets the Clty ] aocepted performance standards.
- Public services are adequate for water supply, police and fire profcection services are
eapable of serving the proposed use, and proposed sarﬁtary waste and stormwater disposal |

systems are acceptable to BES. A new water line has been installed to the street so fire

‘protection will be adequate. A sanitary sewer storm line and a sanitary waste line serve the Site.

(Exhibit 3). Two (2) fire hydrants are located immed@ately adjacent to the building, one on the

“west and one on the south

The two (2) nearest fire stations to thls Site are Station 11 (Lents) at 5707 SE 92nd
Avenue and Station 29 (Gilbert) located. at 13310 SE Foster Road. (Exhibit 3A).

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. \ |

"G. The proposal comphes with the regulatmns of Chapter 33.254, "Mmlng and
Waste~Related Uses;y"-

RESPONSE Chapter 33.254 i is addressed below.’

"H. Thereis a reclamation or redevel(_)pment which will ensure that the site will

* be suitable for an allowed use when the mining or landfill use is finished;"

o FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF

LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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RESPONSE This criterion is 1napphcable to this application because it does not

propose a proposed mining or landfill use.

"I.  Public benefits of the use outweigh any impacts that cannot be mitigated’§ "o

" PAGE

RESPONSE: The City can find that all potential impacts are mitigated. The public

benefits of approving this use includé the implementation of the City of Portland's food waste

' composting program. Sites must be provided within the City of Portland to which waste haulers

can deliver food waste. Because the composting occurs off site, theré must be adequate facilities

to separately accept the food waste from other non—compostable waste and then transport the
food wastc to off-site compostlng facilities. '

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied.

2. Conclusion for 33.815.220. |

The City can find that the re.]evant.ap}:.)roval criteria for a waste-related conditional use

~

are satisfied. , }
B. - Chapter 33.254, "Mining and Wasfe-Related Uses." ‘
- 1. Relevant Approval Criteria. |

"A.  33.254.020, "Limitations." -

1. Accessor}" uses. Concrete batching, asphalt mikingz rock crushing, or ola'y :
bulking in connection with a Mining use are brohibite_d except in IH and IG zones.

| 2, Hazardous wastes. The disposal of hazafdous ‘wastes, as deﬁ_n'ed- by OAR

340.100 to 340.110, is prohibited.” | -

RESPONSE: This section prohi’bits'the disposal of hazardous waste as defined by OAR
Chapter 340. 100- 10. The application does not propose to receive hazardous waste at this Site.

The City can ﬁnd that this criterion is satisfied. -
"B.  33.254.030, "Location and Vehicle Access.”

10- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION
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‘Uses must be located so that vehicle access is restricted to Major City Traffic Streets

or to streets in Freight Districts, as designated in the Transportation Element of the

; Comprehensive Plan."

\’,.

PAGE

RESPONSE' This cﬁterion requires that the use be located so that vehicle access is -
restricted to Major Czty Trafﬁc Streets or to streets in Fre1 ght Districts. This existing use is on a
Local Service Traffic Street. Therefore the applicant will request an adjustment to thls criterion.

"C. . 33.254.040.A.-D., "Operations." | .

1. On-site queueing. The site layout must include adequate areas to

accommodate the peak number of vehicles expected to come to the site at any one time.

2. Processing of waste products In the case of Waste-Related uses other than
Jandfills and composting operations, all activities relating to the recelvmg, sorting, .
.processm'g, storage, transfer, and shipping of wastes must take place entirely within
enclosed structures. The transfer of waste products from one vehlcle or centamer to
another vehlcle or contamer and the cleanmg of such vehicles or contamers must be done -

within a containment area desngned‘to ensure that waste materials will be conﬁned so as to

not enter the groundwater or any water body.

3. Liquid waste pretreafment. The use, if other than a sewage treatment

* facility, must provide pretreatment of any liquids being discharged into the City's

stormwater or sanitary disposal system. The pretreatment must meet the standards of the
Bureau of Environmental Services

4. Posted information. A s1gn must be posted near the entrance to the site,
statmg the telephone number(s) where a representatlve of the use may be reached at all’

times."

11- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF
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RESPONSE: 33.254.040.A réquire_s on-site queuing. The Site layout (Exhibit 3).
includes an adequate area to accommodate the peak number of vehicles expected to arrive at the

Site at any one time.

f
-

- 33.254.040.B requires that the receiving, sorting, prdcéssing, storage, transfer and
shipping of waste must take place entirely within an enclosed structure. All of this activity is
proposed to be within the existing MRF building.

This sectlon also requires that the transfer of waste products from one vehlcle to another -

- and the cleamng of the vehicles must be done within a containmient area designed to ensure that -

waste materials will be conﬁned 50 as not to enter the groundwater or any water body. This

~ application proposes to conduct all of the waste transfers Wlthm a containment area (Exhibit 5)

1n31de the MRF bulldmg . A

33. 254 040.C requlres the pretreatment of any liquids being dlscharged into the City's
stormwater or sanitary .dxsposal system. Any run-off from collected waste will be handled inside '
the MRF building and ireated by a biofiltration system. Stonnwafér' from thé Site is separately
drained to a pond Serving the larger industrial pérk and is then di'scharged to the City's system.

'33.254.040.D requires posted information near the entrance of the Sité providing a phdné
number where a répresentative of the use may be reached at all times; The Site contains the
required sign at the scale house. * - |

This criterion is satisfied. ,

"D, - 33.254;050;'"Tra-fﬁc_-lmpact Sfudy."

"A traffic impact study mus‘i be submitted for the proposed. use. As part of the
study, méasures must be proposed for niitigaﬁng traffic impacts resﬁlting from vehicles

gomg to and from the site. The study must also mclude a plan and mechanisms to ensure

- that traffic, especxally trucks, travel primarily on truck streets or Major City Traffic -

PAGE
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Streets when near the site. The traffic study must include information on proposed access
points, hours of operation, types of vehicles, and number of ’trips." |

- RESPONSE: The TIA is Exhibit 6 to this application. The TIA examined whether

' PAGE

there would be a requirement for mitigation of traffic impacts resulting from-vehicles going to
and from the Site.. The TIA includes information on proposed access point, hours of operation,

fypes of vehicles, and number of trips. The TIA did not identify such impacts nor the need for

'initigation. (TIA at page 13).

This criterion is satisfied.
"E. 33.254.060.A.-C., "Nuisance Mitigation Plan."

"The applicant must submit a mitigation plan that addresses potential nuisance

‘impacts which might be created by the proposed use. The plan must include the following

corﬂponents: , |
| 1. Off-site impacts. The plan must doé'um'én‘t that the use will comply with the
off-site impact standards stated in Chapter 33.262; ' ‘
2. Lifter. For Waste-Related useé, the lplan ‘must address littef gf;nerated on _thé
site and litter along roadways leading to.the ﬁse.that is generated by vehicles co'ming,'t_ol the
site. The'pian must also address illegally dumpeﬁ waste products near the site. The plan
must provide for regular litter removal. The plan must aiso fnclude meaﬁs to limit litter
from vehicles cbming to site; and
‘3. Dust, mud, and vector control. | ‘The plan must provide mechanisms to limit

impacts from dust, mud, and disease carrying organisms such as rats and mosquitoes."

RESPONSE: 33.254.060.A requires a plan'that'documents how the use will comply

-with the off-site impact standards stated in Chapter 33.262, This chapter is addressed below.

33.254.060.B requires that the application include a plan to address litter generated on the

Site and along the toads leading to the Site.
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The plan pr'oposed by applicant is as follows. First, all waste will be off-loaded inside the )
building and reloaded inside the building for transportation to off-site composting facilities. No

waste will be offloaded outside the buildfng Second the applicant will agree to inspeot the road

~ leading to its facility for waste generated by vehicles coming to its facility and to collect and

remove such litter. The applicant‘will instruct triuck operators and the public coming to the Site 3
in vvntmg not to illegally dump waste products near the Site. Finally, the applicant will instruct
those coming to the Site to require that the Waste is covered as the trucks come to the Site.

33, 254 060.C requires a plan provide mechamsms to limit impacts from dust mud and
disease. carrymg organisms, such as rats and mosquitoes. The Site is fully paved and unloadmg
and loadmg of the recyc}ed materials occurs inside the MRF buﬂdmg Therefore, there w111 be
no.dust generated The applicant will regularly check the Site and the street leading to the Site
for mud. F inally, management of the incoming organics food waste by ensuring that they are
generally removed wﬂhm twenty four (24) to forty eight (48) hours will minimize vector 1ssues .

This criterion is satisfied.

"F.  33.254.080.A.-B., "Setbacks, Lnndscaping, and Screeni_ng."

"Waste-Related uses are subject to the following setback, landscaping, and

_ screening requirements. Mining uses are subject to State requirements for setbacks,

)
" PAGE

landscaping and screening.

1. Setback distance. Waste-Related uses must be set back 100 feet from all
property and street lot lines that abut C, E, or I zones. A 200 foot setback is required along. -
all property and street lot lines that abut OS or R zones. '
| 2. | Landscaping and screening requirements. The setback must be landscaped‘
to at least the lestand‘ard. A fence at least 6 feet ‘h.igh must be provided on the interior

side of the setback. The fence must be screened by a high hedge meeting'the L3 standard.

- The landscaping standards are stated in Chapter 33.248, Landscaping and Screening. In -
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addition, gates-with fencing at least 6 feet high must be provided across all entrances. The
property owner must mamtam the fencing and gates m good repair."

33.254.080.A. requires that waste-related uses must be set back 100 feet from all property

e

and street hnes that abut an I zone. Because this use is on a leased portlon of a much larger lot,
the only setbacks abut an [ zone. The only 100 foot setback required is from the street lot line on
the west side of the Site that abuts the IH zone.

Two (2) bulldlngs are located within the 100 foot set-back. The MRF building used is
55.7 feet from the existing street lot line. The scale house building is 69.5 feet from the street lot
line. Therefore, both of these existing structures are within the 100 foot setback requirement,
This application requests an sdjustr'nent to this section for both structures.

33. 254 080. B. describes landscaping and screemng standards The only relevant setback
for this Site is the setback located on SE 101st Avenue. This sectxon requlres a landscape
setback at least to the L1 standard w1th a fence six (6) feet high and a high hedge meeting the L‘3
standéird. The setback aiong SE 101st Avenue does not comply'with this requirement.. The
setback on SE 101st Avenue co‘ntains a six (6) foot high chain link fence but it is within the
setback. This apphca‘uon requests an adJustment to this section for the L1 landscapxng standard
and the fence W1th1n the setback

"G, 33.254.090, "Actlvmes in Requlred Setbacks "

' "EXtractlon, movement, or stockpllmg of mineral and aggregate resources or the

. disposal or storage of waste products within a required setback is prohibited."”

PAGE

RESPONSE: This section applies only to mineral and aggregate resources and is,
therefore, inapplicable to this é.pplication.

"H. 33.254.100, "Undérground' Utilities."

RESPONSE This criterion apphes only to mining or landfill sites and is, therefore,

inapplicable to this apphca‘uon
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2. Conclusion for 33.254.. ,
The City can find that the relevant approval criteria in Chapter 33.254 are satisfied.
C. Chapter 33.262, ""Off-Site Impacts."

1. Relevant Approval Criteria.

"A.  33.262.030, "Exemptions."

"The off-site impact standards do not apply to machinery, equlpment and facllltles
whlch were at the site and in compliance with existing regulations at the effective date of

these regulations. Any new or additional machinery, equlpment and facilities must comply '

. thh the standards of this chapter Documentation is the responSIblhty of the propnetor of

the use if there is any question about when the equipment was brought to the site.”
RESI;.ONSE: This chapter does not apply to machinery, equipment and facilities whjch

were at the Site and in éompliance with the existing regulations at the effective date of this '

-regulation. This secﬁon'fu_rther provides that any new or.additio'n'al machinery, equipment and

facilities much comply with the standards of this chapter, The only new machinery or equipment

outside of the existing structure that is propoéed to be installed as pért of this application is the

- small fan associated with the negative.aeration system. The primary existing structure (the MRF

Building) has been at this Site for a number of years. The structure will not be expanded through A
this application. 4
"B.  33.262.050, "Noise."

"The City noise standards are stated in Title 18, Noise Control. Tn addition, the

‘Departmen't of Environmental Quality has regulations which apply to firms adjagént to or

near noise sensitive uses such as dwellings, religious institations, schools, and hospitals.' -

RESPONSE: The operation of this Site has and will continue to satisfy Title 18, "Noise

| ~Control." The Site is not subject to additional Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

- PAGE

("DEQ") administrative regulations regarding noise adjacent to noise sensitive uses such as
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dwellings, religious institutions, schools and hospitals because this Site is not within the radtus of
* such noise sensitive uses.

The City can find that this criterion is satisfied.

- "C.  33.262.060, "Vibration."

- "Vibration standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive vibrations which exceed

0.002¢g peak fnay not be prdduced. In géneral, this means that a person of normal
" sensitivities should not be able to feel any vibrations. ‘ |
Except‘ions.. .Vibraﬁons from temporary construction and vehicles which leave the
. site (sucﬁ as trucks, tfains, airplanes and helicopters) a‘rl'e exemi)t. Vibrations las‘ting less .
“than 5 minutes per day are also exempt, Vibraﬁdns from primarily on-site vehicles and .
equipment a;~e not exempt. | | | |
' . Measurement. Seismic or electronic vibration méasuring equipment may be uéed
for measurements when there are doubts about the level of vibration."
RESPQNSE: Tﬁis proposal will not produce céntinuous, 'frequeht or repetiﬁve.
vibrations which exceed the threshold described in PCC 33.262.060.A. |
 This criterion is met. '
"D. 33.262.070, "Odor."
"Odor standard. Continuous, frequent, or repetitive od.ors may not be produced.
'The odor thfeshéld is the point at which an odor may just be detected.
Exception. An odor detected for less than 15 minutes per day is exempt." -
RESPONSE: This a'pplicatibn will not produce cdntinuous, frequent or repetitive odors.
This criterion is satisfied. I
"E.” 33.262.080, "Glare."
"Glare sfandard. Glare is illumination caused by all types of lighting and from high- |
temperature processes such és welding or m'etallurgical refining. Glare may not directly,
) o |
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or indirectly from'i‘eﬂeetion, cause illumination on other properties in excess of a
measurement of 0.5 foot candles of light.

Strobe lights. Strobe lights. visible from another property are not allowed." -

RESPONSE: This application will not cause glare nort use strobe lights. Therefore, t_his.'

_ criterion is satisfied.

2, Conclusion for 33.262.

“The City can 1 find that this chapter is éither inapplicable to this application pursuant to
PCC 33.252.030 or, if apphcable this apphcatlon satisfies the relevant requirements.of this
Chepter.
D. Chapter 33.805; "Adjustments."

This sectlon addresses the relevant approval criteria for four () variances. '

1.  Adjustmentto 33.254.030, "Location and Vehicle Access." (FIRST -
ADJUSTMENT) | |

The standard to be adjusted requires that vehicle access for a waste-related use be

~ restricted to Major City Traffic Streets or to s;réc—;ts in Freight Districts. This Site has access to

' PAGE

only a Local Service Traffic Street. The regulation to be adjusted is not an ineligible regulation
under PCC 33.805.030.B. |

a, Approval Criteria under 33. 805. 040.A.-F.

A, Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the
regulation to be modified." |

RESPONSE: The purpose of thefegulation to be modified is to} restrict traffic from’
waste-related uses to a higher order street or a Freight District. In this case, however, this is‘an .

existing use that has been located at this location on this street for a number of years. Further,

_ the TIA demonstrates that SE 101st Avenue and its intersection with SE Foster Road is more
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than capable of accommodatmg increased traffic from this proposed use. Therefore, the City can
find that the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be modlﬁed

"B. Ifina residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the

.livability or appearahce of the residential area or, if in an 0S, C, E or I zone, the proposal

will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of
the area."

RESPONSE: The Site is located in an I zone. The proposal is consistent wrch the
classification of the adjacent street and desnred character of the area. Itis consustent Wlth the
classification of the adjacent street because it has been served by thls street for a number of
years, and the TIA demonstrates that the street is fully capable of accommodatmg the proposed
traffic from the changed use. Second, it is consmtent with the desired.character of the area. The
desired cha:raoter of the area is an intense industrial area with a number of industrial uses,
1ncludmg this ex1st1ng use. The City can find that this criterion is satisfied. |

"'C." If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative ei‘fect of .th'e -
adjustments results ina project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the
zone." | }

RESPONSE: The IH zone is one of three (3) zones that implerﬁents the Industrial -
Sanctuary ("IS™) map designation in the City's acknowledged Comprehenswe Plan. The IH zone
provides areas where all kinds of mdustrles may locate, mcludmg those not desirable in other
zones due to their objectionable impacts or appearance. Thls apphcatlon'requlres four (4)

adjustments. The City can, however, find that the cmmileitive‘effocts.,of.;the,; adjustments is a

. project thich.is still consistent with the purpose of the IH zone. As noted above, the IH zone is

) .
” PAGE"

. ) -8
intended to accommodate objectionable or unattractive:uses. This use is appropriately located in
the TH zone whereas it would not be appropriately found in other zoniﬁg districts where it might

be considered objectionable or unattractive.
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. The City can find that this criterion is satisfied.
"D.  City-designated scenic resources and historic resources that are preserved."”

RESPONSE:" No City-designated scenic iesou:rces or historic resources are affected by

this application.

"E.. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated td the extent -
practicable." |

RESPONSE: No foreseeable irhpacts will result from this 'a.djustment. SE 101st Avenue
already accommodates the existing use and the TIA demonstrates that it can accommodate the
addiﬁenal traffic expected to be generated from the conditional use permit. The City can find . -
‘.that this cntenon is satisfied. |

"F. If inan env1ronmental zone; the proposal-has as: few significant detrimental
envnronmental 1mpacts o the resource and resource vahies as. is practxcable," .

RESPONSE This Site is not in an environmental zone.

-~ b. Conclusmn for first adjustment.

The City can find that the criteria for this adjustment are satlsﬁed

2. AdJustment to 33.254.080.A., "Setback Distance." (SECOND
ADJUSTMENT) | |

Thls standard requires a 100-foot setback from all street lot lines that abut an I zone. In
this case, the existing MRF bulldmg is within 55.7 feet of the street lot line where it abuts an I
zone and the scale house is setback 69.5' from the street. Therefore, an adjustment to the
setbacks for both structures is required to this section.

This regulation is not an ineligible reguldtion for-an‘adjustment under 33.805.030.B.

)
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a. Approval Criteria under 33.805.040.A.-F.

"A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the »

~have been located within the IOO-foot setback for a number of years, 'those buildings can be

regulation to be modified;"
. ‘RESPONSE: The City can find that gra‘ntiﬁg the adjustment Will equally or better meet
the purpose of the regulation to be modified. The purpose of the regulatlon isto prov1de a

setback from uses in the I Zone. However in a case such as this where two (2) existing bu1ld1ngs

found not to impair or otherwise negatively impact the similar industrial uses in the surrounding
area. Therefore, this criterion is ‘satis_ﬁed.

"B. Ifin aresidential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the

~ livability or appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E or I zone, the proposal

" PAGE
1]

will be consistexit with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of
the area;". | | ‘, | _ ’

RESPONSE: The proﬁosal will be consistent with the classification of the adjacent
street and the desired character of the area for the reasohs‘explai,ned below. The City can find
this criterion is satisfied. | |

"C. - If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulaﬁve effect of the

'adJustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overal] purpose of the

zone;" ‘
RESPONSE The City caﬁ find that the cumulative effect of the adjustments results ina
project that s still consistent with the overall purbose of the zoning district as explained above.
"D. City-designatedlscenic resources and historic resources are preserved;” .

RESPONSE: No City-designated scenic resources or historic resourceé are impacted by

 this application.
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"E.  Any impacts resulting from the adjustment.are mitigated to the extent
practical;" ; ‘

RESPONSE: No impacts reqi;ire mitigation.

PAGE

"F.  Ifin an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable;"
RESPONSE: This Site is not in an environmental zone. |

b. Conclu‘s'ioh for second adjustment.

The Clty can find that the criteria for this adjustment are satlsﬁed

3. AdJustment to 33.254.080.B, "Landscapmg and Screenmg Requirements." (THIRD

ADJU STMENT)
The Slte does not contain the penmeter required landscaping and screenmg Itis

impractical to install the landscapmg on this Slte because it is part of a larger, existing industrial

_park. This section requests an adjustment to this requlrement.

This regulation is not ineligible for adjustments under 33.805.030.

a. Appro'vél Critéria under 33; 805. 040 A.-F.

"A. Grantmg the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the
regulation to be modified;"

RESPON_SE: Granting the adjustrflent will equally or better meet the purpdseé of the
regulation to be modified. The purpose of the regulation is to require landscaping and scr;:ening‘
requirements for an objectionable use. However all of the objectionable aspects of thls use are -
conducted 1ndoors and this Site is fully surrounded by other intense industrial uses.

.Therefore., this criterion is satisfied.

"B. Ifina résidehtial zone, the‘broposal will not signiﬁéanﬂy detract from the

livability or appearance of the residentizil area, or if in an OS, C, E or I zone, the pr‘o'posél
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will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of

the area;"

RESPONSE: The proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacenf _

PAGE

“streets and the desired character of the area, as explained above.

"C. . If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the

A adjustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the .

zone;"

RESPONSE The cumulatlve effect of the adwstment results in a prOJect that is still -
consistent with the overall purpose of the area as explained above. '
"D. Cxty-designated scenic resources and historic resources are préserved;" |
RESI;ONSE: No Cityedesigﬁated seenic resources and historic resources are impacted
by this apphcatlon ’ |
f "E. Any lmpacts resulting from the ad_)ustment are mltlgated to the extent
practical;" ‘ '
RESPONSE: No vimpacts resultiﬁg from the adjustmént require mitigation.
"F. ¥finan .environm'enta'l zone, the propdsal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resoﬁrce and resource values as is practicable;" |
RESPONSE: This Site does not contain an env1ronmental Zone.
b. Conclusion for third adjustment

The criteria for this adjustment are satlsﬁed

"4, AdJustment to 33 254, 080 B., "Landscaping and Screening Requlrements "
(FOURTH ADJUSTMENT)-

This criterion requires that a fence at least 6 feet high be provided on the interior side of
the setback. Exhibit 2C to the applicétion shows that a fence is located élo,ﬁg the street line of

the prdperty but i§ not within the interior side of the 100 foot setback. The applicant, therefore, .
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requests a variance to this criterion. This criterion is not an inéligible regulation undef
33.805.030. ‘ .
a.  Approval Criteria Under 33.805.040,A.-F.

"A.  "Granting the adjﬁstment will equally or better meet the purpose of =~

‘the regulation to be modified;"

RESPONSE: The purpose of this regulation is to have a buffer area between the setback
and the street. However, because this is an existing Site where the entire surface is paved and
used for cxrculatlon a fence on the interior setback would be lmpractlcable ‘The ex1st1ng fence
and gate at the street edge serves the purpose of providing security for the Site, maintaining
operatlons 1n31de the Site and confining litter to the Slte | |

The Clty can find that this criterion is satisfied.

"B. Ifin a residential zone, the proposal will not signiﬁc'antly‘detract from
the livability or appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS C, E or I zone, the
proposal will be cons1stent with the classﬁicatmns of the ad]acent streets and the desn'ed
character of the area;"

RESPONSE: The proposed adjustment is consistent with’ the classification lof the .
adjacent street and the desired character of the area. The Local City Trafﬁc Street is solely used

for purposes of reéching the industrial area. The desired character of the area is that of an

-intense industrial area, consistent with the IS Comprehensive Plan map designation. Having the

fence on the outside rather than tﬁe interior of the setback does not cietract from either the
classification of the adjacent vs;creet\or the desired character of the area.-

This criterion is satisfied,

"C. K rhore than one adjustment is being requested, the cumplative; effect of the
adjustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overéll.purpose of the

zone;"

] : , , :
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RESPONSE: The cumulative effects of the adjustnients result in a project which is still
consistent with the overall purpose of the zone because this is an existing use where the

adjustments do not detract from the purpose of the.IH zoning district.

This criterion is satisfied.
"D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved;"
- RESPONSE: No City-designated scenic resources or historic resources are impact by
this application.
This criterion is satisfied.
"E.  Any impacts resulting from the ‘a’djustx.nelit are mitigated to the' extent
practical;" ‘ . |
RESI;ONSE; There are no impacts resulting from this adjustment which requfre
mitigation. | |
This criterion is satisfied.
"F. If fn an environmentdl zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental -
environmental iﬁpaéts on the resource and resource values as is-practicable;”
| RESPONSE: This Site does not contain an Environmental Zone. |

b. Conclusion for fourth adjustment. The criteria for this adjustment are satisfied.

E. Retail Use in Conjunction Witha Waste-Related Use.

RESPONSE The application proposes a small retail area consisting of less than 3, OOO

- square feet (Exhibit 3). The retail area is an outdoor area where the public may purchase

J
PAGE
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compost. 33.140.100.B.6 provides that retail sales and services with up to 3,000 square feet per

 use are allowed per site. No additional approval criteria are relevant to this part of the request.

The'City can find that a less than 3,000 square foot area for retail sales of compost is

permitted outright in the IH zoning district.
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1. CONCLUSION.
. For the reasons contained in this application, the applicant respectfully requests that the

Hearings Officer approve this conditional use permit with reasonable conditions of approval.
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" highly recoverable resources (e.g., wood, metal, paper) still being landfitled.
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Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

PLANNING AND CONSERVATION > MANAGING GARBAGE AND RECYCLING ) REGIONAL SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan is a long-range plan that
provides a framework for coordinating solid waste and recycling
programs in the region.

After a robust process of public Input and participation from across the metropolitan area, on : :
July 24, 2008, the Metro Council approved a comprehensive plan to coordinate the region's !
salid waste and racycling programs over the next decade. The 2008-2018 Regional Solid

Waste Management Plan, which includes a state-required waste reduction program, reflects a

fong-term commitment to reduce the amount and toxicity of waste generated and disposed in

the region. The plan is available to download by chapter below. Go

Comments on the plan received during the final phase of public involvement are summarized
and addressed in the responsiveness report also available below,

The 12 policies, 13 goals and 68 objectives in the plan will guide continued progress in
reducing the amount and toxicity of waste generated and disposed, as well as new Initiatives
to advance sustainable practices in operations of the solid waste system.

CHAPTER SUMMARIES ’
Chapter |, Introduction ;

Explalns the need for a regional solid waste plan and its funclion, the context behind plan
direction, the plan scope, and the process by which the plan developed, including public
involverment activities,

Chapter Il, Current System

Details roles and responsibifities In solid waste; the array of services, practices and programs
inthe reglonal solid waste system (including waste prevention activities); coliection
consolidation trends; the variety of faciiities in the system; and excess capacity at transfer
stations and landfills.

Identifies amounts of waste materlal from the region recovered and disposed, and amounts of

Provides an assessment of whether the 64 percent waste reduction goal is likely to be .
achieved by the statutory benchmark year of 2009, :

Chapter (Il, Future Direction and Regional Policies

Establishes high-level direction for the region through a plan vision, regional values, and
regionat policies,

Chapter IV, Program Areas

Provides direction, through goals and objectives, for waste reduction program areas (single- i
family residential. multifamily residential, commercial organics, business, and building industry :
sectors), as well as education services, hazardous waste management and product

stewardshlip efforts

Chapter V. Sustainable Operations

Provides direction for making solid waste operations more sustainabie. These goals and

objectives, developad by a group of solid waste systern stakeholders, are intended to apply to
any solid waste facilities or services in the region regulated by government (including
collection). ‘

Chapter VI, Plan Implementation, Compliance and Revision

Contains program implementation, performance measurement, and compliance detall related !
to waste reduction programs and recycling service levels in the region.

Appendices

Key Solid Waste Laws

Disaster Debris Management Plan
Disposal System Planning
System Improvements Waork Plan _
System and Non-System Facilities
» Waste Reduction Programs Timetable ]
o Guiding Direction .

» Glossary of terms

* & * 9

RELATED DOCUMENTS

9 Cover, Table of Contents, Executive Summary
156K Adobe Acrabat PDF § Publishad Oclober 18, 2006

2 Chapter |, Introduction
78K Adabe Acrobat PDF { Published October 18, 2008
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Most solid waste facilities are privately owned, but
Metro South and Metro Central transfer stations are
both publicly owned. The opportunity for private entry
and innovation in the system has helped to create a
diverse array of facilities that can respond to rapidly
changing technologies, fluctuating market conditions,
and local conditions and needs.

The volume of waste handled by private facilities has
increased significantly during the past 10 years. In
1995, the region’s two publicly owned facilities handied
slightly over 70% of the waste delivered to facilities

in the region. By 2005, the share of the waste stream
delivered to publicly owned facilities had declined to
43% (see Figure 1). ’

Figure 1
Tons received at facilities

Waste connections
)

Pride disposal
4%

L ECR
6%

Lakeside
6%

Allied
1%

Waste management
27%

2006

2. Recycling/Recovery

The Metro region is currently served by 16 facilities
conducting material recovery from dry waste of
varying types (see Map 1). Twelve of these facilities are
permitted to take nonputrescible (“dry”) waste; the
other four are licensed to accept a more limited range
of materials. Two of those four facilities are limited to
accepting wood, yard debris, and roofing; the other
two facilities handle tires exclusively, Six of the facilities
are hybrid facilities that also perform other functions,
including four that are local transfer stations and two
that are publicly owned/privately-operated regional
transfer stations.

There are also seven “clean” MRFs in or near the region
that exclusively receive and process source-separated
residential curbside and business recyclable materials.

‘Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan

Pe—

3. Composting

There are six yard debris composting facilities located
within the region. All but one of these facilities are
privately owned and operated. The publicly owned
facility handles only leaf debris collected by City of
Portland maintenance crews. The region is also served
by a compaosting facility located in Washington State
that'is authorized to accept post-consumer food waste.

4. Waste transfer

The seven transfer stations located within Metro's
boundaries (see Map 2) consolidate loads of solid waste
for transfer to landfills. Three of these facilities, Metro
Central, Metro South and the Forest Grove Transfer
Station, are regional transfer stations that can accept
unlimited amounts of putrescible (or “wet *) waste and
dry waste. Metro's two transfer stations are publicly
owned; the Forest Grove facility is privately owned.

The four other transfer facilities, Columbia
Environmental, Pride Recycling, Troutdale Transfer

~ Station and Willamette Resources, are franchised to

serve localized needs, and as such are authorized by
Metro to accept only limited amounts of “wet” waste
per year (but are allowed to accept unlimited amounts of
“dry” waste). These local transfer stations are privately
owned by companies that also provide collection
services. '

The region’s seven transfer stations have an estimated
transfer capacity of approximately 2.06 million tons/year,
During 2006, these facilities accepted 1.05 million tons
of waste. The estimated capacity of each facility and the
tonnage received during 2006 is shown in Table 3.

Table 3
Transfer station throughput and estimated
capacity, 1,000s tons/year

2006 Transfer
Throughput Capacity

Public facilities ,
Metro Central ’ 324 624
Metro South 280 560

.Private facilities

Forest Grove* 168 © 135
Pride Disposal .56 234
Troutdale 82 312
Willamette Resources 144 196
Columbia Environmental** 0 uhknown
Total 1,054 2,061

*Approximately 26,500 tons of solid waste are delivered to
the Forest Grove transfer station in transfer vehicles and do
not utilize transfer station capacity. The capacity shown is a
nominal capacity based on the average load size in the region.
**Columbia Environmental is not yet operational,

14 Chapter |
(Effective 7/24/08)
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Figure 3
Historical disposal tonnages
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Amount of waste disposed by sector
The amount of waste disposed and recovered by each
generator is shown in Figures 4 and 5. Commercial
sources {including industrial and institutional waste
generators) account for almost half of the waste
disposed from the Metro region (44%). Single-family
homes are next at 28% (this figure includes the amount
of residential self-haul received at the Metro-owned
"transfer stations, since most of that waste is from single-
family homes).

Figure 4
Waste disposed by generator source
' Multi-family
10%

Building industry
10% 28%
Processing
facilities
8%

Commercial
44%

2005 DEQ waste composition data.

The proportions of these sources (and their contributions
to the region’s waste stream) varies locally depending on
the amount of commercial and industrial generators in

- -a given area. The amount of C&D waste generated in

a specific area, for example, is related to the amount of
construction activity. In the outer suburban areas of the
Metro region, where much of the new construction of
residences and businesses is currently taking place, C&D
may account for half or more of the waste generated
there,

Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan

Multi-family

Single-family

20
(Effective 7/24/08)

Figure 5
Amounts recovered by generator source
Other recyciing . C&D onsite
2% N 7 12%
Single-family / C&D post

r- collection
!l' 7%

15%

1% .
Commercial
“—  organics
0.3%

Commerciai,
paper and
containers
Commercial, 21%
other

41%

2006 DEQ annual recovery survey.
*Multi-family, bottie bill and depot/dropoft.

In the long term, the relative proportions of waste from
each sector will shift due to changes in the amount
recycled or composted. Implementation of the goals
and objectives in this RSWMP should further decrease
the amount of waste disposed from commercial and
residential sources. v

Composition of the waste disposed

The composition of waste generated by each sector !
(residential, business and building industry) is different.
The building industry generates many recyclable
materials such as wood, concrete, cardboard, metal,
and land-clearing debris. Some types of businesses
generate large quantities of waste paper, most of
which is recyclable when it is separated from the
smaller amounts of putrescible and nonrecyclable
waste generated at most locations. Industries generate
diverse wastes, such as grits and screenings, scrap from
product manufacturing, specialized packaging and other
substances that typically require case-by-case evaluation
for recycling or reuse.

Residential sources generate a waste stream that
contains a wide variety of materials. Among the
recyclable residential materials are paper, metal, glass,
plastic bottles, motor oil, and yard debris. The largest
single material remaining in the residential waste

stream is food waste (26% of the waste disposed).
Infrastructure development in food waste collection may
make it possible to recover that material, and soiled
paper, for composting.

Chapter [!
Current System
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Bruce Walker is one frustrated guy.

He's in charge of launching the residential kitchen scrap composting program cltywide, Mare than -
a year after Portland rolled out a small pilot, we were all supposed to be scraping our leftovers
Into the green roll carts by now, o ’

Then It was pushed back to fali of this vear,

More PDX Green

A safer bet: 2012,
: Most Comments Most Recent
Those of us who backyard compost just frults and vegetables (to keep rats at bay) and sigh with

every chicken carcass and cheesy casserole dumped in the garbage will just have to keep sighlig. PDX Green stories with the most

comments in the last 7 days.

What gives? , . _ 5  Linfield College students are on
board for » sustainable future
for all

This is & city that pays people to build ecoroofs and plant trees, organizes green housing tours and
embraces bicycles, So why the holdup on composting kitchen waste?

I the city owned all the stuff necessary for composting the kitchen scraps of 600,000 people, we'd
be doing It. The will is there. But the haulers are private and so are the composting sites and
equipment. Metro, the regional government, Is also involved in the process. Anyone whose job
involves many moving parts knows how tough it can be, : ’

"We're actively working right now to see what we can do to move ahead sooner rather than later,” N
says Walker. "There's a tremendous level of interest In the community,” % LI

The latest wrinkle?

o years?

+ Affoselabin tultinn rases .+ Convenient lozatinns Scfays §
« Accelerated canrses - # personilized graduation plan

The city needs a half-dazen transfer sites to "reload"” residential food waste onto bigger trucks
since it doesn't make sense for small haulers to drive all the way, to North Plains and Benton
County, where most of the food waste will likely be composted. -

snlzng i East Féedand,
1 Parkianiard Voreqwer:

WARNER PACIFIC COLLEGE -

HIVEARALY QLCKIE HOGIIN

The clty recently gave land use approval to Recology to reload food waste at a site on Suttle Road
In the St. Johns nelghborhood in North Portland and on Southeast 101st Avenue in the Lents
nelghborhood. Both sites currently serve as transfer stations for yard debris.

Most Active Users Whalt's this?
But Cottonwood Capital Praperty Management has appealed the Lents approval to the Clty
Counctl, concerned over stench, rats, fears about pofiution runoff into Johnson Creek and other Users with the most OregonLive.com
problems, . ) ' comments in the last 7 days
Recology's group manager for Oregon's operations, Dave Dutra, says the site will actually smel! gRr uglyone

less since the compost will be moved Indoors and the green roll carts will be collected every week N
" rather than every other week. Also, Recology will use an aerated floor, negative air system and B

biofi{ters to remove any odor before it is released outside. . a5 EagleforFfee..,

Walker nevertheless says, "It's important for the appeal to be heard." Curbside composting can be

started before this is resolved, And while the Lents site is "yery valuable" to the city, It won't kill

the project not to have it,

http://blog.oregonlive.com/pdxgreen/2011/06/pdx green composting food not.html 6/23/2011
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Walker is used to dealing with wrinkies.

Back in 2007, the city iaid out a goal for putting food scraps at the curb sometime between 2009
and 2015, although hopes were high it would happen quickly.

At one time, Portland assumed Cedar Grove in Seattie, which composts its commerclal food
waste, would eventually do residential too shice it had a contract with Metro to establish a
compost facliity here. When that didn't happen, Portland and Metro signed on with Recology
(which does San Franclsco's residential food composting} and Allled Waste Managament.

Recology has a site in North Plains for composting food scraps but still needs to do a test run this
summer to prove to Washington County commissioners It won't stink: (Walker is confident It
won't.) Allied 1s taking the pilot program's waste to Benton County and will just truck more there
once citywide composting launches, Meanwhile, the clty has four “reload” sites ready to go:
Allied's in Wilsonville, Metro Central transfer station, Recology's In St. Johnq and Waste
Management’s in Troutdale.

The hope Is to have Metro South _transfer station in the mix as well as Recology's Lents site.

1n 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency reported that 66 U.S. communities, the majority In
the West, had food composting programs. Food scraps, by the way, accounted for more than 20
percent of municipal solid waste.

BioCydle journal editor Nora Goldstein monitors food-composting efforts around the country and
gave Portland kudos for its commercial composting success. She's not surprised residential has
lagged with so many players, The city hasn't taken this headache on for kicks.

Composting residential Kitchen scraps Is part of Portland's overall goal to reduce carbon emissions
80 percent befow 1990 levels by 2050,

Those rotten leftovers won't go into the landfill, where it turns into methane, a greenhouse gas 21
times more potent than carbon dioxide.

“This is an important step people can do in their day-to-day lives," says Walker,
Once the wrinkles are ironed out,

-~ Carrle Sturrock
Related toples: brice watker, composting food, pdx green
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Lents Neighborhood Association

PO Box 90833
Portland, OR 97290

Portland City Council
1221 SW Fourth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

July 5, 2011

Mayor and Commissioners:

This letter is in reference to LU 10-194818 CU AD, a prbposal for a compost transfer
facility set for discussion at your J uly 13 meeting. I'm writing to notify you of the
Lents Neighborhood Association’s opposition to this proposal. '

On June 28, by a 10-7 vote, the Association voted to oppose the proposed transfer
facility.

My personal observations were that project opponents had the following key concerns:

* Odors. Compost left in the facility too long would emit odors that would
disrupt surrounding residences.

* Vectors. Neighbors were concerned that the facility would harbor rats and
other vectors, which could spread to surrounding residences.

* Traffic. A newly-formed group called the “Springwater Trail Preservation
Society” is concerned about the impact of trucks crossing the Springwater
Trail at the 101* Avenue entrance to Freeway Lands.

* Flooding. Opponents were concerned that flooding on Johnson Creek could
inundate the facility, causing compost to enter Johnson Creek.

* Recology’s track record. Opponents sited concerns about Recology's
operations in other locations. -

* Lents’ image. Neighbors expressed frustration that Lents was selected for a
waste transfer facility.

It's fair to note that the seven proponents of the project also cited Recology’s track
record as reasons to support the project.

If the council rejects the land-use appeal and moves forward with the project, I urge it
to work with neighbors to address these, and other, concerns. The Lents
Neighborhood Association remains committed to encouraging development of new
employment sites at Freeway Lands, one of the region’s premier industrial areas.

Nick Christensén

President
Lents Neighborhood Association
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Kris L. Wilkinson

From; Sperry, Arianne [Arianne. Sperry@portlandoregon gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 5:47 PM

To: Kris L. Wilkinseon; Bill Dickas

Cc: Walker, Bruce

Subject: Portland's Yard Debris/Food Waste Pilot Program
Attachments: Pilot and Citywide Yard Debris Generation.xls

Mr. Dickas:

| have attached a spreadsheet that shows the tons of mixed organic waste collected in the pilot area along with the
amount of yard debris collected historically citywide.

| also have copied the Organics Generation graph from the spreadsheet into the body of this email (see below). Please
note that the numbers in the graph represent pounds per household per month. The graph that you received from Metro
was INCORRECTLY LABELED as pounds per household per week. The graph below has been corrected and should
replace the information you received from Metro. Please contact me if you have further questions on the organics
generation. | wouid be happy to discuss the specifics with you to make sure that you have accurate information.
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As you can see from the spreadsheet and the graph above, we have received more yard debris + food scraps than
expected based on historic citywide data for yard debris. There are a number of factors that we have identified to account
for the discrepancy, including:

1. Addition of food scraps to the yard debris.

2. Incteased yard debris coliection frequency (greater capacity has induced demand)

3. Pilot areas may not be representative of city average (hlgher yard debris generators in general).

4. Citywide data collected by yard and later converted to tons is not comparable to pilot data (loads are weighed dlrectly)

The trips generated in the pilot areas would not be representative of the trips generated citywide because the pilot routes
are much smaller than a typical yard debris route. Thus, an extrapoletlon of trips anticipated citywide based on the pilot
trips would be a gross misrepresentation.

. 1 do not have specific information regarding the number of yard debris trips generated currently in each franchise area.
However, an estimate could go something like this:

~

1
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1. Atypical yard debris route has 500 to 800 customers

2. There are about 143,000 Portland customers

3. Thus, garbage and recycling companies must service approximately 180 to 290 residential yard debris routes in the
city. ‘ f

4. The garbage and recycling companies operate 5 days a week, so there are likely about 36 to 60 yard debris routes
serviced each day of the week. .

5. Most companies structure their routes so that one truck services one route per day. During peak yard debris season,
sometimes those trucks need to make two frips to a facility to unload in order to stay within allowable weight limits.
Therefore, on a daily basis, in the City of Portland, you can expect there could be somewhere between 36-120 total trips
to all facilities to unload yard debris.

[ cannot say which garbage and recycling companies will use the Foster Road facility and | would urge extreme caution in
making assessments from the map we provided. Haulers make those decisions based on tip fee, location, and other
factors. For example, the Metro Central transfer station is anticipated to have the highest use and one hauler serving a
large number of customers near the proposed Foster Road facility may use its own transfer station to dispose of yard
debris/food scraps. We only require that they use facilities that are fully permitted by Metro and DEQ. .

Please let me know if you have further questions.

Thanks!

Arianne Sperry

Solld Wasie & Recycling

City of Portiand

Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
503-823-5664

Please note my new email address: arianne.sperrv@portlandoregon.gov

and the City's new web domain: www.portlandoregon.gov.

From: Kris L. Wilkinson [mailto:KWilkinson@kelrun.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 10:43 AM

To: Walker, Bruce ' ,

Subject: Yard Debris/Food Waste Pilot Program

Mr. Walker,

Thank you for returning my call. As | explained, | am interested in available data from the yard
debris/food waste pilot program in order to learn the organics volumes and trips g'enerated'by
the pilot. \

More specifically, | would like to be able to eXtrapolate the volumes of mixed waste, and the
number of trips (per day and week) generated by the 2,000 experimental households, and to
multiply that data by the 145,000 Portland households which will soon be participating in the
program. | understand the available data includes volumes and compositions as they varied
month by month. «

| would also appreciate, if available, a map showing the 19 exclusive residential territories in
Portland, together with any summary information showing the number of current yard debris
trips (per day and week) generated from those territories, together with any information
showing;\/\/hich territories would be served by the proposed Foster Road transfer station.

2
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Thank you for your assistance.

Bill Dickas

Sent for: William Dickas

By: Kristin L. Wilkinson

Kell, Alterman & Runstein, L.L.P.
520 SW Yambhill Street, Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97204-1329

Phone: 503-222-3531

Fax: 503-227-2980
website: www.kelrun.com

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION

This e-mail message and any attachments are intended only for the addressee. They may be privileged, confidential, and protected.from disclosure. If you are not
the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution, or copying Is expressly proh!bited If you received this e- -mail message In error, please notify the sender

immediately by replying to-this e-mail message or by telephone,

"IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To comply with certain U.S. Treasury regulations, we inform you that, unless expressly stated otherwise, any U.S. faderal tax advice
contained in this communication, including attachments, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding
any penalties that may be imposed on such taxpayer by the Internal Revenue Service. In addition, if any such tax advice is used or referred to by other parties in
promoting, marketing or recommending any partnership or other entity, investment plan or arrangement, then {i) the advice should be construed as written in
connection with the promotion or marketing by others of the transaction{s) or matter{s) addressed in this communication and {ii) the taxpayer should seek advice

based on the taxpayer's particular circumstances from an independent tax advisor.”

EXHIBIT | PAGE 3 OF 6



May 2010 through . Yard Debris +
April 2011 Pilot areas |Weekly Food Scraps Weight 2013
‘ 2008|Citywide  |Every-Other-Week |Yard Debris Most loads by volume 139,118
2007|Citywide  |Every-Other-Week |Yard Debris Most loads by volume 140,160
2008|Citywide  |Every-Other-Week |Yard Debris Most loads by volume 142,126
2009|Citywide  |Every-Other-Week |Yard Debris _[Most loads by volume 142,596 |
2010 Citywide Every Other»Week Yard Debrls Most loads by volume 142,944
May-2010'through, | i Y P N B
Aprll 2011 Pildt-'a’r'éas Weekly . Pilotibs/hh:
. YCitywide.
L 2010 CltyW|de Ve K- lume . |lbs/hh.
Orgamcs tons -anticipated: cxtywude ngen pllot orgamcs gen , D

" *Assumes that pilot areas are representative gf the City as a whole.
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January |February “TSeptembel
61 54 50 - 115 147 101 89 74
1,267 1,175 1,593 2,461 3,116 3,311 2,158 2,192 2,162
1,158 082 1,951 .2,551° 3,440 3,009 2,483 2,338 1,752
1,048 1,272 1,659 1,916 2,699 3,280 3,569 2,960 2,932
2,161 1,814 1,773 2,828 3,048 3,323 2,708 2,249 2,350
1,595 1,501 2,622 2,347
e
4357] 3
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October _ |November

December,

Angiual”

88

111

114

1,180

2,056 |

2,276

1,545

25,312

2,058

2,357

1,213

25,293

2,818

3,258

1,658

28,966

2,392

2,699

1,944

29,289

2,208

1,882

2,048 |

29,233

87}

31

At

28|

118

29

472

6,246 |

8066 |

=
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Commissioner Judv Shinrack
MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

District 3

501 SE Hawthorne Bivd., Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97214

{503) 988-5217 Phone

(503) 988-5262 Fax

July 7, 2011

Portland City Council

- 1221 SW 4th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204
Mayor Adams and Commissioners,

As the District 3 Commissioner of Multnomah County who represents the citizens in the Lents
community, I am writing to you in regards to Recology’s request for a Conditional Use Permit to

" process food waste at its facility in my District. I commend you for your efforts in making

curbside pickup of compostable materials a reality and support providing citizens and businesses
with the opportunity to recycle food waste. However, it is my view that the site on SE 101% is not
the appropriate place to help achieve this goal and I encourage you to conlsider the impact that
this operation will have on the citizens and businesses near the site, '

. Speciﬁcally, the Recology site is surrounded by the Lents neighborhood and bordered by the

Springwater Corridor and Jolinson Creek, I value the health and safety of local families and
outdoor recreationists and wish to preserve the livability of the community. Earlier efforts like
the Reidel International solid waste cbmposting facility in the Cully neighborhood proved the
difficulty of incorporating this type of activity into a neighborhood environment.

As elected officials, we struggle daily to secure opportunities for our comumunity to prosper. The

City of Portland has a shortage of land where business and industrial development can oceur. It is
my view that approving the permitting for food waste composting on this 100 acre site will
diminish the future opporturiities for business development and job creation in the Lents
neighborhood. :

Again, I applaud your leadership on food recycling, but-for the sake of Lents, piea'se do not

* approve Recology’s permit. There are many other viable sites that already handle this type of

compostable waste,

Thank you,

- Comtufssioner Judy Shiprack
Multnomah County, District 3

cc: Metro Council
Lents Neighborhood Association
Springwater Trail Preservation Society
Johnson Creek Watershed Council
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Bill Dickas

From: l Bill Metzler [Bill.Metzler@oregonmetro.gov]

Sent: - Wednesday, June 22, 2011 2:14 PM
To: Bill Dickas

Cc: Jennifer Erickson; Sperry, Arianne
Subject: FW: Food Waste Pilot Results

Bill: Per our telephone conversation, | have attached the information | have regarding the City of Portland’s residential
yard debris and food waste collection pilot project (in the form of the attached email from Arianne Sperry). | hope this
is useful to you.

* If you need commercial food waste generation numbers, please contact Jennifer Erickson (Metro Resource
Conservation). Jennifer can be reached at 503-797-1647. '

Please let me know if | can be of further assistance.

Bill Metzler
Senior Solid Waste Planner
Finance and Regulatory Services

Email; bill.metzler@oregonmetro.gov
Tel: 503-797-1666

www.oregonmetro.gov
! Metro | Making a great place.

From Sperry, Arlanne [mallto Ananne Sperry@portlandoregon gov}

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 10:21 AM

To: Bilt Metzler .

Cc: Walker, Bruce s
Subject: FW: Food Waste Pilot Results

Bill:

According to the waste sorts that we have conducted in July, September and January thus far, food waste can be a
higher component in the yard debris than indicated by Dave Dutra in his testimony at the hearing on the 6". The graph.
below shows the average for the seven pilot samples that were sorted during each of the three data collection perlods
Please let me know if you need further information.

; Percert Green Dart Material that is FoodwWase
f (by weight, bas ed snvsaste sorts)
X 25%
| 20%
20%
. 17 %
15%
10%
69
5%
0% T T
Jaly Sept Jan
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Artanne Sperry

Solid Waste & Recycling

City of Portland

Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
503-823-5664

Please note my new email address: arianne.sperry@portlandoregon.gov
and the City's new web domain: www.portiandoregon.gov.
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

INTRODUCTION

Portland has spent the last several years working with
Metro and other agencies, citizens, and community
and business groups to develop the City’s first
Transportation System Plan (TSP). The TSP is the
20-year plan for transportation improvements in
Portland. The goal of the TSP is to provide
transportation choices for residents, employees,
visitors, and firms doing business in Portland.

The Transportation Element (TE) of the City of
Portland Comprehensive Plan consists of two
Comprehensive Plan goals — Goal 6, Transportation,
and Goal 11B, Public Rights-of-Way — and the Central
City Transportation Management (CCTMP) Goal,
along with their associated policies and objectives.
Within Goal 6 and the CCTMP are sets of street
classification maps, which guide the use of the
fransportation system.

Goals are the broadest expressions of a community’s desires. Goals give direction and are
concerned with the long term, and often describe ideal situations. Policies are broad
statements that set preferred courses of action. Policies are choices made to carry out the’
goals in the foreseeable future. Policies should be specific enough to help determine whether
or not a proposed project, program, or course of action will advance community values
expressed in the goals. Objectives are specific statements that carry out a plan in the short
term. Objectives help assess incremental progress toward achieving the broader purposes
expressed in goals and policies.

The street classification maps and the street plan maps in the TSP are adopted as part of the
Comprehensive Plan, as are the policies. Comprehensive Plan policies are used to review
changes to the Comprehensive Plan; to Title 33, Planning and Zoning; or for a goal
exception. In reading the policies, care should be taken to note that language may be
aspirational (such as ‘should’ or ‘encourage’) or mandatory (such as ‘shall’ or ‘will’). Most
Comprehensive Plan policies are ‘balancing’ policies that should be looked at together to
determine whether an activity achieves the optimal balance.

/ .
Goal 6, Transportation, provides the overall guidance on how Portland’s transportation
system should function over the life of the Comprehensive Plan. It describes what the system
should look like and what purposes it fulfills. Within Goal 6 are policies that address the
following areas:

* Coordination and Involvement
o Street Classification and Description

—————— ——: ww——
e
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Transportation Element Chapter 2

Transportation Function

Land Use and Transportation
Pedestrian and Bicycle

Public Transportation

Parking and Demand Management
Freight, Terminals, and Truck
Regional Transportation
Transportation Districts

® & © © © o &

The goal, policies, and objectives of the CCTMP were first adopted in 1995. They have not
been changed as part of the TSP development, except for the street classification maps,
which have been revised to be consistent with the 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The glossary is adopted policy language'that explains terms used in transportation and land
- use planning. By being adopted in the glossary, the terms can help explain legislative intent.

Portland Transportation System Plan . Page 2-2 .
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Transportation Element . Chapter 2

GOAL 6 TRANSPORTATION

Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system that provides a range of
transportation choices; reinforces the livability of neighborhoods; supports a strong and
diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and water pollution; and lessens reliance on the
automobile while maintaining accessibility.

Explanation: Goal 6 and its policies describe the many elements of the
transportation system that Portland supports. The goal statement reflects
the multiple functions of a balanced transportation system, which
distributes transportation benefits and effects fairly across the many
populations of users.

Coordination and Involvement Policies

Policy 6.1 Coordination

Coordinate with affected state and federal agencies, local governments, special districts, and
providers of transportation services when planning for and funding transportation facilities
and services.

Explanation: The State of Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
and Metro’s 2000 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) require the City to
coordinate transportation system planning and other multi-jurisdictional
transportation issues. I‘JOrtland has had a coordination policy since 1992.

Objectives:

A, Coordmate the funding and development of transportation facilities with regional
transportation and land use plans and with public and private investments.

B. Participate in Metro’s processes for allocating and managing transportation funds
~ and resources to achieve maximum benefit with limited available funds.

C. Involve affected agencies, local governments, spécial districts, and transportation
providers in updates of the Transportation System Plan (TSP).

D. Pursue opportunities to improve the transportation system, including grants,
private/public partnerships, and other non-traditional funding mechanisms.

Policy 6.2 Public Involvement

Carry out a public involvement process that provides information about transportation
issues, projects, and processes to citizens, businesses and other stakeholders, especially to
those traditionally underserved by transportation services, and that solicits and considers
feedback when making decisions about transportation.

Explanation: Transportation decision making should actively seek to
include disenfranchised populations by making the process clear and
straightforward and including mechanisms for public accountability.

Portiand Transportation System Plan Page 2-3
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Transportation Element Chapter 2

it
il

Objectives:

A. Involve community members who are traditionally under-represented in
transportation planning activities.

B. Give consideration to Metro’s Local Public Involvement Policy for Transportation
Planning in Portland’s transportation planning activities.

Explanation: Metro adopted public involvement guidelines in July 1995 for
transportation planning. Local jurisdictions must be consistent with these
guidelines in developing their TSPs and any other projects or programs
submitted to Metro for regional funding. The guidelines require local plan
development to meet minimum standards for public involvement before the
Metro Council takes action on the plan.

Policy 6.3 Transportation Education
Implement educational programs that support a range of transportation choices and
emphasize safety for all modes of travel.

Objectives:

A, Publicize actmtles and the availability of resources and facilities that premote a
multimodal transportation system.

B. .. Implement educational programs that recognize the need for developing and
maintaining a multimodal transportation system that supports the movement of
freight as well as people.

C. Encourage walking by developing education programs for both motorists and
pedestrians and by supporting and partlmpatmg in encouragement events for
pedesmans

D. Develop and implement education and encouragement plans aimed at youth and
adult cyclists and motorists.

E. Increase public awareness of the benefits of walking and bicycling and of available
resources and facilities.
F."  Develop a strong school curriculum and program on transportation safety and travel

choices with emphasis on environmental consequences, nelvhborhood\hvablhty,
_personal safety, and health.

G. . Educate citizens and businesses about Green Streets and how they can serve as urban
greenways to enhance, improve, and connect neighborhoods to encourage their
support, demand and funding for these projects.

. \

o—— n s
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—————— ——

Street Classification and Description Policies

Policy 6.4 Classification Descriptions

Street classification descriptions and designations describe the types of motor vehicle,
fransit, bicycle, pedestrian, truck, and emergency vehicle movement that should be
emphasized on each street.

Explanation: This policy describes how the classification descriptions and
designations are used. Classifications for regionally significant streets must
be constistent with the street classifications in Metro’s 2000 RTP. While
Portland uses different names than Metro, the classifications are generally
equivalent, as shown on the matrices in the relevant modal plans comparing
classifications between jurisdictions.

Objectives:

A, Classification descriptions and designations are used to determine the
appropriateness of street improvements and to make recommendations on new and
expanding land uses through the land use review processes.

Explanation: Many land use reviews consider the classifications of streets
adjacent to and near a site to determine the appropriateness of a proposed
use and its impacts.

B. Classification descriptions are used to describe how streets should function for each
mode of travel, not necessarily how they are functioning at present.

Explanation: Sometimes a street carries more traffic or types of traffic than
its classification would indicate. This does not necessarily mean that the
street should be reclassified. It could mean that the street design should be
changed to reduce or mitigate for the inappropriate traffic.

C. All of a street’s classifications must be considered in designing street improvements
and allocating funding. While a proposed project may serve only one classification,
improvements should not preclude future modifications to accommodate other
classifications of the street.

Explanation: Streets are classified for six types of movement: motor vehicle
traffic, trucks, transit vehicles, emergency vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicycles.

D. When the existing use of a street does not comply with its classification, no additional
investments should be made that encourage that inappropriate use.

Explanation: A street may carry more traffic, trucks, or through- traffic
than is appropriate for its classification. Improvements made to the street
should not result in facilitating these inappropriate movements.

Portiand ‘Fr—a-nsporbation System Plan ' Page 2-5
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E. Designate new streets within a land division site as Local Service Streets for all
modes unless otherwise designated through a concurrent or subsequent
Comprehensive Plan amendment to the Transportation Element.

F. Designate new streets within Pedestrian Districts and Freight Districts as Local
Service Streets unless otherwise designated through a Comprehensive Plan
amendment to the Transportation Element.

Policy 6.5 Traffic Classification Descriptions ,

Maintain a system of traffic streets that support the movement of motor vehicles for
regional, interregional, interdistrict, and local trips as shown. For each type of traffic
classification, the majority of motor vehicle trips on a street should conform to its
classification description. - .

Explanation: There are six classifications for traffic streets Each
classification describes how a traffic street should function (what kinds of
traffic and what kinds of trips are expected) and what types of land uses the
street should serve. Eight maps show the traffic classifications. One map is
located with the policy associated with each of the seven transportation
districts other than the Central City. The classification map for the Central
City (the eighth transportation district) is located with the Central City
Transportation Management Plan goal, policies, and objectives in this
chapter.

Objectives:

A Regional Trafficways
: Reglonal Trafficways are intended to serve interregional district movement that has
only one trip end in a transportation district or to serve trips that bypass a district
completely.

» Land Use/Development. Regional Trafficways should serve the Central City,
regional centers, industrial areas, and intermodal facilities and should connect
key freight routes within the region to points outside the region. Encourage
private and public development of regional significance to locate adjacent to
Regional Trafficway interchanges.

» Connections. Regional Trafficways should connect to other Regional Trafficways,
Major City Traffic Streets, and District Collectors. A ramp that connects to a
Regional Trafficway is classified as a Regional Trafficway from its point of
connection up to its intersection with a lower-classified street.

» Buffering. Adjacent neighborhoods should be buffered from the impacts of
Regional Trafficways.

* Dual Classification. A street with dual Regional Trafficway and Major City Traffic
Street classifications should retain the operational characteristics of a Major City
Traffic Street and respond to adjacent land uses.

B. Major City Traffic Streets - _
Major City Traffic Streets are intended to serve as the principal routes for traffic that
has at least one trip end within a transportation district.

———
o
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Transportation Element ‘ Chapter 2

Land Use/Development. Major City Traffic Streets should provide motor vehicle
connections among the Central City, regional centers, town centers, industrial
areas, and intermodal facilities. Auto-oriented development should locate
adjacent to Major City Traffic Streets, but should orient to pedestrians along
streets also classified as Transit Streets or within Pedestrian Districts.
Connections. Major City Traffic Streets should serve as primary connections to
Regional Trafficways and serve major activity centers in each district. Traffic with
no trip ends within a transportation district should be d1scouraged from using
Major City Traffic Streets.

On-Street Parking. On-street parking may be removed and additional right-of-
way purchased to provide adequate traffic access when consistent with the street
design designation of the street. Evaluate the need for on-street parking to serve
adjacent land uses and improve the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists when
making changes to the roadway.

C. Traffic Access Streets
Traffic Access Streets are intended to provide access to Central City destinations,
distribute traffic within a Central City district, provide connections between Central
City districts, and distribute traffic from Regional Trafficways and Major City Traffic .
Streets for access within the district. Traffic Access Streets are not intended for
through-traffic with no trip ends in the district.

Land Use/Development. Traffic Access Streets serve Central City land uses.
Solutions to congestion problems on Traffic Access Streets must accommodate
the high-density pattern desired in the Central City.

Connections. Connections to adjoining transportation districts should be to
District or Neighborhood Collectors. Intersections of Traffic Access Streets and
streets with higher or similar classifications should be signalized, where
warranted, to facilitate the safe movement of traffic along each street as well as
turning movements from one street to the other.

Access. Reduction in motor vehicle congestion is given less pnorlty than:
supporting pedestrian access and enhancing the pedestrian environment;
maintaining on-street parking to support land uses; accommodating transit; or
accommodating bicycles. Access to off-street parking is allowed.

Rxght—of—way Acquisition. Acquisition of addltlonal right-of-way to reduce
congestion is discouraged.

D. District Collectors
District Collectors are intended to serve as distributors of traffic from Major City
Traffic Streets to streets of the same or lower classification. District Collectors serve
trips that both start and end within a district.

i

Land Use/Development. District Collectors generally connect town centers,
corridors, main streets, and neighborhoods to nearby regional centers and other
major destinations. Land uses that attract trips from the surrounding neighbor-
hoods or from throughout the district should be encouraged to locate on District
Collectors. Regional attractors of traffic should be dlscouraged from locating on
District Collectors

y
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¢ Connections. District Collectors should connect to Major City Traffic Streets,
other collectors, and local streets and, where necessary, to Regional Trafficways.

¢ On-Street Parking. Removal of on-street parking and right-of-way acquisition
should be discouraged on District Collectors, except at specific problem locations
to accommodate the equally important functmns of traffic movement and vehicle
access to abutting properties.

E. Neighborhood Collectors _
Neighborhood Collectors are intended to serve as distributors of traffic from Major
City Traffic Streets or District Collectors to Local Service Streets and to serve trips
that both start and end within areas bounded by Major City Traffic Streets and
District Collectors.

e Land Use/Development. Neighborhood Collectors should connect neighborhoods
to nearby centers, corridors, station communities, main streets, and other nearby
destinations. New land uses and major expansions of land uses that attract a
significant volume of traffic from outside the neighborhood should be discour-
aged from locating on Neighborhood Collectors.

e Connections. Neighborhood Collectors should connect to Major City Traffic
Streets, District Collectors, and other Neighborhood Collectors, as well as to
Local Service Streets. »

o Function. The design of Neighborhood Collectors may vary over their length as
the land use character changes from primarily commercial to primarily
residential. Some Neighborhood Collectors may have a regional function, either

. alone or in concert with other nearby parallel collectors. All Neighborhood
Collectors should be de31gned to.operate as neighborhood streets rather than as
regional arterials.

©  On-Street Parking. The removal of on-street parking and r1ght-of—way acqulsmon
should be discouraged on Neighborhood Collectors.

F: Local Service Traffic Streets

Local Service Traffic Streets are intended to distribute local traffic and provide access

to local residences or commercial uses.

{

¢ Land Use/ Development. Discourage auto-oriented land uses from using Local
Service Traffic Streets as their primary access.

» Classification. Streets not classified as Regional Trafficways, Major City Traffic

- Streets, District Collectors, or Nelghborhood Collectors are classified as Local
Service Traffic Streets.

o Connections. Local Service Traffic Streets should connect neighborhoods, provide
local c1rculat10n, and provide access to nearby centers, corrldors, station areas,
and main streets.

+ Function. Local Service Traffic Streets provide local circulation for traffic,
pedestrians, and bicyclists and (except in special circumstances) should provide
on-street parking. In some instances where vehicle speeds and volumes are very
low (for example, woonerfs and accessways), Local Service Traffic Streets may
accommodate both vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists in a shared space.

——— —
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